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CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION

DAYTONA BEACH INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

VOLUSIA ROOM

Monday, December 14, 2015
5:30 p.m.

AGENDA

Call to Order
Roll Call
Approval of minutes of November 9, 2015. [pages 3 - 9]

Approval of meeting date change for February to
February 1, 2016 at 5:30pm.

Correspondence Received

A. Volusia Growth Management Commission
[pages 10 - 67]

B. General Correspondence [pages 68-81]

C. Municipality/Agency VGMC Position Letters
[pages 82 - 118]

Public Participation (Limit 3 minutes)

A. City of South Daytona - Joseph Yarbrough, City Manager

B. Halifax River Audubon Society - Stephen Kintner,
Conservation Chair

C. Deanie Lowe

Code of Ordinances Discussion [page 119]
https://www.municode.com/library/fl/volusia co
unty/codes/code of ordinances?nodelId=PTIICO
OR

Article II, Section 202.2 Security of Citizens
Property Rights - further discussion. [page 120]

Charter Review Commission = 123 W. Indiana Ave. = DeLand, FL 32720
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IX. Article II, Section 202.3 Volusia Growth Management
Commission [page 121]

A.

Information Requested by VCRC Members
[pages 122 - 130]

Guest Speaker - Volusia Growth Management
Commission — Gerald Brandon, Vice-Chairman
(15 minutes) [pages 131 - 142]

Guest Speaker — Team Volusia — Dwight
Durant, Secretary (10 minutes) [pages

143 - 191]

Guest Speaker - CEO Business Alliance -
Kent Sharples, President (10 minutes)

[pages 192 - 219]

X. Discussion by Commission of matters not on the agenda

XI. Adjourn — next meeting, January 11, 2016 at 5:30 in the
DBIA - Dennis McGee Room (Volusia Room)

Charter Review Commission ¢ 123 W. Indiana Ave. ¢ DeLand, FI, 32720
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AGENDA ITEM I11.

CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION
VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF
November 9, 2015

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Brown called the meeting to order at 5:31 p.m. in the Volusia Room at the
Daytona Beach International Airport, 700 Catalina Drive, Daytona Beach, Florida.

ROLL CALL

Chair Brown welcomed those present at the meeting. Members present included Frank
Bruno Jr., Frank Darden, Patricia Drago, Ambassador Stanley Escudero, Dr. Phillip
Fleuchaus, David Haas, Peter Heebner, James Morris, Derek Triplett, Mark Watts and
Lisa Ford Williams. Chair Brown advised that Dr. Bailey and Glenn Ritchey were still
recovering from illness and Patricia Northey was unable to attend. Also present were
County Attorney Dan Eckert, County Manager Jim Dinneen, county support staff and
members of the public.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Ambassador Escudero made a motion to approve the minutes of the October 12, 2015
meeting. The motion was seconded by Derek Triplett. The motion was approved
unanimously.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Chair Brown opened the floor to public participation and reminded the audience that
there is a three minute time limit for individuals, a six to ten minute limit for groups who
were invited to speak, and the commission would not consider issues currently in
litigation. Each member of the public was asked to complete a public participation form
which included their name, address, and brief description of the topic they wished to
address and allotted three minutes.

Michael Denis, 625 Lenox Ave, Daytona Beach, spoke on Article Il Sec. 205 Unified
Beach Regulations. Since the shift of responsibilities to the County, he noted examples
of three vacated approaches of which two remain undeveloped. He continued by
saying there is nothing that stops a developer from obtaining property and sitting on it
for years.

Ken Strickland, 1208 N Halifax Avenue, Daytona Beach, approached the commission
with a request to put the Let Volusia Vote Amendment on the ballot.

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
CRC Agenda Packet Page 3



AGENDA ITEM I11.

Martin Bates, 500 Buckles Road, Pierson, spoke on Atrticle Il Sec. 303.5 term limits of
the council. He suggested to reduce the district terms from four to two years as is done
at the federal and state level. He also noted that although a member cannot run for
three terms, they can run for Chair or At-Large positions. He felt that the process does
not provide enough change. In regards to the beach, he suggested that all issues have
a 2/3 vote of the County Council as opposed to a majority vote.

Dr. Phillip Fleuchaus stated the original charter had two year terms and asked when the
terms changed from two to four. Dan Eckert advised the group that it became effective
in 2002.

Greg Gimbert, 255 Euclid Avenue, Daytona Beach, approached the commission asking
for clarity on instructions.

Chair Brown stated that there would be no discussion on beach driving, however items
within Sec. 205 were open for discussion. Chair Brown also reminded Mr. Gimbert that
the commission would not be hearing issues currently in litigation.

Greg Gimbert asked Dan Eckert if it was within the rights of the chair to determine the
content of his input.

Mr. Eckert deferred to the Commission

Chair Brown clarified that the seriousness of the litigation is recognized by the members
of the commission and as noted in the minutes, beach driving would not be discussed.
However, there is not intent to preclude Mr. Gimbert’s input and suggested that if he
would like to speak on another issue, he is welcome to do so.

Greg Gimbert continued by saying that he did not believe that it is the Speaker’s or
appointed body’s place to determine what can or cannot be said during public input.

Discussion ensued between Dr. Fleuchaus, James Morris, and Frank Darden to further
clarify the commission’s position that the input should be relevant to the proceeding.
Due to the fact that the proposed topic is in the courts, the commission cannot take
action.

Greg Gimbert acknowledged the clarification provided by the commission. He then
discussed restriction of issues placed on the ballot and asked the commission to look at
Florida Statute 163.3167.

Public participation ended.

CODE OF ORDINANCES

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
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AGENDA ITEM I11.

Chair Brown advised the commission members that the web address for the County
ordinances has been provided. He asked that each member review the ordinances,
identify those they wish to speak about, and bring them to the next meeting.

DRAFT CHARTER SCHEDULE

Chair Brown reviewed the draft charter schedule and Dr. Fleuchaus moved for the
approval of the minutes. The motion was seconded by Derek Triplett.

James Morris spoke to the motion by first acknowledging that he was aware of the
invitation for some commission members to attend a Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) meeting and asked if there was anything planned for the VGMC to
present to the commission.

Tammy Bong replied by stating that the VGMC meeting had already occurred and that
information packets had been emailed to commission members for review.

Chair Brown stated that the topic will be addressed at the December meeting and asked
if there were any guest speakers Mr. Morris would like in attendance.

Mr. Morris stated he just wanted to ensure that the issue is represented from all sides,
but did not have a specific group or guest request.

Derek Triplett informed the group that he and Pat Drago attended the VGMC meeting.
He also explained that the content of the emailed material was the same that would be
presented to the commission.

After discussion, Chair Brown acknowledged the motion and without objection, the
schedule was approved.

ARTICLE |

Chair Brown asked for discussion regarding Article | Sec. 101, 102, 103 and Article Il
Sec. 201. Discussion ensued in regards to council pay rates at which time Dan Eckert
clarified that topic would be addressed later in the meeting.

ARTICLE I
Chair Brown asked for discussion regarding Article 1l Sec. 202, 202.1 and 202.2.

Ambassador Escudero addressed Sec. 202.2(3)(a) for clarification of what constitutes
pollution or the occurrence of pollution.

Dan Eckert indicated that Sec. 202.2 imposes a positive duty on the County to enforce
public nuisance actions and standards are further defined in following sections. Further
discussion ensued regarding the application of the provision in the past, whether it was
mandated, and the benefit versus liability based on the broad language.

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
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Chair Brown asked that Dan Eckert come back to the commission with a
recommendation for Sec. 202.2 at the December meeting. Chair Brown then asked for
conversation on Sec. 202.4.

Patricia Drago questioned the consistency of the administration and enforcement of the
minimum standards within the unincorporated area of the county and municipalities.

Conversation ensued with agreement that municipalities are consistent with
enforcement. Chair Brown indicated that a second invitation would be extended to the
Audubon and Sierra Club for the December meeting to present to the commission.

Kelli McGee, Director of Growth and Resource Management spoke to the enforcement
of standards, the cooperation between the County and municipalities and highlighted
the successful partnership process through which standards are evaluated and updated
due to Sec. 202.4.

Chair Brown asked for discussion on Sec. 203 or 204. There was none.

Ambassador Escudero asked if there were any lawsuits currently in litigation that would
be affected by any change proposed by the commission for Sec. 205.

Dan Eckert advised that current litigation is a challenge to an ordinance as adopted by
the council under state law and he did not recommend postponing any
recommendations based on the current lawsuit.

Chair Brown asked for discussion on Sections 205.1, 205.2, 205.3, 205.4, 205.5.
Conversation ensued regarding the language of cities providing services on the beach
and whether it should be removed. A recommendation was made to preserve the
section. It was noted that all routine services are handled by the County and there is
mutual aid.

Chair Brown asked for discussion on Sec. 205.6.

Dr. Phillip Fleuchaus questioned the concern highlighted during public participation.
Further conversation ensued about the three examples provided by Mr. Michael Denis
indicating that the standards had been met.

Chair Brown asked for discussion on Sec. 206. There was none.

REPEAL OF INEFFECTUAL CHARTER PROVISIONS

Dan Eckert spoke to Article Il Sec. 308 and the voting requirements of elected officials.
Conversation ensued on the definitions of conflict of interest and how it is currently

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
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applied. Chair Brown asked that the commission members review the full content and
come back with anything they would like to discuss.

Dan Eckert noted Article VI Sec. 604 Administrative Code is not needed because the
county council already fulfills this duty. Mr. Eckert proposed a title change for Article VII
Sec. 701 and removal of redundant content in Article IX Sec. 904. Discussion ensued
in regards to nonpartisan elections.

Article X Sec. 1007 was recommended for deletion as it not used and was implemented
prior to the constitution which provides employee rights.

Article X Secs. 1008, and 1009 were renumbered. Sec. 1010 refers to a retirement
system that no longer exists and was recommended for deletion.

Article Xl Sec.1103.4 was recommended for deletion because the County Council is
now the governing board of the special districts and the authority is no longer needed.

Article Xl Sec. 1104.1 addresses bonds. Because there are no longer bonds
outstanding, the recommendation was to delete this section.

Article Xl Sec. 1104.2 and 1104.3 were renumbered.
Chair Brown requested an advisory vote to tentatively accept the changes

recommended. Peter Heebner made the motion and the motion was seconded by Mr.
Morris with unanimous favor.

REIMBURSE COUNTY COUNCIL MEMBERS DRAFT

Dan Eckert discussed changes to Article Il Sections 304 and 307 in consideration of
salary compensation and reimbursement of expenses incidental to performance of
official business.

Ambassador Escudero made a motion to vote on the changes.

Chair Brown asked if County employees are reimbursed based on the IRS standard
mileage and asked for clarification of a reference made to the mileage being taxable.

Dan Eckert confirmed the current rates are based on the IRS standard. He further
explained the difference between that and mileage allowance which allows an employee
to claim actual mileage against their mileage allowance with the balance being taxable.

Dr. Phillip Fleuchaus asked if management had a number on the estimated costs of
Council expenses.

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
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Mr. Bruno agreed with the reimbursement and indicated the costs vary by position and
situation. He further stated that as Chairman of County Council, he incurred expenses
totaling $11,000 annually.

Mr. Dinneen indicated the importance of reimbursement for expenses versus providing
an allowance. The amount of reimbursement should be relative to a council member’s
area of responsibility and the amount of interaction necessary to perform their duties.
He stated that caps were not necessary and he was confident in the process of
validating reimbursements; further noting that all expenses submitted would follow the
same process and policies as County employees. He also stated that an exact number
was not known but he did not anticipate the costs to reach excessive levels.

Discussion ensued on clarifying the difference between compensation, payment or
reimbursement of expenses, and the amount of expenses that are currently incurred by
council.

After clarification of the suggested wording changes to Dan Eckert, Chair Brown took an
advisory vote. The motion was moved again by Ambassador Escudero, seconded by
Mr. Morris and approved unanimously.

DISCUSSION

Chair Brown discussed the December meeting content and opportunity for discussions.
He encouraged the commission to expand conversations beyond the special interests
and take into consideration the largest employers in the County when handling this
provision. He then asked for input from other commission members.

James Morris elaborated on his expectations in receiving input, noting that he agrees it
should be a representation of all sides of the issue. He indicated that the Volusia
Growth Management Commission (VGMC) should be allowed to discuss their position
as well as provide a record of budgetary information and results analysis.

Peter Heebner agreed with Mr. Morris and included that we may not be seeing all the
opportunities for the environmental and economic growth and further encouraged a look
into alternatives.

Chair Brown asked Tammy Bong to have the VGMC to list in order by date, the number
of conflicts in the last 10 years between a city and the County’s comp plan only. He
would like to have that information with time to disseminate and discuss prior to the
December meeting. He advised the commission that each member should thoroughly
prepare for the topic.

Conversation ensued on the frequency of hearings. Derek Triplett added that during
VGMC the meeting he attended, it was noted that the effectiveness of the committee
could not be determined by the number of hearings because their efforts go beyond the
hearings.

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
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Pat Drago followed up with a question about VGMC policies and procedures, the
number of RFP for services, and the frequency of the meetings.

Chair Brown recommended that members review the information provided in the GRMC
packet. There was additional conversation in regards to alternative solutions to the
commission, budget and funding, and staffing components.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business for discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 7:36 p.m.
The next meeting will take place on December 14, 2015 at 5:30 p.m. in the Volusia
Room at the Daytona Beach International Airport, 700 Catalina Drive, Daytona Beach,

Florida.

Tuesday, December 08, 2015
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AGENDA ITEM V. - A.

From: Tammy Bong

To: VCCharterReview

Date: 10/29/2015 10:25 AM
Subject: Fwd: VGMC Presentation

Attachments: 10-28-15 VGMC Staff Presentation.pdf

>>> VGMC 10/29/2015 9:25 AM >>>
Good morning Tammy, it was a pleasure speaking with you last night.

As requested, attached please find an electronic version of the presentation made by VGMC staff at the
October 28, 2015 regular meeting of the VGMC. If you are interested in printed copies of the
presentation, | have several available. Just let me know and | would be glad to forward to you.

As we discussed, the VGMC will be presenting at the December 14th meeting of the Charter Review
Commission. | understand you will be meeting with Mr. Brown and Mr. Dinneen to discuss the structure
of the meeting. Will you please let us know as early as possible what the parameters are with respect to
speakers, presentations, time limitations, etc. so that we can move forward accordingly in preparing the
VGMC presentation.

Thank you Tammy. We look forward to hearing from you.
Merry Chris

Merry C. Smith, Operations Manager
Volusia Growth Management Commission
140 S. Beach Street, #305

Daytona Beach, FL 32114

(386) 947-1875

vamc@volusia.org

The Volusia Growth Management Commission is governed by the State of Florida public records law.
This means that the information we receive online, including your e-mail address, is subject to being
disclosed to any person making a public records request. If you have any question about the Florida
public records law refer to Chapter 119 Florida Statutes. Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public
records. If you do not want your e-mail address released in response to a public records request, do not
send electronic mail to this entity. Instead, contact this office by phone or in writing.
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AGENDA ITEM V. - B.

David Lee Davis
6385 S. Williamson Blvd #824
Port Orange, FL 32128
386-846-8705
dldemh007 @gmail.com

November 10, 2015
The Honorable J. Hyatt Brown, Chair

and the Honorables Glenn Ritchey Sr., Vice Chair, Dr. T. Wayne Bailey, Frank Bruno
Jr., Frank Darden, Patricia Drago, Ambassador Stanley Escudero, Dr. Philip Fleuchaus,
M. David Haas, Peter Heebner, James Morris, Patricia Northey, Derek Triplett, Mark
Watts, Lisa Ford Williams, members of the Volusia County Charter Review Committee

RE: Article Xll — Ethics — Charter Revision Request
Mr. Speaker and members and the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity as a citizen of Volusia County to submit to you for
consideration an amendment to our Charter. My amendment concerns Article Xl —
Ethics and calls for an amendment for the establishment of an Ethics Commission
Exploratory Committee. In that you will be addressing Article XII in the future, | wanted
the opportunity to present this early to you for your review.

As you will note from my submission, | believe that this approach would enable the
public to have participation in the process. An exploratory committee would be the best
approach in that it would give the appointees ample time and resources to evaluate at
length what, if any, direction that should be considered. | submit this to you as an idea
for evaluation certainly expecting that if adopted for submission, the language and
scope would need to be changed to be appropriate and legal. If permissible, | would like
to address the Committee at the time Article Xl comes up for discussion.

Thank you for your consideration, | am
Sincerely,

David Lee Davis
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Proposal for the Establishment of an

Ethics Commission Exploratory Committee for Volusia County

History

There can be no argument given today’s climate and past issues with elected and
employed government personnel that ethical violations do occur. Many of these
violations are met with no consistent remedy and in some instance no action at all.
This has prompted public outcry and a concern that individuals involved in these
transgressions are above the law. The main problem rests with the absence of a
proactive process to meet these events before they occur and establish a
methodology for an appropriate and consistent manner in addressing them.

At present, the County Charter, Article XII, Section 1201., has but a general rule
on Ethics to follow those guidelines under the laws of the State of Florida. While
individual agencies with personnel departments have established employee rules, it
cannot cover all areas where an employee may find themselves at risk to be an
unwilling partner in questionable ethics situations. These rules are limited in scope
to “employees” and in some instances are not associated with actions of elected or
appointed officials who represent government entities within the county.
Additionally, they do not extend into the private sector who interact with
government and who in most instances are the perpetrators of such unethical
practices.

In 2014, the County Council faced a serious issue pertaining to unethical campaign
practices involving elected officials, county staff, private individuals and a
company doing business with local government entities. The Council, in
addressing this issue, was in “unchartered waters” ultimately turning to outside
sources and spending several hundred thousand dollars. Upon conclusion of the
Investigation, no action was taken by the County Council in ensuring actions such
as this would not be repeated. Furthermore, the Council brought up the idea of a
blue ribbon panel to begin an evaluation process on an Ethics Commission, but it
never materialized. As to the findings of the investigation, nothing was ever done
and to this day the issue is still unresolved.
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The Volusia County School District was not immune from its share of questionable
ethical practices in 2014 either. Using poor judgement and posting photos of a
night to remember on her Facebook page, a school district administrator created a
firestorm of public outcry causing an internal investigation. Innocently enough, it
was discovered that two administrators had accepted an invitation for dinner by
representatives of a company doing business with the district. The dinner
invitation entailed a private jet ride to Orlando where a stretch limousine whisked
them away in style for an evening of what can only be described as a once in a
lifetime night on the town extravaganza. When the dust had settled, the two
administrators were demoted. Most notable in this incident was the defense of
both employees claiming they had no idea that their actions violated any rules, one
that raises some level of merit.

Even the Southeast VVolusia Advertising Authority had its share of questionable
practices when it was discovered that the SVAA Director was committing fraud
and basically stealing funds. The conclusion of the investigation found probation
to be the punishment and a repayment of $5,000 to the county.

These three incidences are but a sampling of the various levels of unethical
practices which have resulted in criminal prosecution for some, hand slaps for
others and nothing for a select few. But in all of these instances there is one
common denominator and that is the absence of any recognizable preemptive
education against such things nor internal practices which can all but alleviate their
actions.

Palm Beach County Corrupt Era and Resolutions

The history of corruption in Florida counties has been the subject of fictional as
well as factual accounts in books and movies. One of the more notable occurred in
2006, when a series of government officials were arrested in Palm Beach County
for bribes, kickbacks and preferential awards of contracts. Through an intense
investigation by the State Attorney, criminal prosecutions continued through 2010
and Palm Beach County earned the least wanted title of “Most Corrupt County in
Florida.”
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Through intense efforts by citizen and business organizations, the legal community
and elected officials, a series of directives created a Charter Amendment calling for
a way to stop future corruption. In fall of 2010, the voters by a large margin
brought forth sweeping changes through the creation of the Palm Beach County
Ethics Commission. This new five member panel was tasked with:

overseeing, administering, and enforcing the ethics code;

Investigating ethics complaints;

issuing formal advisory opinions to persons who fall under the commission’s
jurisdiction;

training municipal and county officials and employees; and

proposing changes to the ethics code.

The passage of the Charter Amendment was a giant step in taking a proactive role
as well as an investigative role against future violations. Inclusive in their
concerns brought in all municipalities as well. They had accomplished this ethics
umbrella over the whole county government system which included everyone.

The strongest part of the Palm Beach County Ethics Commission is its proactive
measures. A mandatory training session is conducted for all new hires on ethics
and codes of conduct. Mandatory retraining is also provided each year with a
website for updates and reminders. The extent of their proactive posture is to go
out into the community and provide lectures and educational material on the
citizen’s role as well as how to do business with government in an ethical and
honest way. The Ethics Commission also provides skilled personnel to review and
respond to requests from outside interests before they conduct their business with
government entities providing a measure to catch inappropriate action before it
occurs.

One unique component, modeled after the state of Florida and the United States
Congress, is the registration of lobbyists. Anyone who represents issues to
government entities on a continuing basis and receives compensation for such
actions must register as a lobbyist. By identifying these individuals, they were able
to put together standards of conduct by which lobbyists and government
representatives interact.
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A Need For VVolusia County

As stated earlier, there is no doubt that issues occur all too often that fall outside
the realm of practical ethical standards within all levels of government.
Questionable relationships between government personnel and service providers,
as well as private sector business interests, go unchecked. This has caused more
and more speculation about the integrity and trustworthiness of our government
establishment. In the minds of the general public, it is an “us” against “them”
mentality which is curtailing the real growth and prosperity of our communities.

The feeling the public has about transparency in government places a greater
wedge between the people and government. With even the most innocent passage
of a measure granting a developer a right to engage in an activity or dollars spent
to attract a business to the area, the public is often opposed under the misguided
allusion that the process is tainted.

Admittedly, both sides are guilty of misconceptions and intolerance to a point that
it clearly is affecting government and citizen’s relationships. Pride is replaced with
disgust, commitment has been altered to circumspect, and participation has been
replaced with avoidance. It is insignificant at this point to not identify where the
fault lies but rather who can make it right, who can make the changes to bring
about a better relationship. As the great poet wrote, “...for whom the bell tolls; it
tolls for thee.”

Do the circumstances in VVolusia County warrant such action as that fashioned in
Palm Beach County? Do we have an epidemic of jurisdictional inconsistent
response to questionable ethical practices? Do we need an investigative proactive
stance on the issue of ethics? Is there a need for better training for public
employees and elected officials regarding standards by which they should conduct
their duties? These and other questions are certainly to be asked but those who
should ask them need to be prepared to come up with a solution should those
answers indicate such a need for reforms.

Therefore, while it may very well be that the issues in VVolusia County are less than
that of Palm Beach County or they could be more. But we will never know unless
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we ask the questions, all the questions, and then be in a position to remedy the
findings.

The Volusia County Charter Review Committee has within its power to do just
that. By adopting the Ethics Commission Exploratory Committee for VVolusia
County proposal and submitting it to the voters, it will be the most positive step to
resolving this issue. By this process, it enables the appointment of a nine member
panel that will encompass a broad area of thinking, also ensuring that two members
of the committee will have a legal and law enforcement background. Itis a
formation of an exploratory committee charged with determining whether or not
such a need exists to create an Ethics Commission. It empowers them also to
create such a Commission, apply whatever standards they see fit and to prepare it
for ratification by vote of the people in the 2018 general elections.

By enabling such a panel with specific guidelines, yet the ability to cast a wide net,
the public would be encouraged by such actions and identify this as a first step to
bridge the widening gap of public discontent.
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The Proposal for Change

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on Tuesday, November 8, 2016, a special
referendum election will be held within the County of Volusia at the same time
and places and on the same ballot as the general election of the State of Florida
for vote by the electors on proposed amendments to the Volusia County Home
Rule Charter, Ch. 70-966, Laws of Florida (Sp. Acts), as previously amended, as
follows:

The ballot caption and ballot question shall read as follows:

Creation of an Ethics Commission Exploratory Committee.

Upon approval by the voters, the Volusia County Council is hereby ordered to
establish an Ethics Commission Exploratory Committee as directed in the
amendment.

The proposed amendment, in full, shall read as follows:

The Volusia County Home Rule Charter, Chapter 70-966, Laws of Florida
(Sp. Acts), as previously amended, shall be further amended in pertinent
part as follows:

Article XII. CODE OF ETHICS

Section 1201. Creation of Ethics Commission Exploratory Committee

The Volusia County Council shall create The Ethics Commission Exploratory
Committee. After the start of the new Volusia County Council commencing with
the first meeting in 2017 and before the last meeting in February 2017, each
current elected member of the County Council shall appoint one person. The
Sheriff of Volusia County shall automatically be appointed to the committee or
select another individual which possesses a law enforcement background. The

CRC Agenda Packet Page 74



‘ (12/8/2015) VCCharterReview - Charter Review Public comments

Page 1

AGENDA ITEM V. - B.

From: Nancy Close <nancy.j.close@gmail.com>
To: <VCCharterReview@volusia.org>

Date: 11/5/2015 9:56 PM

Subject: Charter Review Public comments

For your consideration.
Concerning the Charter. Article 1l, Section 202 Special states:

"The county, operating under this charter, shall have all special powers

and duties which are not inconsistent with this charter, heretofore granted
by law to the board of county commissioners, and shall have such additional
county and municipal powers as may be required to fulfill the intent of

this charter."

Who is the "board of county commissioners"? Shouldn't that be the county
council?

The phrase "board of county commissioners" in this section seems
inconsistent with the rest of the document which refers to the governing
entity as the county council, and the members are council members rather
than county commissioners.

Thank you.

Nancy Close

444 Seaview Ave
Daytona Beach, FL

nancy.j.close@gmail.com
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Volusia County Bar Association shall select for automatic appointment to the
committee one of its members. All individuals selected for this committee must
be submitted by the last meeting of the Volusia County Council in February 2017
and be residents of Volusia County. Should any vacancy be unfilled by this date,
the County Attorney will appoint an individual who meets the requirements. Any
vacancy which occurs during the Committee’s existence shall be filled by a
majority vote of the committee. The Committee shall be provided with all
necessary assistance, supplies, financing and equipment similar to those provided
to the Volusia County Charter Review Committee.

Section 1202. Authority and Actions of Ethics Commission Exploratory
Committee.

The nine member Ethics Commission Exploratory Committee is charged with
conducting hearings, meetings, investigations and any and all other research
necessary to create an Ethics Commission for Volusia County similar to those in
other counties. The Committee shall complete its findings and submit a formal
amendment to the Volusia county charter for approval by the voters in the 2018
November general election. The amendment (s) shall be submitted on or before
the final date for charter amendments as set forth by the supervisor of elections.
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From: "Mikedenis@cfl.rr.com" <mikedenis@cfl.rr.com>

To: "VCCharterReview" <VCCharterReview@volusia.org>

Date: 11/11/2015 9:47 AM

Subject: RE: Fwd: Request for a clarification on the Charter Review Process

Thank you for the clarification and quick response. I'll assume that emails
in advance ready do nothing for future meetings.

Mike Denis

————— Original Message-----

From: VCCharterReview [mailto:VCCharterReview@volusia.org]

Sent: Wednesday, November 11, 2015 8:30 AM

To: Mikedenis@cfl.rr.com

Subject: Re: Fwd: Request for a clarification on the Charter Review Process

Mr. Denis -

Every meeting has a public participation section which allows 3 minutes to
the speaker. The speaker may choose to discuss as many topics within slotted
time line.

A public participation form is completed at each meeting.

Thank you.

>>> "Mikedenis@cfl.rr.com" <mikedenis@cfl.rr.com> 11/10/2015 3:01 PM >>>
Prior to last night's meeting, | have emailed in two topics that | wanted to

talk about in Charter Review Meeting. | was told by the person that has the
speakers fill out the "speaker form", that even thought | received two

emails confirming my participation, | only had one 3 minute session in total

for both. That does not seem fair to me. Is that the policy? Or a

misunderstanding? Depending on how the committee "splits up" the charter,
one only gets 3 minute per Meeting?

Mike Denis (I sat to your left during most of the meeting)

625 Lenox Ave

Daytona Beach, FL

I do plan on speaking at the next meeting as well, just want a clarification
of the "rules" for future reference.
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From: David Hartgrove <birdman9@earthlink.net>

To: John Duckworth <jduckworth@volusia.org>

CC: <jebk75@gmail.com>, "VCCharterReview" <VCCharterReview@volusia.org>
Date: 11/13/2015 3:23 PM

Subject: Re: Volusia Charter Review Commission December 14th Meeting

Hi John,

| was teaching this morning and just got the message a few minutes ago. I'm honored to be asked and
I'll be there for sure. Thank you.

David Hartgrove
Conservation Chair/Pelican Editor,
Halifax River Audubon

On Nov 13, 2015, at 10:54 AM, John Duckworth wrote:

> Mr. Hartgrove:

>

>

> | attempted to reach you via phone today, but was not successful.

>

> The Charter Commission would like to extend an invitation for a representative of the Halifax River
Audubon to speak at the December 14, 2015 - 5:30 pm meeting which will be held in the Volusia Room
located at the Daytona Beach International Airport. The December meeting has primarily been dedicated
to discussion relating to the Volusia Growth Management Commission and economic development as it
relates to the county charter, but the Commission has discussed environmental issues at previous
meetings. Three (3) minutes has been allotted for your group. Please let me know who will be attending
and provide any handouts by November 27th to be included in the Commission's agenda packet.

>

> Feel free to give me a call to discuss.

>

> Thanks for your help,

>

>

> John Duckworth

> Volusia Charter Review Commission Staff Support

> Volusia County Purchasing & Contracts

> 123 W. Indiana Ave., Rm. 302, DelLand, FL 32720-4608

> JDuckworth@volusia.org

> Direct Phone: 386-822-5792

> Fax: 386-626-6556
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From: John Duckworth

To: VCCharterReview

Date: 11/13/2015 11:12 AM

Subject: Fwd: Re: Volusia Charter Review Commission December 14th Meeting

>>> Deanie Lowe <deanielowe@bellsouth.net> 11/13/2015 11:06 AM >>>
Thank you, John. | look forward to attending and speaking at the Charter Review Commission’s 12/14
meeting.

Deanie Lowe

On Nov 13, 2015, at 10:58 AM, John Duckworth <jduckworth@volusia.org> wrote:
Ms. Lowe:
As a followup to our conversation today...

The Charter Commission would like to extend an invitation for you to speak at the December 14,
2015 - 5:30 pm meeting which will be held in the Volusia Room located at the Daytona Beach
International Airport. The December meeting has primarily been dedicated to discussion relating to the
Volusia Growth Management Commission and economic development as it relates to the county
charter. Three (3) minutes has been allotted for you. Please let me if you will be attending and provide
any handouts by November 27th to be included in the Commission's agenda packet.

Feel free to give me a call to discuss.

Thanks for your help,

John Duckworth

Volusia Charter Review Commission Staff Support
Volusia County Purchasing & Contracts

123 W. Indiana Ave., Rm. 302, DeLand, FL 32720-4608
JDuckworth@volusia.org

Direct Phone: 386-822-5792

Fax: 386-626-6556
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From: John Duckworth

To: VCCharterReview

Date: 11/13/2015 1:27 PM

Subject: Fwd: Re: Volusia Charter Review Commission December 14th Meeting

>>> Kent Sharples <ksharples@ceobusinessalliance.com> 11/13/2015 12:16 PM >>>
Thank you John.

We will be in touch with regards to attendees and handouts.

Kent

On Fri, Nov 13, 2015 at 11:38 AM, John Duckworth <jduckworth@volusia.org> wrote:

Mr. Sharples:

As a follow up to our conversation today...

The Charter Commission would like to extend an invitation for a representative of the CEO Business
Alliance to speak at the December 14, 2015 - 5:30 pm meeting which will be held in the Volusia Room
located at the Daytona Beach International Airport. The December meeting has primarily been
dedicated to discussion relating to the Volusia Growth Management Commission and economic
development as it relates to the county charter. Ten (10) minutes has been allotted for your group.
Please let me know who will be attending and provide any handouts by November 27th to be included
in the Commission's agenda packet.

Feel free to give me a call to discuss.

Thanks for your help,

John Duckworth

Volusia Charter Review Commission Staff Support
Volusia County Purchasing & Contracts

123 W. Indiana Ave., Rm. 302, DeLand, FL 32720-4608
JDuckworth@volusia.org

Direct Phone: 386-822-5792

Fax: 386-626-6556

John Duckworth, Procurement Analyst |

Volusia County Purchasing & Contracts

123 W. Indiana Ave., Rm. 302, DeLand, FL 32720-4608
JDuckworth@volusia.org

Direct Phone: 386-822-5792

Fax: 386-626-6556
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Kent Sharples
President

CEO Business Alliance

825 Ballough Road Suite 210

Daytona Beach, FL 32114
386.256.4900 ceobusinessalliance.com
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A City of DelLand
£OR\D “The Athens of Florida”

www.deland.org
120 South Florida Avenue
DelLand, Florida 32720-5481
Telephone:  (386) 626-7000
.Fax: (386) 626-7140
November 30, 2015

J. Hyatt Brown, Chairman and

Members of the Charter Review Commission
County of Volusia ,

123 West Indiana Avenue

DeLand, FL 32720

Re: Volusia County Growth Management Commission
Dear Chairman Brown and Members of the Charter Review Commission:

At its November 167 meeting, the DeLand City Commission discussed our thoughts and
concerns regarding the future of the Volusia County Growth Management Commission
(VGMC). We did not adopt a resolution calling for the abolishment of the VGMC, but we want
to share our thoughts and concerns regarding the VGMC for your consideration during your
deliberations on Charter recommendations. We do believe that the notion of its elimination
merits discussion. If it remains in the charter, we believe VGMC should be substantially
modified from its historic practices and procedures.

The City Commission noted that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC
are out of date, overly burdensome, and put Volusia County at an economic disadvantage for
projects requiring timely and efficient review. We suggest that the following thoughts be
considered by the Charter Review Commission in evaluating your recommendations regarding
VGMC.

We believe the following considerations are reasons to sunset VGMC:

e Since the adoption of the VGMC, there have been significant and substantial changes to
the laws affecting DRIs, growth management and comprehensive plans amendments.
No longer do all plan amendments require scrutiny by the state. Previously, VGMC
review occurred during that state review delay. Today, review by the VGMC causes a
delay in moving projects forward by at least several months and often longer for
contested matters which is an impediment to economic development.

e VGMC is a costly, somewhat repetitious and an additional layer of review. There is the
direct expense of VGMC as well as the indirect costs of participating in the process to
the applicant jurisdiction and to the private sector interest desiring the plan amendment
of participating in the process.

If VGMC remains we suggest the following substantial changes:
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e Not all comprehensive plan amendments should be reviewed by the VGMC. Minimum
thresholds and significant multi jurisdictional impacts should be established (for example
number of acres, dwelling units, square footage or burdens on public services and
infrastructure) so that only applications for major plan amendments require review and
small applications do not need to be submitted for review.

e Standing should be limited to the governmental units impacted by the application
(including the Volusia County School Board). In the past, the VGMC has been used as a
“super planning board” especially when citizens have been unhappy with decisions at the
local level. Standing should be limited to those directly impacted by the plan
amendment.

e Similarly, better rules are needed to -determine local government standing so that those
jurisdictions that are geographically distant or do not have reasonable proof of
inconsistency and affect on its plan do not have standing. '

e Weighted voting rules should be reconsidered. As currently written, unaffected local
governments could decide the fate of an application that does not impact that jurisdiction
in any way.

e A jurisdiction’s representative should serve at will to allow the appomtmg body to
remove their representative from the VGMC should the appointing board determine that
its representative is not fulfilling their duties or accurately representing: the interests and
decisions of the appointing jurisdiction.

We believe you should consider that there may still be a need for a formal mechanism for
coordinating the plans of municipalities, the County and the School Board as they relate to
changes of comprehensive land use designations that may have a major impact on the provision
of public services to residents of an impacted geographic area which span multiple jurisdictions.
For example, a jurisdiction that receives water service from another jurisdiction should not be
permitted to approve a plan amendment that impacts the capacity of the water provider to service
its existing commitments without some discussion and coordination. Sunsetting the VGMC
would eliminate one formal means of assuring intergovernmental coordination on review of land
use applications of major impact. :

Thank you very much for the opportunity to voice our opinion about the Volusia County Growth
Management Commission. We respectfully request that our opinions be taken into consideration
as you deliberate the need for the VGMC.
Sincerely,

5 Eert g ’A%gl"

Mayor-Commissioner

375 DeLand City Commission

Michael Pleus, DelLand City Manager
Dale Arrington, DeLand Assistant City Manager
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J. Hyatt Brown, Chair
County of Volusia

Charter Review Commission
123 W. Indiana Ave
DeLand, FL 32710

Re:

City of Edgewater - Resolution #2015-R-36

Dear Chairman Brown:

AGENDA ITEM V. - C.

During the regularly scheduled City Council meeting on Monday, November 16, 2015 the Council
unanimously approved the attached resolution (#2015-R-36) urging the Charter Review Commission to
consider recommending an amendment to the County Charter eliminating the Volusia Growth
Management Commission.

Sincerely, :

Robin L."Matusick
Interim City Clerk/Paralegal
rmatusick@cityofedgewater.org

/rlm
Enclosure
Ce: Dr. Philip Fleuchaus

Glenn Ritchey, Sr., Vice Chair
M. David Haas

Dr. T. Wayne Bailey

Peter Heebner

Frank Bruno, Jr.

James Morris

Frank Darden

Patricia Northey

Patricia Drago

Derek Triplett

Ambassador Stanley Escudero
Lisa Ford Williams

Office of the City Clerk/Paralegal
P.O. Box 100 = Edgewater, FL 32132-0100
(386) 424-2400, Ext. 1101 o Fax (386) 424-2410
www.cityofedgewater.org
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-R-36

A RESCLUTION OF THE CITY OF EDGEWATER,
FLORIDA, REQUESTING THE VOLUSIA CHARTER
REVIEW COMMISSION TO RECOMMEND AN
AMENDMENT TO THE VOLUSIA COUNTY CHARTER
ELIMINATING THE VOLUSIA GROWTH
MANAGEMENT COMMISSION; DIRECTING THE CITY
CLERK TO FORWARD TO THE VOLUSIA CHARTER
REVIEW COMMISSION, REPEALING RESOLUTIONS IN
CONFLICT HEREWITH AND ESTABLISHING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the State Legislature adopted the Growth Management Act (Act) which
requires local governmental entities to adopt comprehensive plans to establish policies for the
future growth within their jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, furthermore it is the intent of the Act for counties and municipalities to
cooperate and coordinate planning with each other, regional agencies and the State and

specifically states:

It is the intent of this act to encourage and ensure cocpcration

between and among municipalities and counties and to encourage

and ensure coordination of planning and development activities of

units of local government with the planning activities of regional

agencies and state government in accord with applicable provisions

of taw; and :
WHEREAS, in addition to the Act, in 1986 the Volusia County Charter (Charter) was
amended to create the Volusia Growth Management Comumission (VGMC) and the Charter

amendment contained the following language:

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (hereafter commission). The commission shall have
the power and the' duty to determine the consistency of the
municipalities’ and the county’s comprehensive plans and any
amendments thereto with each other; and

WHEREAS, to implement the VGMC, Volusia County adopted rules and regulations for
the VGMC, including Section 90-33(5) of the Volusia County Code of Ordinances which reads

as follows:

The main purpose of the commission is to provide an effective
means for coordinating the plans of municipalities and the county,

2015-R-36 1
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in order to provide a forum for the several local governments in the
county to cooperate with each other in coordinating the provision
of public services to and improvements for the citizens of the
county, and create incentives to foster intergovernmental
cooperation and coordination; and
WHEREAS, these two provisions clearly indicate that the intended purpose of the
VGMC was to provide a forum through which local governmental entities could resolve
inconsistencies and/or incompatibilities regarding comprehensive plans; and
WHEREAS, the role of the VGMC is inefficient as it duplicates the requirement of
Florida Statutes 163.3177 which requires procedures for local governments to follow where there
are Inconsistencies and/or incompatibilities with their respective Comprehensive Plan
Amendments; and
WHEREAS, the role of VG MC has encroached beyond resolving inconsistencies and/or
incompatibilitics among local government Comprehensive Plan Amendments; and
WHEREAS, the VGMC has previously granted standing to partiés other than local
governments, and property cwners without reasonable standing that has resulted in lengthy
delays that is counier to the legislative growth policies adopted by local governmental entities;
and
WHIEREAS, the VGMC has independently interpreted its role to intervene in growth
management policy decisions even if all local governmental entities are in agreement as to
Comprehensive Plan consistency and compatibility and would not require a hearing; and
WHEREAS, the vast majority of the VGMC hearings have not been the result of
inconsistencies and/or incompatibilities of Comprehensive Plan Amendments submitted by local
governmental entities, but rather objections filed by the VGMC staff or other parties without
appropriate standing; and
WHEREAS, the VGMC is a process funded by the taxpayers of Volusia County that
requires the VGMC to review every proposed comprehensive plan amendment in Volusia
County and allows for hearings to be easily requested and such a process has been used to delay
and complicate local government’s planning efforts; and
WHEREAS, he VGMC is not required by State law, this additional process puts Volusia
County at a disadvantage when competing with other jurisdictions for new development and

businesses who do not have such an added layer of bureaucracy; and

2015-R-36 2
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WHEREAS, each local governmental entity has the sovereign authority to adopt its own
growth management policies, within the provisions of Florida Law, thereby establishing how that
community will develop. The YGMC was never intended to be an additional forum to review
and/or to hear or create objections to growth management policies adopted by local
governmental entities. Such process violates the sovereignty of the local government to establish
its own growth management policies; and

WHEREAS. the County Charter should be amended to eliminate the VGMC; and

WHEREAS, climinating the VGMC will not adversely affect the public’s right to
participate in the adoption of the growth policies of the local governmental entities and/or to

nursue the administrative review provided under State law.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it resolved by the City Council of the City of Edgewater,
Florida:

Section §. The City Council of the City of Edgewater does hereby requests the Volusia
Charter Review Commission to recommend an amendment 1o the Volusia County Charter to
eliminate the YGMC,

Sectivn 2. The City Clerk is hereby directed to forward this Resolution to the Volusia
Charter Review Comumission.

Section 3. All resolutions or parts of resolutions in conflict herewith be and the same are

hereby repeaied.

2015-R-36 3
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Section 4. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption.

After motion by é%z)r‘m; L&l‘)mh%y\_{nﬁ‘/ér\) and Second by

Cbarsc.-_;/waw—\’ ?Q P the vote on this resolution was as follows:
AYE NAY
Mayor Michael Ignasiak N

Councilwoman Christine Power

Councilwoman Gigi Bennington N —
Councilman Dan Blazi : }__ R
~ Councilman Gary T. Conroy e P

ASSED AND DULY ADOPTED this 16" day of Novemhe1 2015.

ATTEST: CITY COUNCIL OF THE -
CITY OF EDGEWATER FLORIDA

Ot o i ' oM cthod Bl

Robin.L. Matusick Mike Ionasmk v
Interim City Clerk/Paralegal ' : Mayor

For the use and reliance only by the City of Approved by the City Council of the Clty of

- Edgewater, Florida. Approved as to form and Edgewater at a meeting held on this 16" day of

legality by:  Aaron R. Wolfe, Esquire November, 2015 under Agenda Item WNo
City Attorney 8
Doran, Sims,Wolfe & Ciocchetti

2015-R-36 4
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CiTy oF ORMOND BEACH

22 South Beach Street * Ormond Beach, FL 32174 + (386) 677-03 | « Fax (386) 676-3330

December 3, 2015

Mr. Jason P. Davis, County Chair and
Volusia County Council Members
County of Volusia

Thomas C. Kelly Administrative Center
123 West Indiana Avenue

Deland, Florida 32720-4612

Re: City of Ormond Beach Resolution No. 2015-227

Dear Mr. Davis:

On December 1, 2015, the City Commission of the City of Ormond Beach approved
Resolution No. 2015-227 requesting the Volusia Charter Review Commission to
recommend an amendment to the Volusia County Charter. A copy of said resolution is

enclosed.
Best regards,
/ Aot V<Ko,

- J. Scott McKee
City Clerk

Enclosure

cc:  Volusia County Council Members
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Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes
to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement 2 comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part 1I
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Aet.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).
4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.
Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.
Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.
7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

EQ,KJ-QJ-_\ Ed Kelley City of Ormond Beach
)]

Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor

Page 1 of 4
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Attachment 1.

Excerpts the Volusia County Charter and Florida Statutes

Volusia County
Article IT. Powers And Duties Of The County
Section 202.3. Volusia Growth Management Commission,

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management Commission (hereafier commission). The
commission shall have the power and the duty to determine the consistency of the municipalities” and the
county’s comprehensive plans and any amendments thereto with each other. The commission may
perform such other directly related duties as the commission from time to time deems necessary.

The determination by the commission shall be binding on the submitting government. No plan, element of
a plan, or amendment of a plan adopted after the date this article becomes law shall be valid or effective
unless and until such plan, element of a plan, or amendment has been reviewed by the commission and
has been certified as consistent. The review of any such determination of the commission shall be by

certiorari.

Florida Statutes 163.3177 Required and optional elements of comprehensive plan; studies and

surveys.—

(2) Coordination of the several elements of the local comprehensive plan shall be a major objective of
the planning process. The several elements of the comprehensive plan shall be consistent. Where data is
relevant to several elements, consistent data shall be used, including population estimates and projections
unless alternative data can be justified for a plan amendment through new supporting data and analysis.
Each map depicting future conditions must reflect the principles, guidelines, and standards within all
elements and each such map must be contained within the comprehensive plan.

(4)(@) Coordination of the local comprehensive plan with the comprehensive plans of adjacent
municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region; with the appropriate water management
district’s regional water supply plans approved pursuant to s. 373.709; and with adopted rules pertaining
to designated areas of critical state concern shall be a major objective of the local comprehensive planning
process. To that end, in the preparation of a comprehensive plan or element thereof, and in the
comprehensive plan or element as adopted, the governing body shall include a specific policy statement
indicating the relationship of the proposed development of the area to the comprehensive plans of
adjacent municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region, as the case may require and as such

adopted plans or plans in preparation may exist.

(b)I. An intergovernmental coordination element showing relationships and stating principles and
guidelines to be used in coordinating the adopted comprehensive plan with the plans of school boards,
regional water supply authorities, and other units of local government providing services but not having
regulatory authority over the use of land, with the comprehensive plans of adjacent municipalities, the
county, adjacent counties, or the region, with the state comprehensive plan and with the applicable
regional water supply plan approved pursuant to s. 373.709, as the case may require and as such adopted
plans or plans in preparation may exist. This element of the local comprehensive plan must demonstrate
consideration of the particular effects of the local plan, when adopted, upon the development of adjacent

Page 2 of 4
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municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region, or upon the state comprehensive plan, as the

case may require.

a. The intergovernmental coordination element must provide procedures for identifying and
implementing joint planning areas, especially for the purpose of annexation, municipal incorporation, and

joint infrastructure service areas.

b. The intergovernmental coordination element shall provide for a dispute resolution process, as
established pursuant to 5. 186.509, for bringing intergovernmental disputes to closure in a timely manner,

c. The intergovernmental coordination element shall provide for interlocal agreements as established
pursuant to s. 333.03(1)(b).

2. The intergovernmental coordination element shall also state principles and guidelines to be used in
coordinating the adopted comprehensive plan with the plans of school boards and other units of Jocal
government providing facilities and services but not having regulatory authority over the use of land. In
addition, the intergovernmental coordination element must describe joint processes for collaborative
planning and decisionmaking on population projections and public school siting, the location and
extension of public facilities subject to concurrency, and siting facilities with countywide significance,
including locally unwanted land uses whose nature and identity are established in an agreement.

3. Within 1 year after adopting their intergovernmental coordination elements, each county, all the
municipalities within that county, the district school board, and any unit of local government service
providers in that county shall establish by interlocal or other formal agreement executed by all affected
entities, the joint processes described in this subparagraph consistent with their adopted

intergovernmental coordination elements. The agreement must:

a. Ensure that the local government addresses through coordination mechanisms the impacts of
development proposed in the local comprehensive plan upon development in adjacent municipalities, the
county, adjacent counties, the region, and the state. The area of concern for municipalities shall include
adjacent municipalities, the county, and counties adjacent to the municipality. The area of concern for
counties shall include all municipalities within the county, adjacent counties, and adjacent municipalities.

b. Ensure coordination in establishing level of service standards for public facilities with any state,
regional, or local entity having operational and maintenance responsibility for such facilities.

163.3184 Process for adoption of comprehensive plan or plan amendment.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, the term:

(a) “Affected person” includes the affected local government; persons owning property, residing, or
owning or operating a business within the boundaries of the local government whose plan is the subject of
the review; owners of real property abutting real property that is the subject of a proposed change to a
future land use map; and adjoining local governments that can demonstrate that the plan or plan
amendment will produce substantial impacts on the increased need for publicly funded infrastructure or
substantial impacts on areas designated for protection or special treatment within their jurisdiction. Each
person, other than an adjoining local government, in order to qualify under this definition, shall also have
submitted oral or written comments, recommendations, or objections to the local government during the
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period of time beginning with the transmittal hearing for the plan or plan amendment and ending with the
adoption of the plan or plan amendment.

(b) “In compliance” means consistent with the requirements of ss. 163.3177, 163.3178, 163.3180,
163.3191, 163.3245, and 163.3248, with the appropriate strategic regional policy plan, and with the
principles for guiding development in designated areas of critical state concern and with part III of

chapter 369, where applicable.

(c) “Reviewing agencies” means:

1. The state land planning agency;

2. The appropriate regional planning council;

3. The appropriate water management district;
4. The Department of Environmental Protection;
5. The Department of State;

6. The Department of Transportation;

7. In the case of plan amendments relating to public schools, the Department of Education;

8. In the case of plans or plan amendments that affect a military installation listed in s. 163.3175, the
commanding officer of the affected military installation;

9. In the case of county plans and plan amendments, the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
and the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services; and

10. In the case of municipal plans and plan amendments, the county in which the municipality is

located.

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE CHALLENGES TO PLANS AND PLAN AMENDMENTS.—

(a) Any affected person as defined in paragraph (1){(a) may file a petition with the Division of
Administrative Hearings pursunant to ss. 120.569 and 120.57, with a copy served on the affected local
government, to request a formal hearing to challenge whether the plan or plan amendments are in
compliance as defined in paragraph (1)(b). This petition must be filed with the division within 30 days
after the local government adopts the amendment. The state land planning agency may not intervene in a

proceeding initiated by an affected person.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2015-227

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF ORMOND BEACH,
FLORIDA, REQUESTING THE VOLUSIA CHARTER
REVIEW COMMISSION TO RECOMMEND AN
AMENDMENT TO THE VOLUSIA COUNTY CHARTER
EITHER ELIMINATING THE VOLUSIA GROWTH
MANAGEMENT COMMISSION OR ALTERNATIVELY,
LIMITING THE JURISDICTION OF THE VOLUSIA
GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMISSION TO ONLY
CONDUCT REVIEWS AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
HEARINGS AMENDMENTS OF PROPOSED OF LOCAL
GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES WHEN AN OBJECTION TO
A PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT IS
FILED BY ANOTHER LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL
ENTITY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING
FOR CONFLICTING RESOLUTIONS; AND PROVIDING
FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the State Legislature adopted the Growth Management Act (Act) which
requires local governmental entities to adopt comprehensive plans to establish policies for the
future growth within their jurisdictions, and

WHEREAS, furthermore it is the intent of the Act for counties and municipalities to
cooperate and coordinate planning with each other, regional agencies and the State and
specifically states:

It is the intent of this act to encourage and ensure cooperation
between and among municipalities and counties and to encourage
and ensure coordination of planning and development activities of

units of local government with the planning activities of regional

agencies and state government in accord with applicable provisions
of law.
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WHEREAS, in addition to the Act, in 1986 the Volusia County Charter (Charter) was

amended to create the Volusia Growth Management Commission (VGMC) and the Charter

amendment contained the following language:

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (hereafter commission). The commission shall have
the power and the duty to determine the consistency of the
municipalities' and the county’s comprehensive plans and any
amendments thereto with each other.

WHEREAS, to implement the VGMC, Volusia County adopted rules and regulations for

the VGMC, including Section 90-33(5) of the Volusia County Code of Ordinances which reads

as follows:

The main purpose of the commission is to provide an effective
means for coordinating the plans of municipalities and the
county, in order to provide a forum for the several local
governments in the county to cooperate with each other in
coordinating the provision of public services to and
improvements for the citizens of the county, and create
incentives to foster intergovernmental cooperation and

coordination.

WHEREAS, these two provisions clearly indicate that the main purpose of the VGMC is

to provide a forum through which local governmental entities can resolve differences regarding

Comprehensive plans, and

WHEREAS, if the role of the VGMC was limited to resolving disputes between local
governmental entities regarding comprehensive plans, the VGMC would provide a valuable, cost

saving service by avoiding the administrative hearing process provided in State law to resolve

such disputes, and
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WHEREAS, however, the VGMC has not limited its role to resolving disputes among
local governmental entities, but has become a forum that is used by opponents to growth and
development to delay and frustrate the legislative growth policies adopted by local governmental
entities, and

WHEREAS, the VGMC has interpreted its role to intervene in growth management
policy decisions even if all local governmental entities are in agreement as to consistency, and

WHEREAS, the vast majority of the VGMC hearings have not been the result of
disputes between local governmental entities, but objections filed by other parties, and

WHEREAS, the VGMC is a costly process funded by the taxpayers of Volusia County.
The VGMC reviews every proposed comprehensive plan amendment in Volusia County and
hearings are easily requested. Such a process has been used to delay and frustrate growth. The
VGMC is not required by State law and Volusia County is the only County in the State with such
an added layer of review. This puts Volusia County at a disadvantage when competing with other
jurisdictions for new businesses who do not have such an added layer of bureaucracy, and

WHEREAS, each local governmental entity has the sovereign authority to adopt its own
growth management policies thereby establishing how that community will grow. The VGMC
was never intended to be a second forum to review and hear objections to growth management
policies adopted by local governmental entities. Such a review would violate the sovereignty of
the local government to establish its own growth management policies. The VGMC should only
be involved when a local government entity believes that a proposed comprehensive plan
amendment of another local governmental entity would have adverse impacts beyond the

adopting agencies jurisdiction and negatively impact adjacent local government entities. If a
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local governmental entity proposes a comprehensive plan amendment and no local governmental
entity raises an objection, there is no need for the VGMC to review the proposed amendment and
conduct a hearing, and

WHEREAS, the County Charter should be amended to either eliminate the VGMC or
limit the VGMC involvement to only when an objection to a comprehensive plan amendment is
timely filed by another local governmental entity, and

WHEREAS, eliminating the VGMC or limiting the role of the VGMC to its primary
purpose will not adversely affect the public's right to participate in the adoption of the growth
policies of the local governmental entities and to pursue the administrative review provided
under State law, now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF ORMOND
BEACH, FLORIDA, THAT:

SECTION ONE. The City Commission hereby requests the Volusia Charter Review
Commission to recommend an amendment to the Volusia County Charter either eliminating the
VGMC or alternatively limiting the jurisdiction of the VGMC to only conduct reviews and
hearings of proposed comprehensive plan amendments of local governmental entities when an
objection to a proposed comprehensive plan amendment is filed by another local governmental
entity.

SECTION TWO. The City Manager is hereby directed to forward this Resolution to the
Volusia Charter Review Commission.

SECTION THREE. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of

this resolution, or application hereof, is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any
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Court, such portion or application shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent
provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions or application

hereof.

SECTION FOUR. All resolutions made in conflict with this Resolution are hereby
repealed.
SECTION FIVE. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption.

APPROVED AND AUTHENTICATED this 1stday of December, 2015.

, ED KELLEY !
Mayor

ATTEST:

sl Ll
OTT McKE
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Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes
to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II

Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovemnmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (eg.a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).
4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
YGMC meetings.
Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development,
Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.
7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VOGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o n

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter,

“ZQ.KM Ed Kelley City of Ormond Beach

Signature " Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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Attachment 1.

Excerpts the Volusia County Charter and Florida Statutes

Volusia County
Article II. Powers And Duties Of The County

Section 202.3. Volusia Growth Management Commission.

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management Commission (hereafter commission). The
commission shall have the power and the duty to determine the consistency of the municipalities” and the
county’s comprehensive plans and any amendments thereto with each other. The commission may
perform such other directly related duties as the commission from time to time deems necessary.

The determination by the commission shall be binding on the submitting government. No plan, element of
a plan, or amendment of a plan adopted after the date this article becomes law shall be valid or effective
unless and until such plan, element of a plan, or amendment has been reviewed by the commission and
has been certified as consistent. The review of any such determination of the commission shall be by

certiorari.

Florida Statutes 163.3177 Required and optional elements of comprehensive plan; studies and

surveys.—

(2) Coordination of the several elements of the local comprehensive plan shall be a major objective of
the planning process. The several elements of the comprehensive plan shall be consistent. Where data is
relevant to several elements, consistent data shall be used, including population estimates and projections
unless alternative data can be justified for a plan amendment through new supporting data and analysis.
Each map depicting future conditions must reflect the principles, guidelines, and standards within all
elements and each such map must be contained within the comprehensive plan,

(4)a) Coordination of the local comprehensive plan with the comprehensive plans of adjacent
municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region; with the appropriate water management
district’s regional water supply plans approved pursuant to s. 373.709; and with adopted rules pertaining
to designated areas of critical state concern shall be a major objective of the local comprehensive planning
process. To that end, in the preparation of a comprehensive plan or element thereof, and in the
comprehensive plan or element as adopted, the governing body shall include a specific policy statement
indicating the relationship of the proposed development of the area to the comprehensive plans of
adjacent municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region, as the case may require and as such

adopted plans or plans in preparation may exist.

(b)1.  An intergovernmental coordination element showing relationships and stating principles and
guidelines to be used in coordinating the adopted comprehensive plan with the plans of school boards,
regional water supply authorities, and other units of local government providing services but not having
regulatory authority over the use of land, with the comprehensive plans of adjacent municipalities, the
county, adjacent counties, or the region, with the state comprehensive plan and with the applicable
regional water supply plan approved pursuant to s. 373.709, as the case may require and as such adopted
plans or plans in preparation may exist. This element of the local comprehensive plan must demonstrate
consideration of the particular effects of the local plan, when adopted, upon the development of adjacent
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municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region, or upon the state comprehensive plan, as the

case may require.

a. The intergovernmental coordination element must provide procedures for identifying and
implementing joint planning areas, especially for the purpose of annexation, municipal incorporation, and

joint infrastructure service areas.

b. The intergovernmental coordination element shall provide for a dispute resolution process, as
established pursuant to s. 186.509, for bringing intergovernmental disputes to closure in a timely manner,

¢. The intergovernmental coordination element shall provide for interlocal agreements as established
pursvant to s. 333.03(1)(b).

2. The intergovernmental coordination element shall also state principles and guidelines to be used in
coordinating the adopted comprehensive plan with the plans of school boards and other units of local
government providing facilities and services but not having regulatory authority over the use of land. Tn
addition, the intergovernmental coordination element must describe joint processes for collaborative
planning and decisionmaking on population projections and public school siting, the location and
extension of public facilities subject to concurrency, and siting facilities with countywide significance,
mncluding locally unwanted land uses whose nature and identity are established in an agreement,

3. Within 1 year after adopling their intergovernmental coordination elements, each county, all the
municipalities within that county, the district school board, and any unit of local government service
providers in that county shall establish by interlocal or other formal agreement executed by all affected
entities, the joint processes described in this subparagraph consistent with their adopted

intergovernmental coordination elements. The agreement must:

a. Ensure that the local government addresses through coordination mechanisms the impacts of
development proposed in the local comprehensive plan upon development in adjacent municipalities, the
county, adjacent counties, the region, and the state. The area of concern for municipalities shall include
adjacent municipalities, the county, and counties adjacent to the municipality. The area of concern for
counties shall include all municipalities within the county, adjacent counties, and adjacent municipalities,

b. Ensure coordination in establishing level of service standards for public facilities with any state,
regional, or local entity having operational and maintenance responsibility for such facilities.

163.3184 Process for adoption of comprehensive plan or plan amendment.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, the term:

(a) “Affected person” includes the affected Jocal government; persons owning property, residing, or
owning or operating a business within the boundaries of the local government whose plan is the subject of
the review; owners of real property abutting real property that is the subject of a proposed change to a
future land use map; and adjoining local governments that can demonstrate that the plan or plan
amendment will produce substantial impacts on the increased need for publicly funded infrastructure or
substantial impacts on areas designated for protection or special treatment within their Jjurisdiction. Each
person, other than an adjoining local government, in order to qualify under this definition, shall also have
submitted oral or written comments, recommendations, or objections to the local government during the
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period of time beginning with the transmittal hearing for the plan or plan amendment and ending with the
adoption of the plan or plan amendment.

(b) “In compliance” means consistent with the requirements of ss. 163.3177, 163.3178, 163.3180,
163.3191, 163.3245, and 163.3248, with the appropriate strategic regional policy plan, and with the
principles for guiding development in designated areas of critical state concern and with part III of

chapter 369, where applicable.

(c) “Reviewing agencies” means:

1. The state land planning agency;

2. The appropriate regional planning council;

3. The appropriate water management district;

4. The Department of Environmental Protection;

5. The Department of State;

6. The Department of Transportation;

7. In the case of plan amendments relating to public schools, the Department of Education;

8. In the case of plans or plan amendments that affect a military installation listed in s. 163.3175, the
commanding officer of the affected military installation;

9. In the case of county plans and plan amendments, the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
and the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services; and

10. In the case of municipal plans and plan amendments, the county in which the municipality is

located.

(5) ADMINISTRATIVE CHALLENGES TO PLANS AND PLAN AMENDMENTS.—

(a) Any affected person as defined in paragraph (1)(a) may file a petition with the Division of
Administrative Hearings pursuant to ss. 120.569 and 120.57, with a copy served on the affected local
government, to request a formal hearing to challenge whether the plan or plan amendments are in
compliance as defined in paragraph (1)(b). This petition must be filed with the division within 30 days
after the local government adopts the amendment. The state land planning agency may not intervene in a

proceeding initiated by an affected person.
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CITY OF PORT ORANGE

1000 CITY CENTER CIRCLE
PORT ORANGE, FLORIDA 32129
TELEPHONE 386-506-5500

FAX 386-756-5290
www.Port-Orange.org

December 3, 2014

Mr. Hyatt Brown, Charter Review Committee Chair
c/o Christine Beccaris

County of Volusia

123 W. Indiana Avenue, Room 100

Deland, FL 32720

Dear Mr. Brown:

On Tuesday, December 1, 2015, the City Council of the City of Port Orange
carefully considered a resolution to recommend to either eliminate or limit the
jurisdiction of the Volusia Growth Management Commission or alternatively limit
the jurisdiction of the Volusia Growth Management Commission. The motion to
approve this resolution failed with a vote of 1 to 4. Council prefers the Volusia
Growth Management Commission remain intact as originally established.

The draft resolution is attached as presented.

Thank you for considering our participation on this decision. The City Council and
| appreciate the Charter Review Committee’s service to our community.

AG: ckr

“Growing In Beauty and Opportunity”
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-77

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF PORT ORANGE,
VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, REQUESTING THE
VOLUSIA CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION TO
RECOMMEND AN AMENDMENT TO THE VOLUSIA
COUNTY CHARTER EITHER ELIMINATING THE
VOLUSIA GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMISSION OR
ALTERNATIVELY LIMITING THE JURISDICTION OF THE
VOLUSIA GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMISSION TO
ONLY CONDUCT REVIEWS AND HEARINGS OF
PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS OF
LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL ENTITIES WHEN AN
OBJECTION TO A PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AMENDMENT IS FILED BY ANOTHER LOCAL
GOVERNMENTAL ENTITY; AND PROVIDING AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.
WHEREAS, the State Legislature adopted the Growth Management Act (Act),
which requires local governmental entities to adopt comprehensive plans to establish

policies for the future growth within their jurisdiction.

WHEREAS, furthermore it is the intent of the Act for counties and municipalities
to cooperate and coordinate planning with each other, regional agencies and the State
and specifically states:

It is the intent of this act to encourage and ensure
cooperation between and among municipalities and counties
and to encourage and ensure coordination of planning and
development activities of units of local government with the
planning activities of regional agencies and state
government in accord with applicable provisions of law.

WHEREAS, in addition to the Act, in 1986 the Volusia County Charter (Charter)

was amended to create the Volusia Growth Management Commission (VGMC) and the
Charter amendment contained the following language:
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There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (hereafter commission). The commission shall
have the power and the duty to determine the consistency of
the municipalities’ and county’s comprehensive plans and
any amendments thereto with each other.

WHEREAS, these two provisions clearly indicate that the main purpose of the
VGMC is to provide a forum through which local governmental entities can resolve
differences regarding comprehensive plans.

WHEREAS, if the role of the VGMC was limited to resolving disputes between
local governmental entities regarding comprehensive plans, the VGMC would provide a
valuable, cost saving service by avoiding the administrative hearing process provided in
State law to resolve such disputes.

WHEREAS, however, the VGMC has not limited its role to resolving disputes
among local governmental entities, but has become a forum that is used by opponents
to growth and development to delay and frustrate the legisiative growth policies adopted
by local governmental entities.

WHEREAS, the VGMC has interpreted its role to intervene in growth
management policy decisions even if all local governmental entities are in agreement as
to consistency.

WHEREAS, the vast majority of the VGMC hearings have not been the result of
disputes between local governmental entities, but objections filed by other parties.

WHEREAS, the VGMC is a costly process funded by the taxpayers of Volusia
County. The VGMC reviews every proposed comprehensive plan amendment in Volusia
County and hearings are easily requested. Such a process has been used to delay and
frustrate growth. The VGMC is not required by State law and Volusia County is the only

2
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county in the State with such an added layer of review. This puts Volusia County at a
disadvantage when competing with other jurisdictions for new businesses that do not

have such an added layer of bureaucracy.

WHEREAS, each local governmental entity has the sovereign authority to adopt
its own growth management policies thereby establishing how that community will grow.
The VGMC was never intended to be a second forum to review and hear objections to
growth management policies adopted by local governmental entities. Such a review
would violate the sovereignty of the local government to establish its own growth
management policies. The VGMC should only be involved when a local government
entity believes that a proposed comprehensive plan amendment of another local
governmental entity would have adverse impacts beyond the adopting agencies
jurisdiction and negatively impact adjacent local government entities. If a local
governmental entity proposed a comprehensive plan amendment and no local
governmental entity raises an objection, there is no need for the VGMC to review the
proposed amendment and conduct a hearing.

WHEREAS, the County Charter should be amended to either eliminate the
VGMC or limit the VGMC involvement to only when an objection to a comprehensive
plan amendment is timely filed by another local governmental entity.

WHEREAS, eliminating the VGMC or limiting the role of the VGMC to its primary
purpose will not adversely affect the public’s right to participate in the adoption of the
growth policies of the local governmental entities and to pursue the administrative
review provided under State law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE ciITy
OF PORT ORANGE, VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA AS FOLLOWS:
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Section 1. The City Council of the City of Port Orange hereby requests the
Volusia Charter Review Commission to recommend an amendment to the Volusia
County Charter either eliminating the VGMC or alternatively limiting the jurisdiction of
the VGMC to only conduct reviews and hearings of proposed comprehensive plan
amendments of local governmental entities when an objection to a proposed
comprehensive plan amendment is filed by another local governmental entity.

Section 2. The City Manager is hereby directed to forward this Resolution to the
Volusia Charter Review Commission.

Section 3. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this
Resolution, or application hereof, is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by
any Court, such portion or application shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and
independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining
portions or application hereof.

Section 4. This Resolution shall take effect upon adoption.

MAYOR ALLEN GREEN
ATTEST:

Robin L. Fenwick, CMC, City Clerk

Adopted this day of , 2015.

Reviewed and Approved:

Margaret T. Roberts, City Attorney
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COUNTY MANAGER'S
b OFFICE £z

November 11, 2015

Mr. J. Hyatt Brown, Chair

Volusia County Charter Review Commission
123 W. Indiana Avenue

DeLand, FL. 32720

Dear Mr. Brown,

Attached please find Resolution No. 15-21 that was adopted on November 10, 2015 by the
elected body of South Daytona communicating the City’s request that the Volusia County
Charter Review Commission give consideration to placing on the ballot a charter amendment
that would allow the voters of the county an opportunity to abolish the Volusia Growth
Management Commission.

The resolution adequately delineates the reasoning for the City Council’s position on this
issue. However, [ will be glad to address any questions that may arise from the Volusia
County Charter Review Commission.

Sincerely,

Ny | Edigl

u oseph W. Yarbrough ’H
City Manager ﬁ/

/attachment

Continuing Commitment to Excellence
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-21

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF SOUTH DAYTONA,
VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA, REQUESTING THE
VOLUSIA CHARTER REVIEW COMMISSION TO
RECOMMEND AN AMENDMENT TO THE VOLUSIA
COUNTY CHARTER ELIMINATING THE VOLUSIA
GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMISSION; PROVIDING
FOR SEVERABILITY; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTING
RESOLUTIONS; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.
WHEREAS, the State Legislature adopted the Growth Management Act (Act),
which requires local governmental entities to adopt comprehensive plans to establish

policies for the future growth within their jurisdiction.

WHEREAS, furthermore it is the intent of the Act for counties and municipalities
to cooperate and coordinate planning with each other, regional agencies and the State
and specifically states:

It is the intent of this act to encourage and ensure
cooperation between and among municipalities and counties
and to encourage and ensure coordination of planning and
development activities of units of local government with the
planning activities of regional agencies and state

government in accord with applicable provisions of law.

WHEREAS, in addition to the Act, in 1986 the Volusia County Charter (Charter)
was amended to create the Volusia Growth Management Commission (VGMC) and the
Charter amendment contained the following language:

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (hereafter commission). The commission shall
have the power and the duty to determine the consistency of
the municipalities’ and county’'s comprehensive plans and

any amendments thereto with each other.
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WHEREAS, these two provisions clearly indicate that the main purpose of the
VGMC is to provide a forum through which local governmental entities can resolve

differences regarding comprehensive plans.

WHEREAS, if the role of the VGMC was limited to resolving disputes between
local governmental entities regarding comprehensive plans, the VGMC would provide a
valuable, cost saving service by avoiding the administrative hearing process provided in

State law to resolve such disputes.

WHEREAS, however, the VGMC has not limited its role to resolving disputes
among local governmental entities, but has become a forum that is used by opponents
to growth and development to delay and frustrate the legislative growth policies adopted

by local governmental entities.

WHEREAS, the VGMC has interpreted its role to intervene in growth
management policy decisions even if all local governmental entities are in agreement as

to consistency.

WHEREAS, the vast majority of the VGMC hearings have not been the result of

disputes between local governmental entities, but objections filed by other parties.

WHEREAS, the VGMC is a costly process funded by the taxpayers of Volusia
County. The VGMC reviews every proposed comprehensive plan amendment in Volusia
County and hearings are easily requested. Such a process has been used to delay and
frustrate growth. The VGMC is not required by State law and Volusia County is the only
county in the State with such an added layer of review. This puts Volusia County at a
disadvantage when competing with other jurisdictions for new businesses who do not

have such an added layer of bureaucracy.

WHEREAS, each local governmental entity has the sovereign authority to adopt
its own growth management policies thereby establishing how that community will grow.
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The VGMC was never intended to be a second forum to review and hear objections to
growth management policies adopted by local governmental entities. Such a review
would violate the sovereignty of the local government to establish its own growth
management policies. The VGMC should only be involved when a local government
entity believes that a proposed comprehensive plan amendment of another local
governmental entity would have adverse impacts beyond the adopting agencies
jurisdiction and negatively impact adjacent local government entities. If a local
governmental entity proposed a comprehensive plan amendment and no local
governmental entity raises an objection, there is no need for the VGMC to review the

proposed amendment and conduct a hearing.

WHEREAS, the County Charter should be amended to eliminate the VGMC.

WHEREAS, eliminating the VGMC will not adversely affect the public's right to
participate in the adoption of the growth policies of the local governmental entities and

to pursue the administrative review provided under State law.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF SOUTH DAYTONA, VOLUSIA COUNTY, FLORIDA AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City Council of the City of South Daytona hereby requests the
Volusia Charter Review Commission to recommend an amendment to the Volusia
County Charter eliminating the VGMC.

Section 2. The City Manager is hereby directed to forward this Resolution to the

Volusia Charter Review Commission.
Section 3. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, or portion of this

Resolution, or application hereof, is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by

any Court, such portion or application shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and
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independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining

portions or application hereof.

Section_4. All resolutions made in conflict with this Resolution are hereby

repealed.
Section 5. This Resolution shall take effect upon adoption.
PASSED AND ADOPTED at a meeting of the City Council of the City of South Daytona,

/:24447

GE6RGE F. LOCKE [lI, MAYOR

Florida on the 10 day of November 2015.

ATTES; ’ J
(L A &

JOSE/PP-QW YAJ’{BROUGH CITY MANAGER

PROVED AS TO FORM:
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M. |. Hyatt Brown, Chair
Volusia County Charter Review Commission
123 W. Indiana Avenue
Deland, FL 32720
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Town of Ponce Inlet

4300 South Atlantic Avenue
Ponce Inlet, Florida 32127
Phone: (386) 236-2150
Fax: (386) 322-6717
www.ponce-inlet.org

December 1, 2015

Mr. Hyatt Brown, Charter Review Committee Chair
c/o Christine Beccaris

County of Volusia

123 W. Indiana Ave., Room 100

Deland, FL 32720

Dear Mr. Brown,

As you undertake the important task of reviewing the Volusia County Charter, the Ponce
Inlet Town Council was asked to review and offer suggestions regarding that portion
pertaining to the Volusia Growth Management Commission.

A few years ago Ponce Inlet had the opportunity to not only present a case before the
VGMC but to then have the VGMC's finding appealed to the Circuit Court. In both cases,
the ultimate legal determinations favored the Town but the process was expensive, arduous
and duplicative of the review procedures established by state statute. The additional cost to
the Town was about thirty-five thousand dollars, but did not eliminate the challenger’s
almost identical administrative hearing review at the state level in which the Town was also
successful at an expense of many more thousands of tax payer dollars.

Additionally, VGMC membership requirements create an interesting dichotomy, given that
those elected to represent their community are not eligible to serve on the VGMC board. As
a result, the Town’s appointed representative to VGMC could make decisions that conflict
with the community’s elected officials. In no other governmental unit may an appointed
body override an elected body, as the built-in accountability to the electorate is then lost.
The Town of Ponce Inlet has been fortunate to have a dedicated and qualified
representative for the past six years. Prior to that however, there have been times when a
volunteer could not be found and extended time has gone by without a Town
representative.

From the perspective of our own experience, we offer the following for your consideration:

Though the VGMC's original intent appears to have been to settle disputes between
adjacent governing bodies locally, the process is not and cannot be a replacement for
the state level review. Instead, it has created an additional level of bureaucracy which
necessitates additional time and cost for an already expensive and lengthy process. We
encourage you to review whether this additional level of bureaucracy, which requires

The Town of Ponce Inlet staff shall be professional, caring, and fair in delivering community excellence
while ensuring Ponce Inlet citizens the greatest value for their dolloRC Agenda Packet Page 114
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yearlong, tax-payer funding, is accomplishing a distinct goal or is it unnecessarily
duplicative of the state required process. It is important to note that the VGMC is the
only one of its kind in the State of Florida.

Should you determine that a distinct goal is being met, and the VGMC should remain in
place, we encourage you to propose the following changes to the VGMC:

« Limit citizen standing to adjacent municipalities only, to align VGMC's purposes
more closely to the original intent upon which this body was created; and

« Allow elected officials to be appointed to represent their municipality on the
VGMC and make all appointments subject to serving at the pleasure of the
appointing governing body.

We thank you for your consideration of our input on this matter and request that you share
this with your fellow members on this committee. Please contact me if you have any
guestions or need more information. Your service to the citizens of Volusia County on the
Charter Review Committee is most greatly appreciated.

Sincer_ely,

C: Ponce Inlet Town Council
Volusia County & Municipalities
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Chamber of
Commerce

As requested by the board at Team Volusia, the DelLand Area Chamber of Commerce
has made the following suggestions in regards to the Volusia County Growth
Management Commission. The Deland Area Chamber of Commerce feels all business
regulations must be clear and our land-use reviews efficient to allow us to
compete with nearby counties who have already streamlined the site selection
process. As such, the DelLand Area Chamber of Commerce suggests a focus on
correcting the following three (3) areas with the current VCMC body:

Creation of Minimum Thresholds Which Would Require A VCMC Review

These minimum thresholds should be set in terms of the number of acres,
density (dwellings per unit) or by square footage of units, so that
smaller applications do not have to be submitted for review before the
VCMC.

Standing
Standing should be limited to governmental units and the potential impact

by the application itself. Unfortunately, the VCGM has become less an
approval/review body and more a political action committee for varied
interested across both ends of the development spectrum (No Growth/Pro-
Growth, etc.). The creation of the Volusia County Growth Management
Commission and its subsequent metastasizing into ‘a super regional
planning board’ goes well beyond what its intended purview was.

Review of Voting Rules/Committee Member Appointments

The current language as presented should be reviewed. As currently
written, unaffected local governments could decide the fate of a project
that does not impact their city directly in anyway. In addition, previous
appointees have used the commission as a place to publicly launch a
political career, or begin a personal attack for - or against - a project,
turning honest debate into unnecessary battles that only make the area
look bad. The spirit of the Volusia County Growth Management Commission
itself is to openly discuss points of agreement, and disagreement and to
work through those issues to find consensus.

We suggest a review of the three points of operation outlined above to help
provide the VGMC with a more defined focus and mission. However, the Deland
Chamber does not recommend the dissolution of the Volusia County Growth
Management Commission as suggested. A question that voters will be left to ask
following completion of the Charter Review Commissions work is this: Is it easier
to eliminate a body created by the Charter than to modify its purpose and intent?
For all of its past foibles, VGMC is a unique tool whose original purpose ought
to be modified to current needs before simply discarding it.
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This tool was established to provide a formal mechanism for helping coordinate
the plans of municipalities, the county, and the school board, as they relate to
changes with comprehensive land use designations on large-scale projects. In
addition, it plays an important role in providing a level playing field for the
County and municipalities of all sizes to review land use amendments and large
scale projects. With improvements, this tool could allow for proactive issue
spotting, allowing the County to better position itself for growth opportunities
in the future.

Removing it would end the one formal means currently available to assure that
intergovernmental cooperation and coordination on the review of land-use
applications is occurring in a fair and open process.

As submitted this 25 day of November 2015,

Nick Conte IJr.

Executive Director
DeLand Area Chamber of Commerce
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Serving New Smyrna Beach, Edgewater & Oak Hill for over 80 Years!

2015 Members of the
Board of Directors

Mike Funaro, President
The Rainmakers Consulting Group

Steve Harrell, President — Elect
Bert Fish Medical Center

Donna Snow, Elected Vice President
Regions Bank

Trudy Ward , Secretary / Treasurer
SunTrust Bank

James Archimbaud
Keyes Realty

Krissy Chalk
Maserati of Daytona

Lillian Conrad
SCORE Volusia Flagler

Frank Crooks
Garriques & Associates Staff Leasing

Buddy Davenport
State Farm Insurance

Melanie Emanuel
Allstate — Melanie Emanuel &
Associates

Carlos Giraldo
SunBeach Consulting

Peggy Hallett
StorQuest Self Storage

Trey Harshaw
Trey Harshaw & Associates
Allstate Insurance

Ken Poulin
First Response Disaster Team

Lillian Sheller
Best Western Hotel & Suites

Marlene Thomas
Florida Hospital NSB Health Park

Larry Volenec
Florida Power & Light

115 Canal Street, New Smyrna Beach, FL 32168

December 2, 2015

Mr. Hyatt Brown, Charter Review Committee Chair
Clo Christine Beccaris

County of Volusia

123 W. Indiana Ave., Room 100

Deland, FL 32720

Dear Mr. Brown,

Please accept this letter on behalf of the elected Board of Directors
of the Southeast Volusia Chamber of Commerce in support of
Resolution No. 2015-R-36, recently submitted by the City of
Edgewater to the Volusia County Charter Review Commission. We
support the recommendation to amend the Volusia County Charter
to eliminate the Volusia County Growth Management Commission.

We believe that the Resolution No. 2015-R-36 fully captures the
consensus of our Board of Directors and membership. The
language and terms used in the City of Edgewater Resolution which
we feel are most relevant related to the dissolution of the Volusia
Growth Management Commission are as follows: “inefficiencies”,
“‘encroached”, “lengthy delays”, “independently interpreted it’s role”,
“funded by taxpayers”, “not required by state law”, “each local
government entity has the sovereign authority to adopt its own
growth management policies”. We believe that these echo the
sentiments of our Board and members.

We believe that while some oversight is necessary, the Florida
Statute 163.3177 provides the necessary oversight. We believe
that there must be a better use for the tax payers’ money than fund
an unnecessary and arbitrary commission. We respectfully ask that
you honor the requests made in the above named Resolution.

Yours truly,

Michael A. Funaro
President 2015
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AGENDA ITEM VII.

Volusia County, Florida - Code of Ordinances

https://www.municode.com/library/fl/volusia county/codes/code of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR

@ MUNICO( Volusia County, FL [=]

-

CODE OF ORDINANCES .

o ke CODE OF ORDINANCES COUNTY OF VOLUSIA
E

: VOLUME | %8 BB a

SUPPLEMENT HISTORY TABLE =

modified

- Adopted, April 20, 1995

I PART | - CHARTER Effective, May 1, 1995

CHARTER COMPARATIVE TABLE
Published by Order of the County Council, 1994

CHARTER COMPARATIVE TABLE
pursuant to F.5. 5 125.68 and Charter § 308.1

& PART Il - CODE OF
ORDINANCES

I Chapter 1 - GENERAL

(& municode

B Chapter 2 - Municipal Code C tion = PO Box 2235 Tallah, FL32316
" UnICipa; e Lorporation = o 33 lallahassee, 32:
ADMINISTRATION info@municode.com « B00.262.2633

fax 850.575.8852 * www.municode.com

I Chapter & - ALCOHOLIC

BEVERAGES OFFICIALS

of the

@Termsof Use  OView Mobile Site =#) MuniPRO Sign In

Municode Library & Support
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AGENDA ITEM VIII.

Section 202.2. Security of Citizens' Property Rights. In order to secure to the citizens of the
county protection against unlawful taxes, improper use of public property or taxing power,
and abuse of the environment, the county shall have the duty to defend and enforce the

following rights, and shall have the power to investigate violations of these rights within the
county and by ordinance, or by civil or criminal legal action where appropriate, to prevent:

(1) Imposition of unlawful taxes. The county shall prevent the imposition of any tax within the
county in excess of the limitations imposed by Article VII, Section 9, of the Florida Constitution
or by the laws of Florida.

(2) Improper use of public property or taxing power. The county shall prevent the use of public
property or taxing power for the benefit of private individuals, partnerships or corporations, in
violation of the restrictions imposed by Article VII, Section 10, of the Florida Constitution, or by
the laws of Florida.

(3) Abuse of the environment. The county shall prevent the development or use of land or the
commission of other acts by persons, partnerships or corporations which will tend to destroy or
have a substantially adverse effect on the environment of the county. Such destruction or adverse
effects may include any or all of the following.

(a) Pollution of the air, land or water by foreign substances, including noxious liquids, gases or
solid wastes.

(b) Pollution of the air, land or water by the creation of potentially harmful conditions therein,

including the creation of unnecessarily injurious heat, noise or odor. (Ch. 70-966, Laws of
Florida (Sp. Acts), Art. II, ' 202; Res. No. 86-136, Amend. No. 1, 9-18-86)
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AGENDA ITEM IX.

Section 202.3. Volusia Growth Management Commission.

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management Commission (hereafter commission).
The commission shall have the power and the duty to determine the consistency of the
municipalities' and the county's comprehensive plans and any amendments thereto with each
other. The commission may perform such other directly related duties as the commission from
time to time deems necessary.

The determination by the commission shall be binding on the submitting government. No plan,
element of a plan, or amendment of a plan adopted after the date this article becomes law shall
be valid or effective unless and until such plan, element of a plan, or amendment has been
reviewed by the commission and has been certified as consistent. The review of any such
determination of the commission shall be by certiorari.

The commission shall be composed of voting and non-voting members. There shall be one
voting member from each municipality within the county and five voting members from the
unincorporated area of the county. The appointment of each voting representative shall be made
by the governing body of each respective jurisdiction. The Volusia County School Board, the St.
Johns River Water Management District, and the Volusia County Business Development
Corporation shall each designate one non-voting member to serve on the commission. The term
of office of the commission members shall be fixed by the Rules of Procedures of the
commission but shall not exceed four years.

Each voting member shall have a weighted vote. Each municipality represented shall have a vote
equal to the percentage of its population with the overall county population. The unincorporated
area representatives' combined vote shall not exceed the percentage of the unincorporated area's
population with the overall county's population, and the individual vote of each unincorporated
area representative shall be equal to the other. The determination of the weight of each vote shall
be determined annually.

Rules of procedure for the commission's consistency review and for the manner in which this
section is to be enforced and implemented, and amendments thereto, shall be proposed by the
commission and shall not become effective until adopted by ordinance approved by a two-thirds
vote of the entire membership of the council.

The commission, by a two-thirds vote, shall adopt an annual budget which may provide for
independent staff and which shall be funded by the county. The budget may be amended upon
two-thirds vote of the full council. (Res. No. 86-136, Amend. No. 2, 9-18-86; Res. No. 96-121,
Amend. No. 1, 6-20-96)
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - A.

Volusia Growth Management Commission Request for Information

= VGMC Public Hearing — 10 Year History

= RSQ History for Staff Contracts

= VGMC Application and Budget Expense History
= Email Response for Additional Questions

=  VGMC Complete Resolutions (See Separate Binder)
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - A.

VGMC — RSQ History for Staff Contracts

Year

Purpose

Firms Submitting Proposals

Awarded
Contract

2015

Legal Services

- GrayRobinson
Orlando, FL

- Law Office of Robert K. Lincoln,
Sarasota, FL

GrayRobinson

2014

Planning Services
#1

- VHB
Orlando, FL
- Littlejohn
Orlando, FL
- Genesis
Jacksonville, FL
- Planning Design Group
Orlando, FL

VHB

2014

Planning Services
#2

- Miller Legg
Winter Park, FL
- Littlejohn
Orlando, FL
- Genesis
Jacksonville, FL
- HCI Planning & Land Development
Orlando, FL
- Planning Design Group
Orlando, FL

Littlejohn

2013

Planning Services

- Land Planning Consulting & Dev.
New Smyrna Beach, FL

- Miller Legg
Winter Park, FL

Miller Legg

2010

Legal Services

- GrayRobinson
Orlando, FL
- Lowndes, Drosdick, Doster, Kantor
& Reed
Orlando, FL
- Rogers Towers
St. Augustine, FL

GrayRobinson

2007

Planning Services

- TKW Consulting Engineers
Fort Myers, FL

- GAIl Consultants
Orlando, FL

- Land Design Innovations
Winter Park, FL

- Planning Design Group
Orlando, FL

- Morris-Depew Associates
Fort Myers, FL

- The Curtis Group
South Miami, FL

Planning Design
Group
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - A.

|f (12/3/2015) John Duckworth - Re: Charter Review Commission Requests / December Page 1
From: VGMC
To: John Duckworth
CeC: Chipok, Paul; Brandon, Jerry; Wachtel, James; Seaman, Jamie
Date: 11/22/2016 2:57 PM
Subject: Re: Charter Review Commission Requests / December 14 Meeting

Attachments: Public Hearing 10-year History.pdf
John,

Thank you for your message.

In response to your questions, please see the following:

1. Frequency of meetings -- The VGMC is scheduled to meet monthly on the fourth Wednesday and the
Annual Meeting schedule is published at the beginning of each year. However, the VGMC only meets
when it has business to conduct. The frequency of regular meetings of the VGMC varies and depends
upon what business comes before the commission and when. Over the past 10 years, the commission
has averaged 6-7 meetings per year.

2. Term of contracts -- The VGMC consultant staff contracts are generally one year contracts with the
option for two, one-year renewals.

3. List of Public Hearings on amendments by datelyear and who requested — Attached please find the
requested 10-year public hearing history, beginning with the most recent. In separate, multiple emails
(due to file size limitations), | am forwarding the referenced VGMC resolutions associated with the public
hearings. We want to be sure the Charter Review Commission receives the resolutions as well. If you
would like me to send you printed copies of the material, just let me know how many and | will do so after
| return to the office on November 30th. Or, if we need to send the information directly to the Charter
Review Commission members, please provide forwarding information.

John, | will be out of the office the week of November 23rd and unable to respond to email. Il be back in
on Monday, November 30th should you have any questions.

Have a nice Thanksgiving holiday.

Merry Chris
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Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part I
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations; The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o
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Attachment 1.

Excerpts the Volusia County Charter and Florida Statutes

Volusia County
Article IL. Powers And Duties Of The County
Section 202.3. Volusia Growth Management Commission.

There is hereby created the Volusia Growth Management Commission (hereafter commission). The
commission shall have the power and the duty to determine the consistency of the municipalities’ and the
county’s comprehensive plans and any amendments thereto with each other. The commission may
perform such other directly related duties as the commission from time to time deems necessary.

The determination by the commission shall be binding on the submitting government. No plan, element of
a plan, or amendment of a plan adopted after the date this article becomes law shall be valid or effective
unless and until such plan, element of a plan, or amendment has been reviewed by the commission and
has been certified as consistent. The review of any such determination of the commission shall be by

certiorari.

Florida Statutes 163.3177 Required and optional elements of comprehensive plan; studies and
surveys.—

(2) Coordination of the several elements of the local comprehensive plan shall be a major objective of
the planning process. The several elements of the comprehensive plan shall be consistent. Where data is
relevant to several clements, consistent data shall be used, including population estimates and projections
unless alternative data can be justified for a plan amendment through new supporting data and analysis.
Each map depicting future conditions must reflect the principles, guidelines, and standards within all
elements and each such map must be contained within the comprehensive plan.

(4)(a) Coordination of the local comprehensive plan with the comprehensive plans of adjacent
municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region; with the appropriate water management
district’s regibnal water supply plans approved pursuant to s. 373.709; and with adopted rules pertaining
to designated areas of critical state concern shall be a major objective of the local comprehensive planning
process. To that end, in the preparation of a comprehensive plan or element thercof, and in the
comprehensive plan or element as adopted, the governing body shall include a specific policy statement
indicating the relationship of the proposed development of the area to the comprehensive plans of
adjacent municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region, as the case may require and as such
adopted plans or plans in preparation may exist.

(h)l. An intergovernmental coordination element showing relationships and stating principles and
guidelines to be used in coordinating the adopted comprehensive plan with the plans of school boards,
regional water supply authorities, and other units of local government providing services but not having
regulatory authority over the use of land, with the comprehensive plans of adjacent municipalities, the
county, adjacent counties, or the region, with the state comprehensive plan and with the applicable
regional water supply plan approved pursuant to s. 373.709, as the case may require and as such adopted
plans or plans in preparation may exist. This element of the local comprehensive plan must demonstrate
consideration of the particular effects of the local plan, when adopted, upon the development of adjacent
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municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, or the region, or upon the state comprehensive plan, as the
case may require.

a. The intergovernmental coordination element must provide procedures for identifying and
implementing joint planning areas, especially for the purpose of annexation, municipal incorporation, and
joint infrastructure service areas.

b. The intergovernmental coordination element shall provide for a dispute resolution process, as
established pursuant to s. 186.509, for bringing intergovernmental disputes to closure in a timely manner.

c. The intergovernmental coordination element shall provide for interlocal agreements as established
pursuant to s. 333.03(1)(b).

2. The intergovernmental coordination element shall also state principles and guidelines to be used in
coordinating the adopted comprehensive plan with the plans of school boards and other units of local
government providing facilities and services but not having regulatory authority over the use of land. In
addition, the intergovernmental coordination element must describe joint processes for collaborative
planning and decisionmaking on population projections and public school siting, the location and
extension of public facilities subject to concurrency, and siting facilities with countywide significance,
including locally unwanted land uses whose nature and identity are established in an agreement.

3. Within 1 year after adopting their intergovernmental coordination elements, each county, all the
municipalities within that county, the district school board, and any unit of local government service
providers in that county shall establish by interlocal or other formal agreement executed by all affected
entities, the joint processes described in this subparagraph consistent with their adopted
intergovernmental coordination elements. The agreement must:

a. Ensure that the local government addresses through coordination mechanisms the impacts of
development proposed in the local comprehensive plan upon development in adjacent municipalities, the
county, adjacent counties, the region, and the state. The area of concern for municipalities shall include
adjacent municipalities, the county, and counties adjacent to the municipality. The area of concern for
counties shall include all municipalities within the county, adjacent counties, and adjacent municipalities.

b. Ensure coordination in establishing level of service standards for public facilities with any state,
regional, or local entity having operational and maintenance responsibility for such facilities.

163.3184 Process for adoption of comprehensive plan or plan amendment.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section, the term:

(a) “Affected person” includes the affected local government; persons owning property, residing, or
owning or operating a business within the boundaries of the local government whose plan is the subject of
the review; owners of real property abutting real property that is the subject of a proposed change to a
future land use map; and adjoining local governments that can demonstrate that the plan or plan
amendment will produce substantial impacts on the increased need for publicly funded infrastructure or
substantial impacts on areas designated for protection or special treatment within their jurisdiction. Each
person, other than an adjoining local government, in order to qualify under this definition, shall also have
submitted oral or written comments, recommendations, or objections to the local government during the
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period of time beginning with the transmittal hearing for the plan or plan amendment and ending with the

adoption of the plan or plan amendment.

(b) “In compliance” means consistent with the requirements of ss. 163.3177, 163.3178, 163.3180,
163.3191, 163.3245, and 163.3248, with the appropriate strategic regional policy plan, and with the
principles for guiding development in designated areas of critical state concern and with part I of
chapter 369, where applicable.

(c) “Reviewing agencies” means:

1. The state land planning agency;

2. The appropriate regional planning council;

3. The appropriate water management district;

4, The Department of Environmental Protection;

5. The Department of State;

6. The Department of Transportation;

7. In the case of plan amendments relating to public schools, the Department of Education;

8. In the case of plans or plan amendments that affect a military installation listed in s. 163.3175, the
commanding officer of the affected military installation;

9. In the case of county plans and plan amendments, the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission
and the Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services; and

10. In the case of municipal plans and plan amendments, the county in which the municipality is

located.

5) ADMINISTRATIVE CHALLENGES TO PLANS AND PLAN AMENDMENTS.—

(a) Any affected person as defined in paragraph (1)(a) may file a petition with the Division of
Administrative Hearings pursuant to ss. 120.569 and 120.57, with a copy served on the affected local
government, to request a formal hearing to challenge whether the plan or plan amendments are in
compliance as defined in paragraph (1)(b)- This petition must be filed with the division within 30 days
after the local government adopts the amendment. The state land planning agency may not intervene in a
proceeding initiated by an affected person.
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Al Group, LLC

AVCON, Inc.

BB&T Bank

Bethune Cookman University
Boulevard Tire Center

Brent Millikan & Co., P.A.

Bruce Rossmeyer's Daytona Harley-Davidson
CareerSource Flagler Volusia

CBC Benchmark

Cobb Cole, PA

Coldwell Banker Commercial Al Group
Commercial Construction, Inc.

Council on Aging

Daytona Beach Kennel Club
Duke Energy
Duvasawko

Embry Riddle

Fairwinds Credit Union

Florida Hospital Volusia/Flagler Market
Florida Power & Light

Florida Public Utilities

Foley & Lardner LLP

Hazen Construction

Homebridge Financial Services

Lamar Qutdoor Advertising

Lassiter Transportation Group
Mainstreet Community Bank of Florida
Massey Properties

Michael Jiloty, Marketing & Advertising Consultant
NASCAR

Nova Property Management

Olivari & Associates, CPA's & Consultants
Ormond Chamber of Commerce

Page Insurance Agency

Raydon Corporation

Root Organization

Selby Realty, Inc.

TD Bank

Universal Engineering Services
University of Central Florida

Volusia Flagler Family YMCA

Zev Cohen & Associates

City of DeBary

City of South Daytona
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Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities,

Backeround: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments' plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commissicn (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

3. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
ctitical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and Jocal regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional Jevel of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address cocrdination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government {¢.g. a
city on the northeast side cen request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

lo additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers,

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

s

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of rc?oving the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter. |

AR
E. U aSuehte GRap LLE

ignature Name of Signatory Name of Investor o
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Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requlrcments
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development cpportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requiremenis for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted re”gu]ations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

S

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

,Q/MM/@L SANIEEP St W AV CaN, riC.
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requircments
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.5. Chp. 163, Part Il
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local govemments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

3. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining citics and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

nalio B

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

U — i Cpeland BBaT

Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Intreduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also sammarized are concerns and recommendsd changes
to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part 1

Community Planning Act). )

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans, The intergovernmental coordination element is the

element that ensures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an

appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

e

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC centification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concem is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

Process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (eg.a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).
4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.
Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.
Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers,
There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

Ne

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
r of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

: 7 .
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. FEnswre a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Backeround: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Comniunity Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that esteblish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for cconomic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage,

&

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

\ & ) 4
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

~ Coordination of Comprebensive Plans in Volusia County-
T Volusia County Growil Mamagement Commission — =~~~ 0 mommmm

Tatroduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia Covnty. Also summatized are concerns and recommended changes
to current process. The proposed changes attemnpl to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments. .
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opporunities.

N

1

Background: The following surumarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.8. Chp. 163, Part I

Community Planning Act). .
2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
clement that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible. ‘
3, In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish stending and how an

appeal of an amendment 10 an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinence 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Munagement
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
impletmentation of the individual local conprehensive plans,

5, The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as 1o whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

T

Issues: The specific concem is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted fo costly delays of
critical economic development opportunifies due o its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern 15 that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly burcaucracy that puts Volusia County at an esonomic disadvantage. A review of
-existing state and local regulations ‘show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions ta the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act,

i £ e £

.. Thefollowing summarizeswhy the VGMC meeds tobesumset: S

s Repetitive and addigjonal.]ayer.{)f‘bureaucracy_...‘.....H, S S T TR Y SOHEAERE el R ok S S e e s O Sl Ve N G ST o
. Lack of direct contro! by elected officials. :

3. Allows for local govemments, otherwise withoat standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-201 6 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproduclive to local efforts for economic development. :

6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Yolusia County at a competilive disadvantage.

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my supporl in
favor of remoyjng th VGMC from the Volusia County Charter. —
Eael LD lvard Boslevatd Tige V%7

“Signature Name of Signafory Name of Investor '
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Infroduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regnlatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also sununarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does nol create additional procedural requirements
for amendments lo comprehensive plans of Jocal governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia Counly are competitive in atiracting and developing economniic opportunitics.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part I
Community Planning Act).

2, There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
slement that ensures that local governments® plans are consisteni and compatible.

3. In the Comnunity Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment {o an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commiission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual Iocal comprehensive plans.

3. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the detérmination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The sccondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process,

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a cosily bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an ecconomic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regylations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review (hat can be delrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act,

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elecied officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the sonthwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of governmen has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff’ time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive o local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulied in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

FEhA

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

M Bruce Kossmeye
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part Il
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed tfo eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs fo be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

e

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

/ - W
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also suminarized are concérns and recommended changes
to current process. The proposed changes attempt fo implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and intégrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments,
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are compelitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities,

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Flotida:

1, All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are requiréd elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the

~ element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plar will oceur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Corminission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked togcthcl in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive pIans

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan aniendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County,

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC cettification process has resulted in costly delays of
crmcal €Conomic deve]cpment opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at ari economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional Jevel of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Commnunity Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1, Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).
4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.
Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.
Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.
There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures, The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

M

By signing below, I, as 4an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Q.G (Gacevnay CBL [Bene e AR I

Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor

Page 1 of 4

CRC Agenda Packet Page 156




AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes altempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments,

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida: :

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5, The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the cutrently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. &
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

Peth

By signing below, L, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

. (—\JX\ Jimn? Ferq uyon Covb (ole £4.
Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt te implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process thal does nol create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprebensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Par I
Communify Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an emendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur,

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) 10 ensure thal cities and the county worked together in the developmenti and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concem is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally imporiant concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia Counly at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and Iocal regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of burcaucracy.
. Lack of direct contro! by elected officials.

3. Allows for local govemments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government {e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsisiency).

4. The additional Jayer of government has a direct cost of 3288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional slaff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive 1o Jocal efforts for economic development.

6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County al a competitive disadvantage.

below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Comporation, offer my support in

By signing
; ng the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

: Ay ani Al Coltiur )l Biaiken Conmencis]
Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor L7 <=n -y v
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusin County Growth Management Conunission
.

Introduction: The following sumimatizes recommendations regarding the cumrent regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County, Also sununarized are concerns and recommended changes
to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of Jocal governments.
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia Counly are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Velusia County and the State
of Florida;

1. Al cities and county have (o adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part Il
Conununity Planning Act).

2, There are required elements for comprehensive plans, The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible,

3, In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cilies and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional leve! of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunitics due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
pracess.

Recommendations: The goal is (o have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and climinate a costly bureancracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted repuiations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental {o the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the YGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetilive and additional fayer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by clected officials,

3. Allows for lecal governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (c.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistencyy).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to Jocal efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures, The VCGM process places

Velusia Cou:ﬂ_’rata competmve disadvaniage.

TR o

__..By signing below, 1 ?Em m\resior in Team Volusia Fconomic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of remtl\y. VQ%:C hon t11e Volusia County Charter.

(i,f;zt/ gﬁfz’f) ﬂ /iéi/fw P

Sigwy; e Name of Signatory Name of }ﬁu:ator

Dy A T ML,
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

]

Coordination of Comprehensive Plang in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduetion: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to ourrent process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following poals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning proosss that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of loeal governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing sconomic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. Al cities and county have to adopt end implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Parl II
Community Planning Act).

3. Thete are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
clement that ensuros that local governments’ plans are consistent and cotmpatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standerds and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will ocour.

4. The Volusia County Council adapted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volnsia Growth Meanagement
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities end the county warked together in the development and
jmpiementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requircments place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan emendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of udjoining cities and Volusia County.

Yesues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process hag resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized cxpunsion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases aperational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
proCese.

Recommendations; The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordinetion and
consistency, and eliminate a costly buresucracy (hat puts Volusia County at an economic disedventage. A teview of
existing slate and local regulations show that the eurrently adopted regulations and procedures for the VOMC are
aut of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisiens ta the Charter are needed to oliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to eddress coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs fo be sunset:

1, Repetitive and additional layer of burcaucracy.

9. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (o.5. 2
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of meonsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 end indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

V3MC meetings.

Cousterproductive to local efforts for economic development,

Laosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VOGM prootss places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

§ gudn

By signiog below, 1, ag an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
“favor of romoving the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

}@gﬁﬁ SARAN F EURTIS Couner— onl AEING CC::M)

Signature Name of Signatary Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendauons regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans i Volusia County. Also sumumarized are concerns and recommended changes

Lo current process. The proposed changes atienipt to implement the following goals:

1. Enswe a coordinaied and integrated planning process that does not ereate additional procedural requirements
for amendments o comprehensive plans of local povernments.

2. Ensure that ¢ities and Volusia County are compeltive in attracling and developing economic opportunities.

Backeround: The following summarizes the regulatory frameworle tor planning in the Volusia County and the State
ot Florida:
I, All ciies and county have to adopt and mmplement & comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp, 163, Part II
Community Planning Act)
There are required clements [or comprehensive plans. The mtergovernmental coordination elepient s the
=Ierren{ that enswres that local govenunents® plans are consistent and compatible
3. In the Commumty Planmng Act there are standards and proceduies that eswablish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment 1o an adopted comprebensive plan will occu
4. The Volusia County Counel]l adopled ordinance §6-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) o ensure that enies and the coumy worked togcal‘.c; m the develepment and
implementation of the jndividual local comprel
5. The VGMOC requirenients place an addional level of review regarding the determination as to whether &
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of edjoining cities and Velusia County.

[3S)

:_Il‘\ v Pi{:]m‘

Issues: The specitic concern is whether or not the VGMC certificatton process has resulted in costly delays of
critical econonue development oppertunities duc to its un-authorized expangion of review. The sccondary, but
equally important concern is that VOGMCO increases operational costs and acrually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal Iy 1o have & process that follows stavitory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate 4 costlv bureavcracy that puts Volusia County at an ceonomic disadvantage. A review of
ulations show that the corvently adopted ”“uJ"'mzz; and procedures for the VGMC are

existing state and local v

(=]

cul of date and creste an additonal level of revicw that can be devuuental ¢ the economice vilality of Velusia
County. Revisions 1o the Ulanter are needed o chiminate the VOMU and allow for loca! governments in Volusia

County te address coordmation and consistency as provided by the Community Planmng Aot
The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repentive and additional layer of burcaucracy

Lack of direct control by clected oflivials,

3. Allows for local governmenis, otherwise without standing, ¢ intertere with other local government (c.g. a
city on Lhe nartheas! side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a ity on the southwest side,

T2

with minimal, if any proof of imconsistency)
4. The additional layer of government has a direet cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and mdirect costs due
te addiitonal statf time in preparation of VOMC appheations and privale-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproducuve © loca! eitons Jor ceonemiv development,

6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted inan unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There arc only two other coumnes in Florida with snnilar planning procecures. The VOGM process places
Volusa Coumy at @ compentive disadvantage

By signing b 1, as an mmvestor iy Team Volusia Deonemic Development Corperation, offer my support in

favor of remon .,]g the \, GMC from the Volusia County Charter.

B%_ﬂagea-d\ Kenne | baniﬂx,,,,ﬁf‘;&n.%&‘ﬂ,_. e e e
Sramae L nvestors Clte of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3, In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to epsure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for cocrdination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted repulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the YGMC needs to be sunset:

Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government {eg.a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to Tocal efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

u!uu

R LA

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

‘/Jéwjj/m Mere thenstine Duke B @ray

Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia Connty- .
Volusia County Growth Mandgement Commission.

niroduétion: The following summarizes recommendstions regarding the current regulatory framework for
cae‘rdmaaon nf comprehensive plans-in Volusia County. Also summarized ar¢ concerns and recommended ehanges
to-currenit process. The proposed changes aftempt to implement the following goals:
1. Ensire a coordinated and integrated planning process that does riot create additional procedurat rcquuements
for amendments to comprehunswg plans of local governments
2. Engufe thatcmes and Violusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities:

B;;l cgroind: The followinig summarizes the régulatory framework for planning in the Volusiz County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county ‘have to -adopt and iriplement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp, 163, Part II
Commuinity Planning Act).

2. 'Theré aré required elements for comprehensive plans. The htergovernmentsl coordination element is thie
element that ensures that local governments” plans are consistent and comipatible,

3, Inthe Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that csteblish standing #nd how an

~ appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will deeur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Comimission (VGMC) to -¢énsure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County,

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC dcertification process has resulted in costly delays of
‘eritical economic development opportunities due to its uyn-authorized expansion of review. The secondary; but
equally importeant concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process;

Recommendations; The goal is to have @ process that follows statutoty requirements for coordination and
consistericy, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy’ that puts Viohisia Coutity at an economic disadvantage. A review. of
existinig state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out ‘of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Vohisia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to' éliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Vohisia
Counity to address goordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

‘The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaticracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3, Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government.(e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
‘with minitnal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4, The additional layer of government has a-direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and.inditect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings:

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic developrient.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expatision of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VOGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

B

By signing below; I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic¢ Developrient Corporation, offer'my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

ﬁ S Bhales Dz, sits (harles Duya, MD

Sigﬁ.l‘iﬂ.e Name of Signatory Namie of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the ourrent regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt {o implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in atiracting and developing economic opportunities,

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part I
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
clement that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
oritical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1, Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3, Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency). '

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures, The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

il

signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
faybrof removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter,

LOU‘{b C SQI\D,IY‘ El"f\lbr\‘-’RL'd.ALﬂ) A&VDY\CLU:{’IC(LP
Name of Signatory Name of Investor um l v UC" Lf’g

Signature
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Velusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the cument regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recornmended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in atiracting and developing economic gpportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part [
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-guthorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Yolusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials,

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

Lo o

By signing below, [, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

“Tane ¥b<r=>  Thnya K. Boags farr winds Credi} Dniene

Sigré:ﬁre o Name of Signatory J Name of Investor
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_ AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growih Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusiz County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to currenl process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

I.  Enmsure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in aitracting and developing economic opportunities.

Backpround: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
I, All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan {F.5. Chp. 163, Pan II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that crisures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopied ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensurc that cities and the county worked together i the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans,

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review reparding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County,

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to i1s un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and acmally interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have 2 process that foliows statulory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the cconomie vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter ate needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for Jocal governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetilive and additional layer of burcaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local povernments, otherwise without standing, lo interfere with other local povernment (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
1o additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforis for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with simitar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

s o)

By sngmng below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my suppon in
favor pf removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

oty W, Coole TlowdA Hoafzfmu

Name oI'Signa‘tory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. -

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Yolusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

troduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes
to current process, The proposed changes atlempt 1o implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements

for amendments to comprehensive plans of Jocal governments.
2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida: .

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chyp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required clements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element fhat ensures that Jocal govemments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. TIn the Community Planning Act thete are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment 1o an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as 10 whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concem is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulied in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is fo have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly burcaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia

County. Revisions 1o the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs fo be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureancracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials. _
3. Allows for local govemments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (eg.a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Countérproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

-7, There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

LUimnense C- Voremee.  fLonsde i

Name of Signatory Name of Investor

Signature
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia Ceunty Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to cutrent process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:
1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 1 63, Part 11
Community Planning Act).
2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
clement that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

Tn the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an

appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance $6-136 and created the Velusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as 0 whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

b

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due w 1ts un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC mcreases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
rocess.

Recommendations: The goal 1s to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additiopal level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments 1n Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (eg. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency}.

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288.225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

O

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.
6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an upauthorized expansion of powers.
7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planming procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competifive disadvantage.

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County C harter.

Mark F. 5 @ iz
Thaormpson /s Mark Thompson, BDM Mgr. §2{1da Public L?Eﬂltws Company
Signature Wame of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendmenits to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development copportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2, Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powets.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

O

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in

favor of %&:W}W}om the Volusia County Charter.
AW (Sregoey D Sneh Fotay, hlavdner Lep

/" Signature Name of Sighatory’ Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Managemeiit Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the cutrent regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to cusrent process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that citics and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities,

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1, All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprohensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Comimunity Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans arc consistent and compatible.

3, Jn the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that citis and the county worked together in the development and
fmplementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGME requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issue; The specific concerts is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process,

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of’
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed 1o eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2, Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3, Allows for local governiments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (c.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest sids,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4, The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
1o additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

. Counterproductive to local effotts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unawthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o S

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer iy support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

b Bt Monan, Nozen Consbasehon

Signature 4 Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Backeground: The following surmmarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II

Community Planning Act).

There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the

element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an

appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will ocour.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensurc that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans,

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

I~

L2

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Comnunity Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

o

Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-scctor representation at the
VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive fo local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

Gt

Nov

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

}

| | ' o e
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

2

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

T Na oo
<t R. Sans Lassiter Lassiter Transportation Group, Inc.
Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt 10 implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part I
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required clements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
Process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureancracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

1, Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (eg a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

2

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Dl Saastson mﬁ%?@w%&

Name of Signatory Name of lnvcst;)r

Signature
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Camprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Imtroduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and inteprated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. Al cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Parl II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in cosily delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3, Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government {e.g. a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development,

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning precedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

'O\Lh

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Pu_l{r (oSsTNZ A LamaQ_

Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations tegarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia Countv. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not creatc additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governmenis.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Flerida:
1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part 1l
Community Planning Act).
There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.
3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.
4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensurc that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.
The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

[

h

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed 1o eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a dircct cost of $288.225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs duc
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers,

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Michael J. Jiloty

i i ¥ ichael F.—Ji o B
Signature ! Name of Signaﬁfﬁf‘ s Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commniission

Intraduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the ourrent regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County, Also sumtnarized arc concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt lo implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to compreliensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia Counly are competitive in atiracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have fo adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S, Chp. 163, Par 11
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required clements for comprehensive plans. The infergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local govermments® plaus are consistent and compatibie.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will ocour.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) fo ensure thal cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determinalion as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted i costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and acmally interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is 1o have a process that follows slatutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy |hat puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
ol of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to (he Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for Jocal governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset;

1, Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct conirol by elected officials.

3. Allows for Jocal governments, otherwise withoul standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if’ any proof of inconsistency).

4, The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meelings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforls for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers,

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The YVCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

oh

By signing below, 1, as an invesfor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Y | a8 B o 5 )
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether &
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concem is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations; The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other lacal government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency). i

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for econeniic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

&

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the YGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

——
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

fo current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirernents
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local goveérmnments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County ahd the State
of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part 11
Community Planning Act).

2. There are reqiired elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Maniagement
Commission (VGMC) to ensurc that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans. _

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concein is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
Pprocess.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory require_mems for coordination and
consistency, and elimiriate a costly buréaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of buréaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials. \

3. Allows for local goverriments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g, a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of governinent has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

FIN

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
vor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter,

7

Signature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes
to current process. The proposed changes attempt 1o implement the following goals:

|. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).
2. There are required clements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments® plans are consistent and compatible.

In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an

appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as 10 whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

I

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that YGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions 1o the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.
3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a

city on the nottheast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment {rom a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.
5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development. -
6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers. VEme v

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The \[Bﬁm process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Velusia County Charter.
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusta County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commiission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusiz County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia Counly are competitive in aftracting end developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. Al cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part I
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
clemcent that ensurcs that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requircments place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases opesational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process,

Recommendations. The goal is to have a process that follows statulory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local govemments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation nt the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

Puikh

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

ORMoLD BEACH

M@ LA ia.w&- Rickprep A. FLASER CHAmBER OF CoruEACE
Signature Name of Signatory Nome of Investor
Page 1 of 4

CRC Agenda Packet Page 180



AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Infroduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the cwrrent reguiatory framework for

coordination of compreheusive pluns in Volusia County. Also summarized are concorns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to imploment the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2, Ensure that oitics and Volusia County are compelitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framowork for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
1, AN citles and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.8. Chp. 163, Part 1l

Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
elemont that ensures that local govermments’ plaas are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Communily Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will ocour,

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) lo ensure that cilics and the county worked together in ihe development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5, The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendmenl is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or nol the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critival economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equatly important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is {o have a process that follows slatutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia Counly at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be delrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local goverments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Commuuity Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise withowt standing, to interfere with other local govemment {¢.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from  city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4., The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional stafl time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation a( the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforis for cconomic development,

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers,

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at 2 competitive disadvantage.

DY

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the YGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

i “'\‘ ) ),f" ,-'“ s ‘.f ) 7". p— . o
. 3 L f e 3y s Fa ; - i . e e
A el £ B AR A Lepeen. F L g4 A S _
Signature " “Name of Signatory Name of Investor 7

Page 1 of' 4

CRC Agenda Packet Page 181




AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process, The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in altracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. Al cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp, 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. ‘There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development end
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review reparding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due 10 its un-authorized expansion of review. The sccondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process,

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and creale an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local govenment (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

S

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

%ﬁ M/\ Mike Vollonre Waydon

“Signature Name of Signatory Name of [nvestor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Intreduction: The following summarizes recomunendations reparding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt 10 implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in atiracting and developing economic opportunities.

Backeyound: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp, 163, Part 11
Community Planning Act),

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
clement that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comnprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requircments place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulied in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The sccondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordimation and
consistency, and climinate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adepted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and crcate an additional level of review that can be detrimental o the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charfer are needed 1o ¢liminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Plauning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunse:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureancracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (¢.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a cify on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsisiency),

4, The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unau(borized expansion of powers.

There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at 2 competitive disadvantage.

At

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my suppori in
favor of rgmoving the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Aliig Marvs g floor [foww.,
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Nov 2415 11:24a Sheryl Selby 386-673-7469 p.1
AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Veolusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Infroduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concems and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in atiracting and developing economic opportunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1. Al cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part I
Comumnunity Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that Jocal governments® plans are consistenl and compatible,

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establisk standing and how an
appeal of an amendment t¢ an adopted comprehensive plar will occur.

4. The Volusin County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional fevel of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
Drocess.

Recommendations: The goal is to have 2 process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental 1o the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter arc needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

Repetitive and additional layer of burcaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwisc without standing, tc interfere with other local povernment (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency),

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
1o additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VOMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.,

Looscly interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

There are only two otaer counties in Florida with similar planming procedures. The VCGM pracess places
Volusia Connty at a competitive disadvantage.

[P N

-.J.G\:.}:

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Developmen: Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from 1he Volusia County Charter.

WWIGHT 5P SEy Rewry , C-

Name of Signatory 4 Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the cutrent regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County, Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Backeround: The following summarizes the regulatory frameworlk for planning in the Volusia County and the State
of Florida:

1, All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.5. Chp. 163, Part [l
Community Planning Act).

2. ‘There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. 1In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4, The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cilies and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economis disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County 1o address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act,

The following summarizes why the VGMUC needs to be sunset:

1. Repstitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other focal government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4, The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other connties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

S

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC froin the Volusia County Charter.

e James € Werte 7D Baw K

Sigriattire Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensurc thal cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunifies.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
1. Al cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local govermnents' plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission {VGMC) 1o ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized cxpansion of review. The sccondary, but
equally important concern 1s that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments m Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of burcaucracy.

2. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side.
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4, The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector represéntation at the

YGMC meetings.

Counterproductive 1o local efforts for economic development.

Loasely interpreled rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage,

o

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Wi ‘Zgﬂ,; : é/z’ﬁé‘ Linge Bendle Ll gnéﬁ

Name of Signatory
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the current regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes atternpt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunities.

Backeround: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:
1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II

Community Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprchensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review, The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
comnsistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an econotnic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

1. Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.
. Lack of direct control by elected officials.

3. Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government {(e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due

to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the

VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There arc only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places
Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

o

By signing below, I, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter,

*g/ﬁ Qe Jerra| pbufal £fl}m@ Selna)

ignatory ame of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Compreheusive Plans in Volusia County-
Velusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the cumrent regulatory framework for

coordmation of comprehensive plans in Voelusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

io current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and itegrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprebensive plans of local povernments.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic oppertunities.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Valusia County and the State
of Florida:
I All cities and county have to adopt and implement = comprehensive plan (F.S. Chp. 163, Part II
Commuumty Planning Act).
2. There are required clements for comprehensive plans. The mntergovernmental coordination element s the
clement that ensures that local governments” plans are consistent and competible.
In the Community Planning Aet there are siandards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will oceur.
4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) o ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans,
3. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plar amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County,

(=

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review The secondary. but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment
Drocess.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VOMC are
out of date and create an additional lcvel of review that can be detrimental to the cconomic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions 10 the Charter are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

Repetitive and additional laver of burcaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to mterfere with other local government (e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side.
with minimal. if any proof of inconsistencey).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings,

(VLIS 36 Ry S

5. Counterproductive to local efforis for economic development.
6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulied in an unauvthorized expansion of powers.
7. There are only two other counties 1n Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

By signing beiow{ as'en investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporatian, offer my support in

/1)}‘01’ of remoying the VGMQ from the Volusia County Charter
4 /]
(A ~ d Vpfusic Flas fer SVCH
Cofl o Fereso Kand plusixc Fla, fel FVC
Signature \ Name of Signatory Name of Investor &)

1
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations regarding the curmrent regulatory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes

to current process. The proposed changes attempt to implement the following goals:

1. Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments to comprehensive plans of local governnients.

2. Ensure that cities and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing economic opportunilies.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.8. Chp. 163, Part Il
Comumunity Planning Act).

2. There are required elements for comprehensive plans, The intergovernmental coordination element is the
element that ensures that local governments’ plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopied comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Volusia County Council adopted ordinance 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans.

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

Issues: The specific concern is whether or not the VGMC certification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical economic development opportunities due to its un-authorized expansion of review. The secondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actually interferes with the amendment

Process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordimation and
consistency, and eliminate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an economic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
out of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental to the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charier are needed to eliminate the VGMC and allow for local governments i Volusia
County to address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government {e.g. a
city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,
with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a direct cost of $288,225 for FY 2015-2016 and indirect costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and private-sector representation at the
VGMC meetings.

Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

P e

L

bning below, 1, ag an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
JEINOVIRY ?\f C from the Volusia County Charter.

TR Tkrr— TV oty S n.

<] ignature Name of Signatory Name of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordlaation of Comprifentive Plans s Volosks County-
Vehasls Commty (arewih Massgement Cosmistion

Batroductisn: The following suswmacives recommendations reganding the cument regulstory framework for

coordination of comprehensive plans in Volwela County. Also summarized sre concerns and recommended changes

M ciarrinit process. The propased changet snemgd (o implement ihe Bllowing goal:

1. Fmssre s poonlinsed and wmtegrated phaming process that doed ot creale additioral procedarsl reguiremaenis
for amendmants © comprehensive plane of kacal povemmenis

2. Ensure thal cities and Volusis County are competitive m sitracting sod developing economis appartnities.

m:m&mmﬂmmmmhmvmmwmm
ol Florida:

1. All cities and cousty bave to sdopl apd imploment 2 comprebensive plan (FS. Chp. 163, Punt T

% meﬂmrmmaﬁmmm‘mmmlm&mcmum
clement that enpores that loce] govenmeat” plins sts &odsistrd snd camptitli,

3. o the Commenity Plasning Act fhere ane sianderds and procedwres thet citshlith standing aod how an
appeal of sn asemdrazet 10 o sdopoed comgrebensive plaa will cocur.

4. The Volusm Crnoty Council adopted ondmascs §6-136 and oneated the Voluma Growth Manigedent
Commission (YGMUO) o snsare that cities and the county worked together in the development and
fmplementation of the mdividual bocal compreheniive plaes.

& The VGMU requirements place an sdditional kevel of review regarding the determinstion ag 1o whether &
plan arsendneent i< comusban with the comprebessive plans of sdjoining coties and Volusia Counly.

fsues: The specific comeern is whether or not the VOMC cenification process has resuhed is costly delays of
crzical econoumsc developmest opporsdiics due 0 i3 un-anthorized expansion of review. The secondary, bt
epaily Emportant concent is il VOMC hereases operations] costs snd achally inderfenes with the smendment
PIODESE

M:mn!m]kmhuimhrdmmmmmhmﬁuﬁmn&
comistepcy, and ohimissir & costly burcaucracy that pets Volvsia Coenty af a» economi disathvantage. A neview of
existing siwe and loca) regulutions show that te cusreatly adopied regelitions snd procadares for the VOMC are
cu of dute end cresie an sdditions) level of meview that tan be detrmontal to the ecosomic vty of Volesa
Counity.  Bevisions 1o ihe Charier are nesdad 10 elieninste the VGMO and allow jor local grvernments in Yohios
County 1 sddress coondimation snd congistancy i provided by the Communsty Flasning Act

The follewing sammarkots why the VOMU nesds to be yunsed:

1, Repetitve and addiionst liyee of barssucracy

2, back of dmec comirnl by elepied offecial.

a mmﬁxm;amhmﬂmmmdumﬂmmmmﬂm{nzn
ity on the nordwast sdc can roquest hearing on # propesed mmendngent from Gty on the southwot sde,

with mumal, ef sy prool ol istomisiescy).
4 The additiom] Tyer of government hos n divect cost of $288,223 for FY 201 5-1016 wad indinect costs duc.
@ additional siaff time in prepamtion of VOMC applications snd povale-secior repinescamtion ol the
VEMC meetings.

pve 1o foos] efforts for senmnmnte developmdat

Luooscly interpreted noles have resaited in en onasthonzed expamsion of powers.
There are ol Two oteer sounties in Florids with similer planming procedures. The VOGM process places
Vilame County at & competitive desadvinisge.

Ey signing below, 1, &3 s investor in Team Yolusis Ecomomic Development Corporation, offer my suppsit @
favor of remavibg the VGMIT Froma the Volssia County Charber.

Mﬁy fieppce F- Barnr o7y of DEBary
L Nerse of Sagaatory Mime of Invesior
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - C.

Coordination of Comprehensive Plans in Volusia County-
Volusia County Growth Management Commission

Introduction: The following summarizes recommendations reparding the current regulatory framework for
coordination of comprehensive plans in Volusia County. Also summarized are concerns and recommended changes
1o current process. The proposed changes attempt 10 implement the following goals:

|, Ensure a coordinated and integrated planning process that does not create additional procedural requirements
for amendments 1o comprehensive plans of local governments.

7. Ensure that citics and Volusia County are competitive in attracting and developing cconomic opportumitics.

Background: The following summarizes the regulatory framework for planning in the Volusia County and the State

of Florida:

1. All cities and county have to adopt and implement a comprehensive plan (F.§. Chp. 163, Part 1
Community Planning Act).

There are reguired elements for comprehensive plans. The intergovernmental coordination element is the

clement that ensures that local governments' plans are consistent and compatible.

3. In the Community Planning Act there are standards and procedures that establish standing and how an
appeal of an amendment to an adopted comprehensive plan will occur.

4. The Yolusin County Council adopted ordinunce 86-136 and created the Volusia Growth Management
Commission (VGMC) to ensure that cities and the county worked together in the development and
implementation of the individual local comprehensive plans,

5. The VGMC requirements place an additional level of review regarding the determination as to whether a
plan amendment is consistent with the comprehensive ptans of adjoining cities and Volusia County.

I~

Issues: The specific concern is whether or no the VGMC centification process has resulted in costly delays of
critical cconomic development opportunitics due 1o ils un-authorized cxpansion of review. The sccondary, but
equally important concern is that VGMC increases operational costs and actunlly interferes with the amendment

process.

Recommendations: The goal is to have a process that follows statutory requirements for coordination and
consistency, and climinate a costly bureaucracy that puts Volusia County at an cconomic disadvantage. A review of
existing state and local regulations show that the currently adopted regulations and procedures for the VGMC are
aut of date and create an additional level of review that can be detrimental 1o the economic vitality of Volusia
County. Revisions to the Charter are needed to climinate the VGMC and allow for local governments in Volusia
County te address coordination and consistency as provided by the Community Planning Act.

The following summarizes why the VGMC needs to be sunset:

Repetitive and additional layer of bureaucracy.

Lack of direct control by elected officials.

Allows for local governments, otherwise without standing, to interfere with other local government (¢.g. a

city on the northeast side can request hearing on a proposed amendment from a city on the southwest side,

with minimal, if any proof of inconsistency).

4. The additional layer of government has a dircct cost of $288.225 for FY 2015-2016 and indircct costs due
to additional staff time in preparation of VGMC applications and privale-scclor represcitation ut the
VGMC meetings.

5. Counterproductive to local efforts for economic development.

6. Loosely interpreted rules have resulted in an unauthorized expansion of powers.

7. There are only two other counties in Florida with similar planning procedures. The VCGM process places

Volusia County at a competitive disadvantage.

S e

By signing below, 1, as an investor in Team Volusia Economic Development Corporation, offer my support in
favor of removing the VGMC from the Volusia County Charter.

Qidl VTl & Lebussl £ i 5 oyptors

.’Sigh?uurp’ / ’ Name of Signatory Name'of Investor
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AGENDA ITEM IX. - D.

2. VOLUSIA COUNTY HOME RULE CHARTER - ARTICLE II, CHAPTER 90 AND SECTION
202.3 VOLUSIA GROWTH MANAGEMENT COMMISSION

Volusia Growth Management Commission created by referendum adopted November 4, 1986

The Commission operates through the Volusia County Council adoption of certification rules as codified
in Article Il, Chapter 90, Volusia Growth Management Commission Consistency Certification Rules and
Organization

“the commission shall have the power and duty to determine consistency of the municipalities and the
County’s comprehensive plans and any amendments thereto with each other.”

“THE COMMISSION MAY PERFORM SUCH OTHER DIRECTLY RELATED DUTIES AS THE
COMMISSION FROM TIME TO TIME DEEMS NECESSARY”

3. THE PROBLEMS:
The VGMC by Charter defines its own role beyond consistency.

1. The County’s Home Rule Charter under Section 202.3 provides for the commission to “perform such
other directly related duties from time to time [it] deems necessary” This provision allows the
commission to deviate into other areas, such as zoning, from its primary mission of consistency. See
the required submittals required by the commission from the City of Oak Hill 04/13/2015.

Memo to VGMC from VHB. Planning Consultants to the VGMC, dated 04/13/2015

III. Conclusion and Recommendation(s)

Volusia County Code Section 90-37(¢) states that “The Commission may deny certification where
any applicant has faled to establish, by a preponderance of the evidence, its entitlement under this
ordinance to the certificate.” Based upon the preceding information, the VGMC Planning Staff
coneludes that the proposed amendment may result i significant adverse impacts to the region’s
central utility system, transportation system, and natural resources. We further conchude that the
proposed amendment could adversely impact adjacent jurisdictions based on the Crteria of
Consistency established i Volusia County Code; therefore, staff recommends the VGMC deny the
application as submutted.

Should the Volusia Growth Management Commussion determine there is a ment for approving
VGMC Case No. 15-009, we recommend the following conditions be placed upon the certification
of this amendment, such that the application and the comprehensive plan amendments contained
therein can be certified consistent. Those condition(s) are as follows:

1. To address the lack of data and analysis available at this ume, all development withun the
Actmty Center shall oecur as a Planned Development (PD) agreement to be submutted

to the VGMC and must receive a certification of consistency before any development

additional opportumty to review development of the subject site for specific impacts at
the time of rezomng.

2. To address the possible environmental impacts on the water quality of the Indian River
Lagoon and the encroachment of wildlife habitat of the National Seashore, a Mitigation
Plan must be submutted as part of the PD agreement.

3. Any proposed development shall demonstrate how connection to the nearest central

utility line locations will be accomplished.

4. All proposed development uses shall be located towards the center of the subject site,
and all buidding setbacks shall be a mmmum of thurty-five (33) feet. Only conservation
and agncultural uses shall be allowed towards the edge of the property.

5. Any proposed changes or amendments to be made or adopted to the City’s
Comprehensive Plan in response to a compliance agreement pursuant to Florida Statute
Section 163.3184(6) or a directive from the Administrative Commission pursuant to
Flonida Statute Section 163.3184(8) (collectively referred to as “Remedial Amendment”)
must be submutted to the Volusia Growth Management Commussion as additional
mfermation to the ongmal apphcation pursuant to Velusia County Code Section 90-
37() and the VGMC may “determmne m its sole discretion that the additional
information changes the facts and circumstances of the pror certification.” If such a
determination 1s made, the VGMC shall hold a noticed public hearing on the Remedial
Amendment. If the determination is made that the Remedial Amendment is consistent
with the pror certification, no public hearing 15 required and a letter confirming
consistency of the Remedial Amendment shall be issued to the City.

6. Falure to comply with any of the conditions of certification shall result 1n an avtomatic
revocation of this certification, thereby rendenng the amendment to the Gity's
Comprehensive Plan, which is the subject of this certification, invalid and ineffective.

CRC Agenda Packet Page 192



2.

AGENDA ITEM IX. - D.

Intervention Sec 90-38: While the intent of the enabling legislation and the Charter (Sec. 90-31 and
90-37) is for the VGMC to address issues of consistency between adjacent political subdivisions, the
door is open by Charter language (Sec. 90-38) for “persons” to claim to be an aggrieved party and
“petition for leave to intervene”.

Persons other than the original parties to a pending complete application under this
article who are or may be substantially affected and aggrieved by the outcome of the
proceeding may petition the commission for leave to intervene. Petitions for leave to
intervene must bhe filed in writing at least five days before the date of the public hearing,
and should, at a minimum, contain the following:

(1) The name and address of the intervenor; and an explanation of how its
substantial interests may be substantially affected by the commission’s
determination;

(2) If the intervenor intends to object to certification of consistency, a statement
of all disputed issues of material fact, including specific objections to the pending
application;

(3) A demand for relief to which the intervenor deems itself entitled; and

(4) Other information which the intervenor contends is material and relevant.

The Charter under Section 202.3 Volusia Growth Management Commission requires that the voting
members of the commission be appointed, with each municipality having one member and five
members from the unincorporated areas of the county. It further defines that the governing body of
each respective jurisdiction make the appointment and that member’s votes will be weighted based on
percentage of county population.

Consequently, small municipalities elected council can easily be denied a certificate of consistency,
including minor amendments by an appointed body, the majority of which are not adjacent political
subdivisions.

VGMC ROLL CALL VOTE
MEMBER CITY POP %
DAYTONA BEACH RICHARD WALTON 62,622 12.43%
DAYTONA BEACH SHORES VACANT 4.264 0.85%
DEBARY SID VIHLEN 19.802 3.93%
DELAND VACANT 20,467 5.85%
DELTONA SANDY LOU GALLAGHER 86.360 17.14%
EDGEWATER ROBERT LOTT 20,748 4.12%
HOLLY HILL LORETTA ARTHUR 11.661 231%
LAKE HELEN ROGER SONNENFELD 2.616 0.52%
NEW SMYRNA BEACH ROBERT LOVELACE JR 23.834 4.73%
OAK HILL VACANT 1.855 0.37%
ORANGE CITY ROBERT STORKE 11.483 228%
ORMOND BEACH GERALD BRANDON 30455 7.83%
PIERSON VACANT 1.688 0.33%
PONCE INLET DON ROMANIK 3.039 0.60%
PORT ORANGE DEBBIE CONNORS 57.467 11.40%
SOUTH DAYTONA RICHARD KANE 12.373 2.46%
UNINCORPORATED AREA 115117 22.85%
SANDRA WALTERS 4.57%
JAMES WACHTEL 4.57%
DOUGLAS DELEON 4.57%
WILLIAM POUZAR 4.57%
GLYM SLAY 4.57%
TOTAL 503,851 100%
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4. Neither the Volusia County Home Rule Charter or the Volusia Growth Management Commission
Consistency Certification Rules and Organization provide for an appeal other than filing a petition for
Writ of Certiorari which is a Court action following prescribed state appellate rules to the Circuit Court
of the County. The burden of proof is on the political jurisdiction requiring the amendment to its
Comprehensive Land Use Plan. The resulting cost is usually burdensome, especially to small
municipalities.

Additionally, the time delay, especially if VGMC denies consistency is a detriment to potential
economic development projects.

Sec. 90-40. Appeals.

{(a) Any substantially affected and aggrieved local government or other substantially
affected and aggrieved party which has previously timely intervened pursuant to section
90-38 may contest the issuance, denial or revocation of a certificate of consistency by
filing a petition for writ of certiorari along with a complete record of the proceeding(s)
from which said certificate emanated so ceriified by the commission's records
custodians, in the manner prescribed by the state appellate rules to the circuit court of
the county, within 30 days after the date the commission’s decision is filed with its
secretary. The court shall not conduct a trial de novo. The proceedings before the
commission, including the testimony of witnesses, and any exhibits, photographs, maps
or other documents filed before them, shall be subject to review by the circuit court.
The petition for writ of certiorari shall state how the commission erred and shall include
all of the documents, papers, photographs, exhibits and transcripts constituting the
record upon which the action appealed from was taken, or properly certified copies
thereof in lieu of originals. The petition, along with the record, shall be filed in the circuit
court within 30 days after the filing of the decision by the commission to which such
petition is addressed. The court may extend the time for filing the record, including the
franscript and exhibits, for good cause shown. The person filing the petition for
certiorari shall be responsible for filing a true and correct transcript of the complete
testimony of the witnesses.

(b) The petition for writ of certiorari shall be fumished to the original applicant, the
owner of record of the subject property, to each attorney at law appearing for any

person at the hearing before the Volusia Growth Management Commission, and to the
Volusia Growth Management Commission. The commission shall suspend the
issuance of its permit until the court has ruled upon the petition.

(c) The Volusia Growth Management Commission shall be a necessary and
indispensable party to any appeal of its decisions. Any other person including but not
limited to an adjacent local government may intervene, pursuant to Florida Rule of Civil
Procedure 1.230, as a respondent in the certiorar proceeding authorized by this
section.

(Ord. No. 87-24, § 9, 7-23-87; Ord. No. 99-16, § 4, 5-13-99)

5. The VGMC, under authority of the County Charter, and its Rules of Operation can and has given
individuals or groups standing to identify themselves as an aggrieved party on issues outside of the
primary mission of intergovernmental consistency.

A petition for “leave to intervene” was filed with VGMC by Audubon Florida and the Volusia County
Audubon Society. The petition named a resident of New Smyrna Beach who is a member of Audubon
as the “aggrieved party” The City raised the question as to the Audubon Society’s authority to
have standing since it is not an adjacent political subdivision and the City’s request was only for a text
change to allow for manufacturing on a specific 415 acre site.
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EXHIBIT #2 GRAY ROBINSON

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

VGMC Application and Bucdget Expensa History

APS J & Pl:l:iiin guraga # days
sarings on m Receipt to VGMC Expenses
Year b L Amendmonts®* Deaetermination
2014 a6 | 2 34 $170,507
T T
2013 a7 1 1 30 | $113.266
2012 | 33 | (0] 32 | 5121.418
. 2011 s9 1 5 35 J' $256,838
2010 34 ' 5 862 i $341,922
5-Year
Avearagea 54 3 a8 $5200,780
2009 26 2 58 | $267.861
i 2008 81 | 2 50 | $328.456
2007 77 [ 5 76 | $301,343
. 2006 _ a3 ' S 88 | 5268.,835
2005 81 5 79 . $244.720
10-Year I ] | J
Average 62 3 [ 54 $241,517

S5-year average = 54 applicationsiyear; 38 day avg. turn around
10-yesar average = 62 applications/year; 54 day avg. turn around

*Does not include public hearings on 1) Requests for extenslon to comply with
prior VGMC resolutions, or 2) Requests for waiver of the 80-day rula.

www. gray-robinson.com
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VGMC ROLL CALL VOTE

DAYTONA BEACH

MEMBER

RICHARD WALTON

DAYTONA BEACH SHORES VACANT

DEBARY

DELAND

DELTONA
EDGEWATER

HOLLY HILL

LAKE HELEN

NEW SMYRNA BEACH
OAK HILL

ORANGE CITY
ORMOND BEACH
PIERSON

PONCE INLET

PORT ORANGE
SOUTH DAYTONA
UNINCORPORATED AREA

SID VIHLEN

VACANT

SANDY LOU GALLAGHER
ROBERT LOTT
LORETTA ARTHUR
ROGER SONNENFELD
ROBERT LOVELACE JR
VACANT

ROBERT STORKE
GERALD BRANDON
VACANT

DON ROMANIK
DEBBIE CONNORS
RICHARD KANE

SANDRA WALTERS
JAMES WACHTEL
DOUGLAS DELEON
WILLIAM POUZAR
GLYM SLAY

TOTAL

CITY POP

62,622
4,264
19,802
29,467
86,360
20,748
11,661
2,616
23,834
1,855
11,483
39,455
1,688
3,039
57,467
12,373
115,117

503,851

AGENDA ITEM IX. - D.

%

12.43%
0.85%
3.93%
5.85%

17.14%
4.12%
2.31%
0.52%
4.73%
0.37%
2.28%
7.83%
0.33%
0.60%

11.40%
2.46%

22.85%
4.57%
4.57%
4.57%
4.57%
4.57%

100%
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EXHIBIT 5

AGENDA ITEM IX. - D.

Volusia Growth Management Commission Meeting

MINUTES FOR
MEETING HELD
Wednesday, April 22, 2015

City of Daytona Beach
City Commission Chambers
301 S. Ridgewood Avenue
Daytona Beach, FL

MEMBERS PRESENT

James Wachtel, Chairman
Gerald Brandon, Vice Chairman
Roger Sonnenfeld, Secretary
Rich Walton

Sid Vihlen, Jr.

Sandy Lou Gallagher
Robert Lott

Loretta Arthur

Robert Lovelace

Mark McGee

Robert Storke

Don Romanik

Debbie Connors

Richard Kane

Glyn Slay

Sandra Walters

William Pouzar

MEMBERS NOT PRESENT

Douglas deLeon

NON-VOTING MEMBERS

Sara Lee Morrissey (not present)
Steven Fitzgibbons (not present)
OTHERS PRESENT

Paul Chipok, GrayRobinson, VGMC General Counsel
Merry Chris Smith, VGMC Operations Manager
Erika Hughes, VHB, VGMC Planning Consultant
James Sellen, VHB, VGMC Planning Consultant

REPRESENTING

Volusia County
Ormond Beach
Lake Helen
Daytona Beach
DeBary
Deltona
Edgewater
Holly Hill

New Smyrna Beach
Oak Hill
Orange City
Ponce Inlet
Port Orange
South Daytona
Volusia County
Volusia County
Volusia County

Volusia County

Volusia Co. School Board

SJRWMD
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VGMC Minutes

Meeting of April 22, 2015
Page 2 of 21

CALL TO ORDER

VGMC Chairman James Wachtel called the meeting to order at 7:03 p.m.

ROLL CALL

Roll call was taken and it was determined there was a quorum present. Chairman Wachtel
welcomed newly appointed member Mark McGee representing the City of Oak Hill.

CITIZEN COMMENTS

There were no citizens present who wished to speak at this time.

Chairman Wachtel moved the Committee Reports up in the agenda schedule and asked the POP
and Budget Committee Chairman to provide any update at this time.

POP Committee Report: Gerald Brandon, Chairman of the POP Committee, stated there were no
updates at this time.

Budget Committee Report: Roger Sonnenfeld, Chairman of the Budget Committee, reported that
the proposed 2015-16 Budget was submitted to the County and no comments have been received
back to date. With respect to the 2014-15 year to date expense worksheet provided in the agenda
package, Mr. Sonnenfeld reported that additional staff invoices have been submitted which will
raise the total contract services YTD expenses to nearly $26,000. Overall, he stated the budget is
in good shape.

There were no questions relating to the budget update.

PUBLIC HEARING

Consideration of VGMC Case No. 15-009, City of Oak Hill Larpge Scale Amendment
Application

Paul Chipok, GrayRobinson, General Counsel to the VGMC addressed the commission. Mr.
Chipok read a statement of policies and procedures into the record which will serve as the format
for the scheduled public hearing. He also stated the issue of party status for the petitioners will
be addressed prior to the VGMC staff report in the presentation. Mr. Chipok discussed Section
202.3 of the Volusia County Code which established the mission of the VGMC, the narrow
scope of the VGMC authority, as well as the criteria for determining consistency.

Mr. Chipok then discussed ex parte communications. He stated that ex parte communications
are contacts made with commissioners about this matter, outside of the scope of this public
hearing, other than those materials received from the VGMC Operations Manager. Mr. Chipok
asked any commission members to disclose any ex parte communications on the matter before
them at this time.
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Commissioner Lovelace disclosed he was contacted by Steve Unatin who provided a brief
introduction. He stated he advised Mr. Unatin he hadn’t reviewed the agenda package yet and
would keep an open mind at the public hearing.

Commissioner Storke stated in a casual conversation at another meeting earlier in the day, a
woman who stated she worked for Planning Solutions asked if he had any questions relating to
the Oak Hill application and responded that he did not.

Commissioner Connors disclosed she was contacted by Steve Unatin who asked her if she had
any questions relating to the project.

Commissioner Brandon disclosed that he was contacted by Steve Unatin in a brief conversation
who discussed his background and the background of the property.

Commissioner Walters stated she contacted Dinah Pulver to find out where she got the date for
the April 22" hearing, and also that she reviewed the file at the VGMC office.

Commissioner Walton stated he received a call from the Planning Consultant for the City and
was asked if he had read the agenda package and also whether or not he knew if there would be
an overhead projector available at tonight’s meeting.

Chairman Wachtel disclosed that he had a conversation with Dr. Sharples relating to the project
and application. Additionally, he stated he had a brief, general conversation with Rick Karl, the

Economic Development Director for Volusia County.

Commissioner Arthur stated she did speak with Beth Lemke who asked if she would be in
attendance at the hearing.

Commissioner McGee stated he had been to several community meetings in Oak Hill relating to
the Unatin property.

At this time, those in attendance who were planning to give testimony at the hearing were sworn
in by the VGMC Operations Manager.

Consideration of Party Status:

Mr. Chipok explained at this time, the commission will consider party status for the SE Volusia
and Florida Audubon Societies. He stated the groups have claimed to be a substantially affected
party, however, there needs to be some showing of proof that they are a substantially affected

party.

Mr. Chipok stated a substantially affected and aggrieved party has the right to participate in the
proceeding as a party. Such person or entity may either file a petition for hearing pursuant to
Section 90-35(c)(4) as was the case with the two Audubon groups, or file a motion for leave to
intervene pursuant to Section 90-38. He stated on April 17, 2015, a petition was timely filed by
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numerous individuals petitioning for leave to intervene, which the commission will be
considering as well.

Mr. Chipok stated that denial of party status shall not prohibit a person from being heard at the
public hearing. He explained the basis test for a substantially affected or aggrieved party is to
establish: 1) They are in close proximity to the area under consideration by the amendment; and
2) That they are affected by the amendment to a degree greater than the general public.

Mr. Chipok asked Clay Henderson, counsel to both the Southeast Volusia and Florida Audubon
Societies, if he would like to address both groups concurrently, and Mr. Henderson responded
affirmatively. Mr. Chipok reminded the commission that they are only considering the issue of
standing at this time, and not the substantive matter of the amendment. He also discussed case
law under Renard v. Dade County, in which the court basically said to be granted standing there
needs to be some form of special injury or damage shown by the individual claiming standing
different in kind from injury that may be suffered by other residents in the area. Additionally, a
second category of standing under Renard is that there is a legally recognizable property or other
interest affected by the decision that is going to occur. He added that the court went on to state
that proximity of the members to the property in question is an important factor when
determining standing under this category. Mr. Chipok stated “proximity™ is a sliding scale and
something for the commission to decide.

With respect to the Audubon groups, Mr. Chipok stated they are trying to get standing for a
group. He referenced the case of O’Donnell v. The Florida Department of Community Affairs,
which stated in general, a group or association has standing to sue on behalf of its members when
it can meet a three-prong test: 1) The group’s members would otherwise have standing to sue in
their own right; 2) Interests the group seeks to protect are germane to the organization’s purpose;
and 3) Neither the claim asserted nor the relief requested requires participation of individual
members in the lawsuit. Mr. Sonnenfeld asked Mr. Chipok if all three items of the three-prong
test would have to be met. Mr. Chipok responded affirmatively.

Clay Henderson, 1016 S. Riverside Drive, New Smyma Beach provided a power point
presentation and addressed the commission relating to the issue of standing for the two Audubon
societies. Mr. Henderson stated he is a life member of the Florida Audubon Society, and also a
member of the Southeast Volusia Audubon Society. He also stated the Audubon Society has
never been denied standing in any growth management or comprehensive plan challenge
anywhere in the state of Florida.

Mr. Henderson stated they do accept the Renard standard for determining standing and believe
their interests are substantially affected adversely because of the long time commitment and
relationship between the Audubon Society and the resources of the Canaveral National Seashore.
He stated the Canaveral National Seashore is an adjacent property to the subject amendment.
Mr. Henderson presented testimony relating to a prior court ruling where specifically with a
membership organization it is shown that if there is a close nexus between the organization, its
mission, and how the members participate in an activity, that is in addition to the rights and
interests of the public. He further described the mission, membership and background of the two
Audubon groups.
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development on the Homosassa River, the individuals who organized the Alliance resided on the
Homosassa River, and the primary purpose of their organization was to promote the river.

With respect to the matter before the commission, Mr. Simpson state the Florida Audubon
Society is headquartered in Miami, and all of the officers are from Miami except one which is
Tallahassee. He also stated they have no property ownership in Oak Hill, and the City of Oak
Hill objects to the commission granting party status.

Chairman Wachtel opened the floor for questions and discussion of the commission members.

Commissioner Vihlen asked to hear the opinion of the VGMC Attorney, Paul Chipok, with
respect to the arguments made on standing.

Mr. Chipok provided the commission with case law he felt would be applicable in this situation,
he reiterated the three-prong test he discussed earlier, discussed the Renard standards, and
suggested the commission apply the facts they’ve heard to those standards. He added that the
ultimate decision concerning standing lies with the commission.

Commissioner Walton asked if any of the case law Mr. Chipok referred to related to what the
role and mission of the VGMC is. Mr. Chipok responded that specifically to the mission of the
VGMC, the answer is no. In the broader purpose of being in the context of land use decisions on
a comprehensive planning level, the answer is yes. Mr. Chipok added that under the certification
rules adopted by Volusia County ordinance, the VGMC function is to look at whether a
comprehensive plan amendment as submitted to the commission, is consistent with the adjacent
Jjurisdictions comprehensive plans. In response to a question from Mr. Walton, Mr. Chipok
reviewed the three ways a public hearing can be requested under the VGMC rules.

Commissioner Kane commented that the VGMC is here to compare the comp plan amendment
with adjacent jurisdictions comprehensive plans, and not to review environmental or zoning
issues.

Commission Lott commented that none of the letters from the review agencies, including the
Department of Transportation, St. Johns River Water Management District, Department of
Economic Opportunity and the Environmental Protection Agency raised an issue with the
proposed amendment. He stated he is trying to understand how the Audubon Societies are being
injured.

Commissioner Sonnenfeld asked how the VGMC handles the Federal Government in terms of
being an adjacent government for purposes of notification. Mr. Chipok responded that the
VGMC rules more specifically state adjacent local governments. He further stated that while the
Canaveral National Seashore is adjacent, in the context of the VGMC rules for purposes of
notice, they are considered more a property owner than a governmental entity.

Mr. Sonnenfeld asked Mr. Henderson if he was speaking on behalf of the Canaveral National
Seashore. Mr. Henderson responded that he is not authorized to speak on behalf of the National
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Parks Service, but stated the Superintendent of the National Parks is in attendance and prepared
to address the commission.

Chairman Wachtel discussed the role of the commission is to determine consistency of one
jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan to the comprehensive plans of adjacent jurisdictions. He
commented that the Audubon Society is a self appointed group that does not have a
comprehensive plan, and he felt it would be way too broad to allow standing based on the limited
role of the VGMC.

Mr. Vihlen commented that Chairman Wachtel raised a key issue in that the VGMC is to
determine consistency of land use between governmental entities, and to address issues raised by
adjacent local governments. He added that he felt the Audubon concerns should be directed to
the local government and related agencies during the zoning process.

Commissioner Walters stated she disagreed with Chairman Wachtel’s earlier comment relating
to the Audubon Society and standing,.

Sandra Walters made a motion to grant standing for both the Florida Audubon Society and the
Southeast Volusia Audubon Society. She stated the motion is based upon the testimony
presented, based upon Mr. Chipok’s remarks relating to the Renard criteria, and also based upon
the precedent the commission has set from VGMC Case No. 05-034A relating to the Thornby
property. Glyn Slay seconded the motion.

Commissioner Arthur asked for confirmation that a substantial number of the members have to
be directly affected. Mr. Chipok responded that the court case does not provide a specific
measurement as to what substantial means. He stated it’s not a percentage, but rather a sliding
scale for the commission to determine.

With respect to the vote on the motion, Chairman Wachtel explained it is a weighted vote. Mr.
Chipok confirmed that in order for a motion to carry, it requires an affirmative vote of more than
50% of the members in attendance at the meeting, and those votes must represent more than 50%
of the weighted vote of the members in attendance at the meeting.

Commissioner Romanik asked for clarification as to whether the commission would be voting on
both Audubon groups together, or individually.

Sandra Walters amended her motion, and moved to grant standing to the Florida Audubon
Society. Glyn Slay seconded the amended motion. Following a roll call vote, the motion failed
with an 8-9 vote and 46.21% of the weighted vote.

For the record, Ms. Smith stated that based upon the members present, an affirmative vote of 9
members representing at least 44.21% of the weighted vote would be required to carry a motion.

Sandra Walters made a motion to grant standing to the Southeast Volusia Audubon Society.
Glyn Slay seconded the motion. Following a roll call vote, the motion carried with a 9-8 vote
and 46.81% of the weighted vote.
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Chairman Wachtel called for a brief recess at 8:30 p.m. and the meeting reconvened at 8:40 p.m.

Mr. Chipok addressed the commission relating to the Petition for Leave to Intervene signed by
approximately 160 individuals with diverse addresses received on April 17, 2015. He explained
that the petition didn’t claim they were acting as a cohesive group, and in order to determine
standing they would need to be considered individually.

Mr. Chipok stated he broke the names down into several groupings: 1) Oak Hill addresses
within 1,000 feet of the subject property; 2) Oak Hill addresses outside 1,000 feet of the subject
property; 3) Addresses of individuals outside the City of Oak Hill; and 4) Persons and/or
addresses that were either incomplete or illegible. He then restated the Renard standard for the
commission’s use in determining standing.

For the record, Mr. Chipok read aloud the names of those individuals with an address within
1,000 feet of the subject property.

Chairman Wachtel asked who submitted the petition. Ms. Smith responded that it was received
in the VGMC office with a cover letter signed by Jane Andrews. Mr. Wachtel asked if Ms.
Andrews wished to speak on the petition. Jane Andrews, 118 & 120 E. Church Street, Oak Hill,
addressed the commission relating to the proximity of her property and stated she facilitated the
petition. Mr. Henderson asked Ms. Andrews to tell the commission how the petitioners believe
they are substantially affected by the proposed amendment. Ms. Andrews stated they believe
they are substantially affected parties because their residences surround the subject property.

With proximity being one of the considerations under the Renard standard, Mr. Chipok described
how the information was obtained from the Volusia County Property Appraisers website in order
to group them in the four categories. He suggested the commission first consider those
individuals listed with addresses located within 1,000 feet of the subject property.

Following several questions from Commissioner Lovelace, Mr. Chipok asked any individuals
present whose names were read from the list of those addresses located within 1,000 feet of the
subject property to stand and identify themselves. The following three individuals stood and
identified themselves as present: David Hall, Gerald Heizmann, and Mamie Huber.

Mr. Henderson stated for the record that the Southeast Volusia Audubon Society has no
objection to the commission granting standing to those three individuals present, and denying
standing to all others on the petition. Mr. Simpson stated the City of Qak Hill concurs with Mr.
Henderson.

Mr. Chipok explained to the commission that anyone who is granted standing can participate as a
party in the hearing which allows them to present more evidence, cross examine through the
Chair other witnesses to a limited degree, and also if the VGMC’s decision is appealed through
the circuit court, the commission would not object to them claiming to have standing to bring an
appeal. Those individuals who are denied standing can participate in the hearing as a member of
the public.
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Roger Sonnenfeld made a motion to grant standing to David Hall, Gerald Heizmann and Mamie
Huber. Motion was seconded by Glyn Slay. Following a roll call vote, the motion carried with
a 14-3 vote and 74.35% of the weighted vote.

In order to allow due process, Mr. Chipok suggested the commission hear from any other
individuals present who signed the petition that wished to present additional testimony as to why
they should be granted standing.

Jane Andrews, 118 & 120 E. Church Street, Oak Hill addressed the commission concerning her
interests that would be affected by the proposed amendment. Following brief discussion,
Richard Kane made a motion to grant standing to Jane Andrews. Motion was seconded by
Sandra Walters. Following a roll call vote, the motion carried with a 13-4 vote and 72.04% of
the weighted vote.

Sid Vihlen made a motion to deny standing to all remaining individuals who signed the petition.
Motion was seconded by Glyn Slay. Following a roll call vote, the motion carried unanimously.

Public Hearing on the Subject Amendment and Consideration of VGMC Resolution 2015-02:

Erika Hughes, VHB, planning consultant to the VGMC, addressed the commission. Ms. Hughes
provided a summary of the amendment request and also presented the planning report, along
with a power point presentation. She reviewed the six criteria that are considered when
determining consistency as outlined in Section 90-37(c) of the Volusia County Code, along with
the findings of staff.

With respect to utilities, Ms. Hughes stated the City did not provide any utility information with
the submitted application. She stated VGMC planning staff calculated demand space from the
proposed amendments and found there is a small increase in sanitary sewer impacts, however,
without any capacity data, the total impact to the area wide utility system cannot be determined.
Additionally, she stated the City of Oak Hill does not provide utility services to the area, that it is
done through a tri-party agreement with Volusia County and the City of Edgewater.

Ms. Hughes stated that while the original consistency certification to the EAR based
amendments to the City’s comprehensive plan allowed for residential and commercial
development to occur on the subject site, the additional industrial development at an intensity of
1.0 FAR, as well as the uses permitted under the industrial land use designation, raises questions
regarding the compatibility of these uses with the adjacent affected community. Specifically,
incompatibility as it relates to impacts on water quality and intergovernmental impacts to the
National Seashore.

Regarding transportation, Ms. Hughes stated that a traffic impact analysis was not provided with
the original application. She stated VGMC planning staff calculated the potential impacts and
found there to be a small increase in PM peak hour trips, however, with no capacity data, they
cannot determine how much of an impact this would have on the regional transportation system.
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With respect to infrastructure, Ms. Hughes stated that the proposed amendment would result in a
net decrease in residential entitlements so there are no additional impacts to public schools.
However, since Oak Hill does not provide utility service to the area, staff is concerned with the
ability to extend utility service to the site since it is not included in the CIP elements for Volusia
County, City of Edgewater or the City of Oak Hill.

With respect to natural resource impacts, Ms. Hughes stated the proposed amendment poses
significant adverse impacts to natural resources. She stated the Canaveral National Seashore
borders the subject site on two sides and is a critical component of the regions eco system. Ms.
Hughes stated that no information regarding the impact of the proposed industrial development
on natural resources was submitted with the application.

With respect to the final two consistency criteria, Ms. Hughes stated the proposed amendment is
not anticipated to result in a duplication of services or competition, and that no interlocal
agreement exists.

Ms. Hughes reviewed the planning staff findings and recommendations, She stated the proposed
amendment as submitted lacks data and analysis needed to support approval of the application,
and may result in significant adverse impacts to the region’s central utilities system,
transportation system and natural resources. As a result, she stated VGMC planning staff
recommends the commission deny the application as submitted. She further added that if the
VGMC finds merit for approving the application, staff would recommend issuing the approval
with the conditions outlined in the proposed draft Resolution #2015-02.

Ms. Hughes concluded her report and asked if any of the commission members had any
questions.

Commissioner Brandon asked why there would be a change in potable water impacts. Ms.
Hughes explained that there are two development scenarios, and utilizing the level of service
(LOS) standards in the City’s comprehensive plan, VGMC staff calculated impacts based upon
the current and proposed development scenarios.

Commission Walters commented that the City’s comprehensive plan states they will coordinate
with the National Parks Service and the County for consistent and coordinated management of
marine resources. She asked if that was done in this case. Ms. Hughes stated that based upon
the information received with the application, staff cannot determine whether or not that was
done. Ms. Hughes responded to several additional questions raised by Ms. Walters relating to
the recommendation to locate the industrial development in the center of the site, current allowed
uses in the City’s conservation land use designation, and building height limits.

Clay Henderson asked Ms. Hughes if the property adjacent to the subject site has a land use
designation of Volusia County Conservation with Environmental Core Overlay. Ms. Hughes
responded affirmatively. She also responded to a question raised by Mr. Henderson relating to
the FAR.
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Scott Simpson asked Ms. Hughes to confirm how the impacts were measured. Ms. Hughes
responded that the impacts were being measured based upon what is currently adopted in the
comprehensive plan to that of the proposed development scenario.

Chairman Wachtel asked the City of Oak Hill to address the commission relating to the proposed
amendment.

Scott Simpson, attorney for the City addressed the commission. Mr. Simpson stated that no
comments were received from adjacent jurisdictions on the VGMC application. He also
commented that all state agencies have reviewed the proposed amendment, the issues have been
addressed and all of the state agencies are satisfied. Mr. Simpson then discussed the current and
proposed land uses. Under the current land use, he stated the property could be developed 75%
residential and 25% commercial. He added that the current land use was previously approved by
the VGMC without comments, objections or a public hearing. Under proposed Option #2, Mr.
Simpson stated this would allow 30% industrial and 70% conservation. Additionally, he stated
the proposed amendment includes a limitation that impacts cannot exceed what is currently
allowed, which is why no data and analysis was submitted or necessary. Mr. Simpson also
discussed the central location of the industrial land use, buffer requirements, and building height
limitations.

Mr, Simpson emphasized that the City cannot increase impacts over what is already allowed on
the subject site. He also spoke concerning issues raised by the Southeast Volusia Audubon
Society, and commented that he felt much of the opposition is due to concern over a potential
launch facility in Brevard County. With respect to infrastructure, Ms. Simpson stated whoever
develops the subject site will be required to install water and sewer lines for the City of Oak Hill.

Beth Lemke, Planning Solutions, 206 N. Beach Street, Daytona Beach, City Planner for the City
of Oak Hill, addressed the commission. She stated that based upon all of the evidence and
information presented relating to the proposed amendment, the commission should issue a clear
finding of consistency. In reference to the VGMC staff report, Ms. Lemke clarified that this is
not an industrial land use designation, but rather they are proposing an industrial use in an
Activity Center future land use designation. She also stated that according to VGMC rules, the
commission looks at impacts on adjacent local governments, which in this case are Volusia
County and the City of Edgewater, neither of which objected to the amendment. Ms. Lemke
stated representatives from both of those jurisdictions are present and asked them to come
forward to speak to their position.

Becky Mendez, Senior Planning Manager for Volusia County stated they reviewed the
amendment application, identified no impacts, did not request additional information as it was
consistent with the County’s comprehensive plan, and the County’s position is that the
commission should issue a finding of consistency without any conditions.

Darren Lear, Development Services Director for the City of Edgewater stated they also reviewed
the amendment application, have no objections, it is consistent with the City of Edgewater
comprehensive plan, and the City of Edgewater recommends the commission issue a finding of
consistency without conditions.
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Ms. Lemke read into the record a letter dated April 9, 2015 from the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP) which states their earlier concerns will be addressed by the
City amending the language in Policy 1.1.2.H. as outlined in their letter. She added that FDEP
was in consultation with the Canaveral National Seashore during their review of the proposed
amendment.

With respect to VGMC consistency certification criteria #1, #2 & #3 relating to public
infrastructure impacts, Ms. Lemke stated that these are not applicable because the policy limits
impacts. She stated no additional analysis was provided because no additional impacts are
allowed. Ms. Lemke also stated that every state agency reviewed the proposed amendment and
agreed that it would have no impact, adding that no adjacent local governments had objections.

Referring to criteria #4 relating to natural resource impacts, Ms. Lemke stated this aspect was
addressed by the FDEP, adding that the Canaveral National Seashore is not an adjacent local
government. She also stated the VGMC staff report cites the St. Johns River Water Management
District (SJRWMD) as having authority over those natural resources, and she read from a letter
provided by the SIRWMD which indicated they had no comments on the amendment because no
adverse impacts to important state resources and facilities were identified. Ms. Lemke stated
that the Florida Department of Economic Opportunity raised no objections or issues with the
amendment either.

With respect to criteria #5 & #6, Ms. Lemke stated that VGMC staff identified no issues and the
City concurs.

Ms. Lemke stated the petitioners did not cite specific inconsistencies between the City of Qak
Hill’s comprehensive plan and the comprehensive plans of adjacent jurisdictions. She also stated
the VGMC staff report repeatedly states that insufficient data and analysis was provided. Ms.
Lemke disagreed, adding that VGMC staff did not request any additional information from the
City during the 30 day review period. She further stated that the state agencies and adjacent
local governments reviewed the amendment based upon the same information and data provided
with the VGMC application, and they all supported the amendment.

In closing, Ms. Lemke commented that the proposed amendment is compatible and consistent
with each of the VGMC criteria, and the commission should issue a finding of consistency with
no conditions.

Mr. Chipok asked Ms. Lemke several questions relating to the date the application was submitted
to the VGMC and the date the FDEP added language to the policy to address their earlier
concerns. Ms. Lemke stated the original application was submitted to the VGMC on February
24, 2015, and the FDEP issued their letter on April 9, 2015 to added policy language that was not
included in the original application submitted to the VGMC. Mr. Chipok also asked Ms. Lemke
several questions relating to the proposed land use and any corresponding policies. Ms. Lemke
responded that the specific compatible zoning category for the proposed amendment would be
Activity Center zoning which would be the standard that would be applied to implement the land
use. In response to another question of Mr. Chipok, she also confirmed that the Activity Center

CRC Agenda Packet Page 208



AGENDA ITEM IX. - D.
VGMC Minutes
Meeting of April 22, 2015
Page 13 of 21

does not currently contain specific standards of how the use is allocated on the property, adding
this is done during the design phase.

Commissioner Walters asked Ms. Lemke what is permitted in conservation land use categories in
the City’s comprehensive plan. Ms. Lemke distributed a map which illustrates the property as
currently adopted and also as proposed. She stated the property is currently 68% developable
with commercial and residential uses. Under the proposed, she stated the industrial land use will
be located near the center of the site to create the buffer around it with conservation/agricultural.

Ms. Walters stated the commission is being asked by the City to approve the amendment without
conditions, however, one of the recommended conditions includes locating the industrial
category near the center of the site. Ms. Lemke stated she felt the City would be comfortable
with that condition since that issue was raised by FDEP, and it is also in the City’s zoning
requirements they are moving forward for this property.

Commissioner Kane asked Ms. Lemke if she has reviewed the 6 conditions of approval being
recommended by the VGMC staff. She responded that condition #4 which addresses the central
location of proposed development is acceptable, however, she feels none of the other conditions
are valid.

Commissioner Romanik asked if there were any uses on the site prior to the landfill. Steve
Unatin, one of the owners of the subject property, responded that the landfill has been closed for
a long time and he previously worked with FDEP to monitor the site and they issued him a letter
that no further action was required. Mr. Unatin responded to additional questions from Mr.
Romanik relating to the landfill and current condition of the subject property.

Mr. Unatin, as the applicant to the City of Oak Hill for the amendment, also addressed the
commission in support of the request, adding that all of the review agencies have signed off on it.

Chairman Wachtel called for a brief recess at 10:18 p.m. and the meeting reconvened at 10:25
p.m.

Chairman Wachtel then called forward those individuals who wished to speak in support of the
amendment.

Becky Mendez submitted into the record a written letter of support to certify the amendment
without conditions from the Volusia County Director of Planning & Development, Palmer
Panton.

The following members of the public spoke in support of the amendment: Ron Engele, 131
Canal Avenue, Oak Hill, Jim Cameron, Senior Vice President of Government Relations,
Daytona Regional Chamber of Commerce; Richard Brice, 332 Marsh Landing Loop, Oak Hill;
Barbara Weidner, 291 River Road, Oak Hill; Eugene Kowalski, 175 N US Highway, Oak Hill;
Mike Arman, Oak Hill; and Doug Gibson, 297 River Road, Oak Hill-Mayor of Oak Hill spoke
individually and not on behalf of the City.
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With no others else present who wished to speak in favor of the amendment, Chairman Wachtel
stated we will now hear from those who are opposed, starting with the parties who were granted
standing in this matter.

Clay Henderson, representing the Southeast Volusia Audubon Society addressed the commission
in opposition. He provided a power point presentation and discussed issues such as lack of data
and analysis provided, burden of proof on the City to demonstrate they affirmatively meet the
consistency criteria, the lack of infrastructure to support the proposed use, and the property’s
proximity to the Canaveral National Seashore. Mr. Henderson stated the subject site is adjacent
to property in Volusia County with a land use designation of Conservation with an
Environmental Core Overlay.

Mr. Henderson spoke of the role of the Canaveral National Seashore in protecting natural
resources, the state agency review process, the lack of coordination with the Canaveral National
Seashore, compatibility and consistency issues.

In closing, Mr. Henderson stated the City of Oak Hill has not demonstrated they have met the
consistency criteria standards and that he concurs with the VGMC staff analysis. He
recommended the commission deny the amendment, but if the commission chose to approve it
with the staff recommended conditions, he asked that an additional condition be added requiring
the City of Oak Hill to keep the National Parks Service informed and let them comment on what
transpires on the subject property.

Mr. Henderson then introduced Myrna Palfrey, Superintendent to the Canaveral National
Seashore.

Ms. Palfrey addressed the commission. She clarified that her conversation with Suzanne Ray of
FDEP relating to this matter was very brief and not considered a consultation. Ms. Palfrey also
discussed the jurisdiction the National Parks Service and other agencies have over the Mosquito
Lagoon and she felt they should be considered local governments. She then spoke more
specifically on the background and history of the Canaveral National Seashore and the purpose
of the National Parks Service. Ms. Palfrey discussed their concerns and stated there is
insufficient data to measure the impacts on Canaveral National Seashore resources. If the
commission were to approve the amendment subject to the staff recommended conditions, she
asked that the City of Oak Hill also be required to provide them notice and opportunity to
comment on any development and mitigation plans for the property.

Don Picard, President of the Southeast Volusia Audubon Society, 1530 Queen Palm Drive,
Edgewater, stated their primary concern in this process has been the secrecy surrounding it. He
stated there have been reports that a rocket parts manufacturing plant may be planned, and it is
unknown what types of chemicals or possible explosives may be used in the manufacturing, or
potential for toxic spills that could affect the Mosquito Lagoon. Mr. Picard stated that since the
process has not been transparent leaving many unknowns, coupled with the proximity of the
property to a resource they care about, the Southeast Volusia Audubon Society has issues with
the proposed amendment.
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Chairman Wachtel then called on the individual residents who were granted standing to address
the commission at this time.

Jane Andrews, 118 & 120 E. Church Street, Oak Hill addressed the commission. Ms. Andrews
spoke extensively regarding her experience with the amendment review process at the City
Commission and planning board level. She stated there presently is no industrial zoning on the
east side of US 1 in Oak Hill and to make this change would be precedent setting. Ms. Andrews
also spoke of several businesses in the City of Oak Hill and the growth of the City through
annexations. She stated she is concerned with the location of the subject site of the amendment
and requested the commission deny the application.

Gerald Heizmann, 137 Bills Hill Road, Oak Hill, raised several concerns with the proposed
amendment, including: the potential size of an industrial site, noise associated with an industrial
use, access to and from the site, building height and the ability for fire services to handle a fire
involving a structure of that size, and whether or not hazardous materials would be used on the
site. Mr. Heizmann also commented on a map that was printed in a recent News Journal article
that inaccurately portrayed the location of the subject site, and also spoke of wildlife on the
subject property. In closing, he asked the commission to think about the property, the proposed
land use change, and the environmental impacts, and to make an informed decision that
commission, the citizens of Oak Hill and Volusia County, and future generations can all live
with

Dave Hall, 400 Bills Hill Road, Oak Hill, addressed the commission on behalf of himself and
other family members who could not be in attendance. He stated his family has lived on the
property adjacent to the subject site for four generations. Mr. Hall spoke about the wildlife on
the subject site, as well as the surrounding properties. He stated he feels the change in land use
is wrong, will set a precedent and he strongly opposes the change.

Mamie Huber, 245 Sand Avenue, Oak Hill, addressed the commission. She stated her property
is immediately adjacent to the subject site. Ms. Huber discussed the rural nature of the area and
wildlife. She expressed concerns with the proposed amendment, including: negative impacts on
quality of life, lighting and noise impacts, and costs associated with the installation of water and
sewer. Ms. Huber also stated the proposed amendment is inconsistent with everything Oak Hill
has done in the past. In closing, she felt the proposed amendment has not been thoroughly
thought out and the process has not been transparent. Ms. Huber requested the commission deny
the amendment.

Chairman Wachtel then called forward those members of the public who wished to speak in
opposition of the amendment.

The following members of the public spoke in opposition of the amendment: Claudia Roth,
DeLand, President of the League of Women’s Voters of Volusia County; Eric West, 3943 S.
Peninsula, Wilbur-by-the-Sea; and T. Gray Ames, 124 Randle Avenue, Oak Hill.

There being no further comment from members of the public, Chairman Wachtel closed the
public hearing and opened the floor for commission member comments and questions.
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Commissioner Gallagher commented that she felt there were too many unanswered questions to
move forward with the proposed amendment.

Commissioner McGee stated that he is a life-long resident of Oak Hill and adjacent property
owner to the subject site. He commented that he agrees it is a treasure to have the Canaveral
National Seashore and Merritt Island Wildlife Refuge just to the south, but added that these
would not exist if not for the Kennedy Space Center. Mr. McGee stated the space industry has
proven they can co-exist with the wildlife and environmental concerns raised by the Audubon
Society, National Parks Services and others.

Commissioner Arthur raised a question regarding any existing industrial land uses in the City of
Oak Hill and whether or not the City would allow a rocket launch site within that designation.
Ms. Lemke responded that only light industrial exists in the City presently, so there is no place
for manufacturing in the City currently. Ms. Arthur then asked if the proposed amendment were
allowed and developed as some form of rocket facility, is there an agency that would regulate it
to address the environmental and hazardous concerns raised. Ms. Lemke responded that the
proposed amendment is for a change in land use only and there is no known user at this time.
She stated we are currently at the comprehensive plan review phase and there will be additional
levels of review throughout the development process.

Commissioner Arthur commented that based upon the information presented and the criteria for
VGMC review, it does not appear there will be increased impacts that extend beyond the
jurisdictional boundaries and the proposed amendment should be approved.

Commissioner Romanik commented that we’ve heard extreme viewpoints at the hearing tonight.
He also expressed concern over issues of trust.

Commissioner Connors stated the subject property currently allows 75% residential and 25%
commercial development and feels the community will be better protected with the proposed
amendment which requires 70% conservation and the industrial development centered on the
site. She also commented that the commission was established to determine consistency of
comprehensive plans between local jurisdictions, not to review matters of zoning. Ms. Connors
stated the proposed amendment is consistent with adjacent local government’s comprehensive
plans.

Commissioner Brandon asked for clarification relating to the relationship between the Mosquito
Lagoon, the Canaveral National Seashore and the Merritt Island Wildlife Refuge, as well as their
location and proximity to the subject site. Ms. Palfrey responded that the site borders the
Canaveral National Seashore which is part of the National Parks Service. She stated the National
Parks Service is an agency separate from the Fish & Wildlife Service, however, they are both
under the Department of Interior.

Discussion ensued to determine, on a map, which properties were adjacent and contiguous to the
subject site. There were differing statements offered in terms of ownership of the properties
immediately contiguous to the subject site. Kohn Evans, City Administrator for the City of Oak
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Hill stated the Canaveral National Seashore is not contiguous to the subject site, and that the
property pointed out is owned by the Federal Government for the Florida Inland Navigational
District (FIND). Mr. Unatin concurred with Ms. Evans, stating that the he sold the 94 acres to
the immediate east of the property to FIND.

Commissioner Brandon asked for clarification in terms of how the industrial development square
footage was determined. Mr. Chipok reminded the commission that we are not looking at this at
the site plan level, but rather a comprehensive planning level and assigning a comprehensive
plan designation. He stated VGMC planners are obligated to look at the most intense use that is
applicable in the proposed land use and base the impacts on that. Mr. Chipok stated if the City is
claiming lesser impacts, then there would need to be a VGMC condition that would lock them
into the less intense scenario and impacts could be calculated based upon that scenario. At this
point in time, Mr. Chipok stated we have to base the impacts on the Activity Center designation
with 30% of the property being developed as an industrial type use, which is what staff
calculations are based upon.

Jim Sellen, VHB, planning consultant to the VGMC, addressed the commission regarding the
difference on impacts to wastewater, transportation, etc. if developed residential or if developed
industrial. When reviewing the proposed amendment, he stated staff measured the impacts based
upon the types of uses allowed in the City’s industrial category, and the impacts are what
concerns staff, particularly with respect to the extension of sewer and water to the City.
Additionally, Mr. Sellen stated the recommended condition requiring the Planned Development
to come back to the VGMC is consistent with actions taken in prior amendments and allows staff
to determine impacts based upon the actual intended use of the site. He also commented that the
VGMC has always been solution based and these conditions allow the proposed amendment to
move forward, while protecting the ability to measure the impacts as development of the site is
planned. Mr. Sellen stated for the record that he felt we may have made a mistake approving the
original Activity Center amendment which allowed 75% residential and 25% commercial
without requiring the extension of sewer and water at that time.

Commissioner Romanik commented that the VGMC is not in the business of denial. He stated
the VGMC is responsible for facilitating an acceptable resolution among all of the parties, and
we look for an inclusive solution.

Commissioner Vihlen commented on the narrow scope of the VGMC review and the additional
review process the City will be subject to after the comprehensive plan amendment is approved.
He stated he does not feel it is within VGMC authority to review the City’s development plans,
and also commented that the adjacent jurisdictions, Volusia County and the City of Edgewater,
both went on record to state they have no problem with the proposed amendment.

Commissioner Walton stated the original application submitted by the City to the VGMC
contains policy language that does not allow the impacts of scenario 2, which would allow for
30% industrial and 70% conservation, to exceed what is currently allowed. Based upon this
policy, he asked VGMC staff if they are still recommending the conditions of approval as
contained in the proposed resolution. Mr. Sellen responded yes, the conditions are being
recommended because the criteria for impacts on industrial uses are different than impacts on
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residential developments. Mr. Chipok stated that adding industrial as a use in the comprehensive
plan Activity Center land use designation essentially allows any of the individual ultimate user
uses to go in there at the zoning level. He added that the various industrial allowed uses have
individual quantitative impacts that are unknown at this time. Mr. Chipok explained at the
comprehensive plan level, we have to assume maximum impacts. At this point in time, that is
why the conditions are being recommended since we do not know what the impacts are. Mr.
Walton commented in disagreement and stated the policy text clearly states that impacts cannot
exceed what is currently allowed.

Commissioner Lott commented in agreement with Commissioner Vihlen’s comments regarding
the role and responsibility of the VGMC. Mr. Lott felt the recommended conditions of approval
are zoning related which is outside the authority of the VGMC. He also spoke of existing
industrial uses near the Canaveral National Seashore, and commented that we aren’t going to
lose wildlife because of an industrial use. Mr. Lott stated we are looking tonight at giving the
City of Oak Hill the opportunity to bring business into the City. Once they do that, they will be
subject to the required agency reviews during the development process.

Commissioner Walters thanked the individuals in attendance for their politeness throughout the
meeting. Ms. Walters stated that the role of the VGMC is to determine consistency between
comprehensive plans. She stated the role is not to pound square pegs into round holes, it is not to
create jobs, and is not to worry about people’s quality of life. Ms. Walters stated there are six
criteria established to determine consistency and she discussed the findings of staff on each of
those criteria. She stated there is too much information lacking and she would not be supporting
approval of the amendment.

Commissioner Kane commented in agreement with Commissioner Vihlen’s comments regarding
the role and responsibility of the VGMC. He stated the commission is here to determine
consistency, not to look at matters of zoning.

Commissioner Sonnenfeld stated the only two adjacent jurisdictions are Volusia County and the
City of Edgewater and both of those jurisdictions testified that the proposed amendment is
consistent with their respective comprehensive plans. Mr. Sonnefeld stated he thinks with our
charge, as the VGMC, we have to move in the direction of approval, although he doesn’t
necessarily agree with it on a personal level. That being said, Mr. Sonnenfeld stated he does
agree with the conditions of approval recommended by staff, as they will provide a level of
protection from the current unknown factors.

Chairman Wachtel stated he believed the intent to add industrial use in the Activity Center is
consistent, but also felt the conditions recommended by staff are appropriate due to the lack of
data and analysis.

Commissioner Brandon commented in agreement with Chairman Wachtel & Commissioner

Sonnenfeld. Due to the unknown factors, Mr. Brandon stated he likes that it would come back to
the VGMC as a planned development so the impacts can be measured.
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Commissioner Vihlen asked the City of Oak Hill if the recommended conditions of approval
would unduly delay the City in moving forward. Ms. Lemke responded that condition #4
relating to locating the industrial development to the center of the site is acceptable to the City.
With respect to water and sewer, Ms. Lemke stated the thought process throughout has been to
have central water and sewer under the industrial development scenario, and the City would not
have an issue with that requirement.

Ms. Lemke stated they are also doing a planned development as part of the zoning and a
condition requiring it be developed as a planned development is acceptable, however, she does
not recommend that the planned development be required to come back to the VGMC. She
added that the VGMC 1is another layer in the process and they need the ability to have a site
available as quickly as possible when an economic opportunity for the City of Oak presents
itself. Ms. Lemke stated the City needs local control to go through their processes without
having the uncertainty of the VGMC. She commented she felt what’s happening tonight is that
nothing has been gained, we’ve just postponed the consistency hearing. Chairman Wachtel
commented in disagreement with Ms. Lemke. While she indicated the planned development
should have local control, Chairman Wachtel stated there was testimony tonight from members
of the City’s planning board and members of the public that they haven’t been informed and
things were changed. Additionally, he stated there is concern among some members of the
commission to insure that all parties are included in the process.

Chairman Wachtel called for a motion.

Commissioner Lott asked procedurally whether or not there can be multiple votes on the
application. Mr. Chipok responded that the end net result at the hearing has to be a resolution
that does something. Either: 1) approves the application with no conditions; 2) approves it with
conditions; or 3) denies it.

Roger Sonnenfeld made a motion to approved VGMC Resolution #2015-02 as presented,
seconded by Glyn Slay.

Commissioner Walters asked if a condition could be added requiring the City to keep the
Canaveral National Seashore notified of the planned development.

Following discussion, Commissioner Sonnenfeld amended his motion to approve VGMC
Resolution #2015-02 with an additional condition requiring the City of Oak Hill to notify the
Canaveral National Seashore at the time the planned development is submitted to the VGMC;
Commissioner Slay accepted the amendment to his second.

Commissioner Vihlen commented that he will not be supporting the motion. Specifically, he
stated condition #2 regarding submitting a mitigation plan relating to water quality and wildlife
is handled during the zoning process and not within the purview of the VGMC. Additionally,
condition #4 establishes a 35° setback which he stated is an internal planning matter and also not
within the jurisdiction of the VGMC.
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Richard Kane made a motion to amend the motion on the floor to strike conditions #1, #2, #3,
#5, and #6, and to add a condition that the City must notify the Canaveral National Seashore at
the time of the planned development.

Mr. Chipok addressed the commission relating to conditions #5 & #6. He explained that
condition #6 is in every VGMC resolution to insure compliance to any conditions of approval.
With respect to condition #5, Mr. Chipok explained that if an amendment is appealed at the state
level and modifications are made, this condition requires the jurisdiction to bring it back to the
VGMC to insure consistency.

Chairman Wachtel asked Commissioner Kane to restate his motion. Richard Kane stated his
motion is to amend the motion on the floor to strike conditions #1, #2 & #3, renumber the current
conditions #4, #5 & #6 to #1, #2, & #3 respectively, and to add a fourth condition requiring the
City to notify the Canaveral National Seashore at the time of the planned development. Motion
was seconded by Debbie Connors.

Commissioner Sonnenfeld commented that condition #3 relating to utilities was one that VGMC
staff emphasized was most needed. Commissioner Kane responded that different developments
may have different utility services that may not connect through a central utility line.

Commissioner Brandon commented that he felt the condition requiring the planned development
to come back to the VGMC was necessary and integral in order to measure the impacts that are
presently unknown.

Commissioner Arthur commented there is no real benefit to delete a condition that the City has
already agreed to. Several other commission members concurred.

Chairman Wachtel called for a roll call vote on the motion made by Richard Kane. Following a
roll call vote, the motion failed with a 7-10 vote and 37.02% of the weighted vote.

Chairman Wachtel stated the original motion is now on the floor. He restated the motion is to
approve VGMC Resolution #2015-02 as presented with one additional condition requiring the
City of Oak Hill to notify the Canaveral National Seashore at the time the planned development
is submitted to the VGMC. Following a roll call vote, the motion failed with a 7-10 vote and
20.74% of the weighted vote.

Sid Vihlen made a motion to approve VGMC Resolution #2015-02 with the following
amendments: Delete condition #2; and modify condition #4 to delete the language “and all
building setbacks shall be a minimum of 35 feet”. Motion seconded by Richard Kane.

Chairman Wachtel asked Commissioner Vihlen if his motion included notification to the
Canaveral National Seashore. Mr. Vihlen amended his motion to include a condition that the
City notify the Canaveral National Seashore at the time the planned development is submitted to
the VGMC. Commissioner Kane accepted the amendment to his second.

Following a roll call vote, the motion carried with an 11-6 vote and 52.30% of the weighted vote.
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Charles Lee, Director of Advocacy of Audubon Florida, property manager for the Florida
Audubon Society and Central Florida representative of Florida Audubon Society, addressed the
commission. Mr. Lee discussed his work experience and the history of the Florida Audubon
Society. With respect to membership, Mr. Lee stated they have over 1,200 members in Volusia
County. He stated at least 250 of those members are in Southeast Volusia County area, and 5
active memberships in the Oak Hill zip code.

Mr. Lee stated the Florida Audubon Society is also a landowner in Volusia County and he
discussed various properties and their locations in relationship to the subject amendment. He
provided history on past members and their involvement with the Society. He also stated the
Audubon has in excess of 500,000 members throughout the United States, and that the Merritt
Island National Wildlife Refuge and Canaveral National Seashore are primary destinations for
those members to visit.

Mr. Lee expressed concern about industrialization on the shore of the Canaveral National
Seashore and stated the proposed amendment is inherently in conflict with the purposes and the
future potential for the management of the Canaveral National Seashore and the Merritt Island
National Wildlife Refuge.

Scott Simpson, Attorney for the City of Oak Hill, asked Mr. Lee to clarify how many total
members they have. Mr. Lee responded that there are approximately 500,000 members in the
United States. Mr. Simpson also asked for clarification of the organization’s name and principal
place of business. Mr. Lee responded that it is the Florida Audubon Society Inc., and the
principal office is located in Miami, Florida.

Mr. Lee submitted the following documents into the record: 1) A map depicting the Farmton
tract and Volusia/Brevard County lines; 2) A list of properties Audubon owns in Volusia County;
3) A table from the membership records of the Florida Audubon Society with memberships
broken down by Chapter within Volusia County; and 4) An aerial photo which locates the closest
real property owned by them.

Don Picard, 1530 Queen Palm Drive, Edgewater, President of the Southeast Volusia Audubon
Society, addressed the commission. Mr. Picard discussed the history of the Southeast Volusia
Audubon Society as well its membership. He also discussed the mission of the Society, the role
of the members, and commented that they feel they have standing in this matter.

Mr. Henderson, in closing, stated he believes the Audubon Society’s have met the test to be
granted standing.

Scott Simpson, attorney for the City of Oak Hill, addressed the commission in opposition of
granting standing to the Audubon groups. In reference to the court case previously referenced by
Mr. Henderson, Mr. Simpson stated the case basically stated that in order to get above the
general interest of the community’s well-being, you have to show that the primary purpose of the
organization includes protecting the particular issue you are dealing with. In that particular case,
Mr. Simpson stated the petitioner was Save the Homosassa River Alliance Inc., the issue was a
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1. STATE LEGAL AUTHORITY OF LOCAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

1985 Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act Chapter
163 Part Il, Florida Statutes — referred to as Growth Management Act, establishes that there is a

need for comprehensive land plannings and assigns to local government

a.

Planning — local (County) government responsibility Chap 163 Florida Statutes.

Growth Management Act goal is to:

Strengthen “powers of local governments in the establishment and implementation of

comprehensive planning programs to guide and control future development”

Section 163.3194(1)(a), Florida Statutes, establishes the legal status of comprehensive plans.
Section 163.3194(1)(a), Florida Statutes, states that

.. After a comprehensive plan, or element or portion thereof, has been adopted in conformity with
this act, all development undertaken by, and all actions taken in regard to development orders by,
governmental agencies in regard to land covered by such plan or element shall be consistent with
such plan or element as adopted.

b.

d.

Comprehensive plan includes among other elements
Future Land Use Element (FLUM) — includes Future Land Use Maps

Intergovernmental Coordination

A County’s plan should establish mechanisms (not must) for and facilitate coordination

with comprehensive plans of adjacent
1. Counties
2. Municipalities within County & adjacent Counties
3. County School District

General Requirements of a Comprehensive Plan:

Rule 97-5, Florida Administrative Code, details the specific intergovernmental coordination
mechanisms that must now be included in the element. Some of these mnclude:

Coordination of planning activities mandated by the various elements of the comprehensive

plan with other local governments. school boards. other units of local government providing

services but not having regulatory authority over the use of land. the region, and the state.

Resolution of conflicts with other local governments through the regional planning council’s
informal mediation process.

Establishment of procedures to 1dentify and implement jomt planning areas for the purposes
of annexation, municipal incorporation and joint infrastructure service areas;.

Coordinated management of certain bays, estuaries and harbors that fall under the junisdiction
of more than one local government.

Recognition of campus master plans.

Establishment of joint processes for collaborative planning and decision-making with the
school board on population projections and the siting of public school facilities.

Establishment of joint processes for the siting of facilities with county-wide sigmficance,
icluding locally unwanted land uses, such as solid waste disposal facilities.
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ADJOURNMENT

Chairman Wachtel thanked everyone for attending and adjourned the meeting at 12:50 a.m.,
Thursday, April 23, 2015.

/ \ .

9éinnan
NOTE: These minutes were approved at the September 23, 2015 regular meeting of the VGMC
with a revision to include reference to the discussion relating to the prior VGMC approval of the

existing land use development of 75% residential and 25% commercial. The revision was made
on October 6, 2015 and is reflected on pages 11 and 17.

'1’/

. Secretary

Atte
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