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Section 4 — SPECIAL TOPICS

41 SCHOOL COORDINATION

Section 163.3191(2)(k), F.S.

[The City shall include] the coordination of the comprehensive plan with existing
public schools and those identified in the applicable educational facilities plan
adopted pursuant to s. 1013.35. The assessment shall address, where relevant,
the success or failure of the coordination of the future land use map and
associated planned residential development with public schools and their
capacities, as well as the joint decisionmaking processes engaged in by the local
government and the school board in regard to establishing appropriate
population projections and the planning and siting of public school facilities. For
those counties or municipalities that do not have a public schools interlocal
agreement or public school facilities element, the assessment shall determine
whether the local government continues to meet the criteria of s. 163.3177(12). If
the county or municipality determines that it no longer meets the criteria, it must
adopt appropriate school concurrency goals, objectives, and policies in its plan
amendments pursuant to the requirements of the public school facilities element,
and enter into the existing interlocal agreement required by ss. 163.3177(6)(h)2
and 163.31777 in order to fully participate in the school concurrency system.

The City of Orlando and Orange County Public Schools (OCPS) have effectively implemented
several methods to ensure successful coordination of residential development with public school
capacity. The following sections provide an assessment of the methods employed and address

the issues identified in F.S. 163.3191(2)(k).

4.1.1 COORDINATION OF LAND USE AND SCHOOL FACILITIES PLANNING

In August 2002, the City of Orlando, Orange County Public Schools and Orange County entered
into a tri-party agreement, related to public school capacity and facility planning. The agreement,
“Interlocal Agreement regarding School Overcrowding and Land Use Approvals”, essentially
formalized what has become known as the “Martinez Doctrine”, which requires a local
government to consider the impact of land use decisions that increase residential density on
school capacity. Pursuant to this agreement, the City notifies OCPS of all rezoning and
comprehensive amendment requests received that increase residential density. OCPS responds
with a determination as to whether the capacities of the affected public schools are sufficient to
handle the expected additional students generated from the land use action.

In October 2003, the City of Orlando entered into an “Interlocal Agreement for Public School
Facility Planning” between the School Board, Orange County and several other Orange County
municipalities, as required by sections 163.31777 and 1013.33, Florida Statutes. This agreement
requires certain joint planning efforts between local governments and the school district as it
relates to school facility planning and growth. In accordance with this agreement, the following
procedures were set in place and continue to be followed in an effort to coordinate land use and
public school facilities planning.

Joint Meetings — An Interlocal Planners committee, consisting of a representative from each of
the parties to the Interlocal agreement, meets on the fourth Wednesday of every month to discuss
issues and formulate recommendations regarding coordination of land use and school facilities
planning, including such issues as population and student projections, development trends,
school needs, co-location and joint use opportunities, and ancillary infrastructure improvements
needed to support the school facilities and ensure safe student access as well as the
implementation of the Interlocal Agreement. The Senior Director for Planning and Coordination
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for the School Board is responsible for making meeting arrangements, providing natification and
maintaining a written summary of the meeting actions. In addition, the City of Orlando and OCPS
staffs meet monthly to discuss school needs and potential joint-use opportunities.

Student Enrollment and Population Projections — The City of Orlando and OCPS staff
exchange student enrollment and population projections on a regular basis. The Southeast
portion of the City of Orlando has experienced significant growth in terms of population, housing,
employment and non-residential square footage during the past decade and is destined to be the
area of the City that experiences by far the most growth over the next 25 years. A Southeast
Orlando Services Working Group was created to conduct a needs analysis to quantify and
translate the anticipated growth for this area into needed facilities and services, including schools.
The Working Group met on three occasions. With the assistance of OCPS and Orange County
Planning staff, City staff prepared an analysis of school needs for the southeast study area. The
analysis was presented to the Orange County School Board at their September 2005 budget
hearing.

Coordinating and Sharing of Information — In addition to sharing student enrollment and
population projection figures, City and OCPS staff participate in the analysis of planned school
facilities reports and growth and development trends. City staff provides comments and
recommendations to OCPS on their Tentative District Educational Facilities Plan, and the City
provides the School Board with an annual update on growth and development trends. It was the
sharing of this information that led to five new schools being added to the school district’s five-
year Capital Improvement Plan and the creation of a consortium responsible for funding and
accelerating the construction of a Southeast High School and Elementary School

Land Use and School Capacity - The City of Orlando has included a nonvoting representative
appointed by the School Board to serve on the Technical Review Committee (TRC) and
Municipal Planning Board (MPB) as required by section 163.3174(1), F.S.. This representative
also attends project review meetings where future land use map amendments, development
proposals and rezoning requests are initially evaluated. In addition to these meetings, City staff
provides OCPS with written notification of all rezoning and comprehensive amendment requests
received that increase residential density. OCPS submits its comments to the City in the form of
the School Capacity Report. Through these processes, adequate school capacity is verified
before new development approval is granted. Currently, 19% of OCPS’s total student enrollment
attends schools located within the City of Orlando. Exhibit 4-1 is a listing of schools located
within the City of Orlando and provides enrollment, capacity and utilization information for each
school. Of the 37 public schools located within the City of Orlando, current enroliment figures at
10 schools exceed program capacity by 25% or more. Twelve schools are under program
capacity.

Co-Location and Shared Use of Facilities - Co-location and shared use of facilities are
important to both the School Board and the City of Orlando. As of January 2007, 18 agreements
have been approved for joint use of public school and City park facilities. The City continues to
look for opportunities to share resources with OCPS.

Additional coordination came about in 2006 when an amendment to Orange County’s Charter
required that rezonings or comprehensive plan amendments that increase residential density in
an overcrowded school zone take effect only upon approval by each local government within the
boundaries of the impacted school zone. On June 19, 2006 the City of Orlando signed on as a
party to the "Interlocal Agreement Regarding School Capacity", which established a formalized
and transparent process for the determination and possible mitigation of school capacity and
overcrowding. Under this agreement, proposed developments that impact schools that are over
capacity enter into a capacity enhancement agreement (CEA) with OCPS for prepayment of
impact fees to fund construction of new student stations. To date, 18 CEAs have been entered
into for development within the City of Orlando.
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All of the efforts mentioned have placed school capacity determinations at the front end of the
development approval process. The ongoing exchange of population projections and student
enrollment data has enabled the prioritization of school construction and renovation projects to be
consistent with identified growth areas and trends and has provided the school district with a
means of identifying opportunities to collaborate with residential developers to adequately
address school facility needs.

Implementation of the school concurrency legislation will require changes to the interlocal
agreements mentioned above.

4.1.2. STEPS TOWARD SCHOOL CONCURRENCY

Orange County Public Schools is leading the effort to establish a school concurrency system in
Orlando. The City of Orlando is working closely with OCPS, Orange County and other Orange
County municipalities to ensure consensus on the process and outcome. The city actively
participated in the development of the Data, Inventory and Analysis report that is being used to
address school concurrency issues (i.e. vesting standards, level of service, student generation,
siting criteria, impact fees, proportionate share mitigation, monitoring, etc...) The Data, Inventory
and Analysis report defines the School District’'s current status as well as provides population,
housing and enrollment projections. A draft copy of this report was submitted to the Department
of Community Affairs in May, 2007 for review.

Three committees have been established to assure intergovernmental coordination and efficient
collaboration in developing a school concurrency system: Policy Direction Committee, Technical
Advisory Committee, and the Legal Sufficiency Committee. The Mayor for the City of Orlando
serves as one of the five members on the Policy Direction Committee. This committee provides
policy direction on project issues and resolves disputes that arise within the other committees.
One of the City’s Chief Planners serves along with planning and financial representatives from
OCPS, Orange County and other Orange County municipalities on the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC). The TAC has been meeting since July 2006 to provide technical data and
analyze process and implementation issues. One of the City's Attorneys serves on the Legal
Sufficiency Committee which is tasked with drafting provisions in the revised Interlocal Agreement
to establish a school concurrency system. In addition to these three committees, a Stakeholder
Committee, comprised of parents, teachers, developers, business representatives, civic
organizations and other interested citizens, was formed to provide input on various concurrency
issues. The City of Orlando, along with OCPS and other local governments, nominated
participants to serve on this important committee.

The goal of the committee structure described above is to build consensus among the local
governments and the school district on school concurrency provisions, and to ensure a uniform,
districtwide school concurrency system is developed. The final steps and actions necessary for
successful implementation of school concurrency will include revision of the Interlocal Agreement
between the school board and the local governments. It is anticipated that the updated Interlocal
Agreement will be ready for approval in September 2007.

4.1.3 ANALYSIS OF GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

The following outline of school concurrency goals, objectives and policies has been drafted for
consideration as part of the new Public Schools Facilities Element required by ss.163.3177. The
Public School Facilities Element is being written as a joint effort by the school district, Orange
County, the City of Orlando and other Orange County municipalities. The draft is expected to be
finalized in November 2007 in preparation of the April 1, 2008 adoption. When complete, the City
will prepare an amendment to the Growth Management Plan to include the Public Schools
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Facilities Element and related amendments to the Capital Improvement and the
Intergovernmental Coordination Elements, for adoption.

Effective April 1, 2008, the City of Orlando will ensure the future availability of public school
facilities to serve the students of new residential development, consistent with the adopted level
of service. A concurrency management goal will be implemented as part of the City's GMP, in
accordance with the State of Florida’'s mandated school concurrency program.

Goal 1: Coordinate with Orange County Public Schools (OCPS) to provide and maintain a high
quality public education system in accordance with the adopted level of service.

Objective 1.1 — Level of Service (LOS)
e LOS for each type of school (elementary, middle, high)
e Procedures for amending the adopted LOS

Objective 1.2 — Concurrency Service Areas (CSA)
e Description of adopted CSAs
e Procedures for amending the adopted the CSAs
e Explanation of CSA requirements including how they will be used to maximize school
capacity

Objective 1.3 — Land Use and School Facility Coordination

Policy 1.3.1  When evaluating GMP amendments, the City of Orlando shall consider the
findings and recommendations of OCPS regarding the availability of adequate
school capacity.

Policy 1.3.2  The City of Orlando shall identify methods to direct development to areas with
adequate school capacity or to where school sites have been donated to or set
aside for purchase by the School Board, provided the location of such
development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use
Map.

Policy 1.3.3  When public school facility capacity is not available to accommodate the impacts
of a proposed development, the contiguous CSA analysis demonstrates there is
no available capacity, and proportionate share mitigation is not an option, the
lack of school capacity may be used as a basis for denial of the proposal.

Objective 1.4 — School Siting
e Joint use, co-location
Smart growth principles
Permitted land uses
Focal points
Compatibility
Sustainable design
Bike/pedestrian access
Emergency preparedness
Provision of supporting infrastructure

GOAL 2: Implement Public School Concurrency

Objective 2.1 — Capacity Determination
e Applicability standards
e Evaluating school capacity
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e Concurrency determination

Objective 2.2 — Capacity Enhancement Process
e Applicability standards
e Level of service standards
e Service areas
e Coordination with the concurrency management process

Objective 2.3 — Availability Standards
e Level of service availability
e Timing of development’s impact

Objective 2.4 — Proportionate Share Mitigation
e Options for mitigating impacts (e.g. mitigation banks)
Development agreements
Amount/Calculation
Student generation rate
Impact fee collections and credits

Objective 2.5 — Coordination and Review Procedures
e Ensure continued data sharing
e Review of OCPS-generated data
0 Student enrollment projects
0 School capacity
e Population projections
e Growth and development trends

The outline of goals, objectives and policies is still being developed as part of a coordinated effort
between OCPS, Orange County, the City of Orlando and other Orange County municipalities to

ensure a uniform, district-wide school concurrency system.

At this time, it is too early to

determine if the City will choose to include additional goals, policies and objectives as part of the
City of Orlando Public School Facilities Element. The City’s Public School Facilities Element will
be adopted according to statutory requirements and concurrent with the County and other

municipalities, not as part of the EAR-based amendments.
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Exhibit 4-1:

Orange County Public Schools

Located Inside City Limits

Perm.
FISH Perm. Enroll- |# of Port-

School White Black Hisp. Other Cap. |prog.Cap.] ment ables
Boone 62.24 12.00 22.21] 3.55 2,874 2,930 3,025 24
Dr. Phillips 43.14 27.95 20.28| 8.63 3,857 3,893 3,312 98
Edgewater 38.67 45.02 11.72| 4.59 2,674 2,524 2,423 34
Jones 0.32 96.50 2,40 0.78 1,691 1,507 916 4

Total| 11,096 10,854 9,676 160
Blankner 58.16 25.51 13.26| 3.07 266 266 294 0
Carver 1.95 89.27 6.82] 1.96 821 857 923 25
Glenridge 50.72 8.92 29.34| 11.02 1,157 1,200 1,244 5
Howard 31.66 48.85 15.47 4.02 1,125 1,017 698 0
Jackson 15.10 11.20 69.27| 4.43 709 859 973 28
Lee 31.07 55.25 9.15 4.53 738 858 885 19
Memorial 2.11 87.30 8.59| 2.00 949 830 756 15
Odyssey 28.31 10.34 54.32| 7.03 1,031 1,122 1,469 27

Total| 6,796 7,009 7,242 119
Audubon Park 53.22 11.57 25.28 9.93 460 490 605 15
Azalea Park 16.81 5.08 70.47 7.64 744 735 1,023 34
Blankner 62.01 22.68 10.25 5.06 610 631 595 0
Catalina 2.41 86.36 8.52 2.71 424 428 704 33
Dover Shores 37.84 16.69 40.71 4.76 665 652 695 17
Eagle's Nest 8.30 72.00 16.61 3.09 727 704 650 10
Eccleston 0.74 97.21 1.11 0.94 470 452 538 15
Engelwood 10.81 10.81 73.16 5.22| 448 438 518 32
Fern Creek 23.92 51.63 12.34 12.11 496 450 397 6
Grand Ave. 5.06 79.32 10.54 5.08 240 240 237 11
Hillcrest 37.91 20.05 14.28 27.76 366 375 364 0
Kaley 43.13 32.26 19.80 4.81 338 294 313 12
Lake Como 32.69 42.94 20.19 4,18 334 334 312 5
Lake George 43.97 13.24 34.97 7.82 676 680 589 4
Lake Silver 32.77 54.44 7.59 5.20 772 566 540 11
McCoy 15.88 7.59 73.07 3.46 386 727 869 8
MetroWest 39.59 25.64 19.91 14.86 1,116 932 1,240 63
Northlake Park 46.91 9.76 33.56 9.77 988 932 1,168 0
Orange Center 0.00 98.57 0.95 0.48 550 448 421 24
Princeton 55.49 33.72 3.72 7.07 252 246 510 23
Richmond Heights 0.25 92.67 5.55 1.53 384 358 396 0
Rock Lake 5.22 87.68 3.73 3.37 344 294 268 23
Rosemont 7.20 75.00 14.09 3.71 660 638 972 8
Shingle Creek 6.92 36.35 50.53 6.20 654 670 938 76
Ventura 15.03 9.10 70.06 5.81 710 752 725 57
Washington Shores 0.60 97.17 1.61 0.62 522 398 496 14

Total| 14,336 13,864 16,083 501

As of May 15, 2007
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4.2 WATER SUPPLY

Section 163.3191(2)(1), F.S.

[The City shall include] the extent to which the local government has been
successful in identifying alternative water supply projects and traditional water
supply projects, including conservation and reuse, necessary to meet the water
needs identified in s. 373.0361(2)(a) within the local government's jurisdiction.
The report must evaluate the degree to which the local government has
implemented the work plan for building public, private, and regional water supply
facilities, including development of alternative water supplies, identified in the
element as necessary to serve existing and new development.

4.2.1 ISSUE STATEMENT

The purpose of the City's Water Supply Plan is to ensure that an adequate water supply is
available for the City’s population throughout the planning period while preserving natural
resources for future generations. The City is committed to water conservation efforts, use of
reclaimed water, and identifying alternative water supplies as three major strategies to reduce
demand for withdrawing potable water from the underground aquifer. The City partners with
water suppliers, primarily the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC), to implement these strategies.

State statute requires the EAR to include an evaluation of the extent to which the City has
identified and implemented water supply projects to meet current and future water demand [F.S.
163.3191(2)()]. The City has also evaluated the water supply work plan to provide an update of
which projects have been implemented, and if any need to be added.

4.2.2 BACKGROUND

In 2002, the Florida Legislature expanded requirements for water supply planning and local land
use planning to improve coordination between local governments, water supply utilities, and the
regional water management districts. The legislation requires a long range water supply facilities
work plan identifying all water supply facilities necessary to serve the population for at least a 10-
year planning period.

In 2004, the Florida Legislature enacted the Wekiva Parkway and Protection Act. This legislation
amended the water supply planning requirements for jurisdictions located within the Wekiva River
Basin. The Wekiva legislation requires local jurisdictions to adopt a Water Supply Facilities Work
Plan by December 1, 2006. However, the legislation requires jurisdictions to plan only for
facilities for which the jurisdiction has direct responsibility.

In 2005, the Florida Legislature adopted the Florida Water Resources Act. This legislation
amended the water supply planning requirements for all jurisdictions. The legislation requires
local governments to adopt a Work Plan within 18 months of the Water Supply Plan update
prepared by the applicable regional water management district. Jurisdictions located within the
boundaries of two water management districts must complete their Work Plan within 18 months of
completion of the later of the two regional water supply plans.

The City of Orlando is located within the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJIRWMD)
and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD). The SJIRWMD completed its Water
Supply Plan on February 7, 2006. The SFWMD completed its Water Supply Plan, titled the
“Kissimmee Basin Regional Water Supply Plan” on December 14, 2006. According to the 2005
legislation, the City’s deadline for its Work Plan is 18 months after the SFWMD plan is completed.
However, a portion of the City is also located within the Wekiva River Basin, therefore, the City's
deadline for adoption of a Work Plan for City facilities was December 1, 2006. The City adopted
a water supply plan for facilities operated by the Orlando Utilities Commission (OUC) on January
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22, 2007. The City plans to update its Work Plan to incorporate Orange County, Winter Park and
Taft facilities by June 14, 2008.

The City’'s water supply plan is designed to serve as a guide for the future expansion of water
withdrawal facilities within the City of Orlando, and to promote a strategy for the development of
sustainable water sources. The City prepared historical information and projections associated
with the City’s demographics, water demands, water resources, water delivery infrastructure and
water treatment facilities.

The Water Supply Plan provides the following:

Regional water supply and demand projections

City-wide and utility-specific water demand projections

Description of current water suppliers and their permitted water consumption

Strategies to reduce demand for potable water

Description of selected alternative water supply projects

Description of water conservation initiatives

Supply projections, including commitments to develop alternative water supplies
Strategies to conserve and reuse water to ensure that demand and supply will continue
to balance through 2025

4.2.3 |SSUE ASSESSMENT

The Water Supply Plan identified a number of projects that the City or OUC is planning to
implement over the next 10 years. Three major projects contribute to the availability of reclaimed
water and alternative water supplies. All together, the projects will supply approximately 67
million gallons per day (MGD) of water that will be used across Central Florida. In addition, OUC
has ongoing capital projects to ensure the availability of potable water. This section provides an
update on each of these projects.

St. Johns River/Taylor Creek Reservoir Water Supply Project

OUC is working in partnership with the City of Cocoa, the City of Titusville, East Central Florida
Services/Deseret Ranch, Orange County, and the Toho Water Authority to develop a 25 MGD
surface water supply by diverting fresh water from the St. Johns River to the Taylor Creek
Reservoir. Additional facilities will be built to treat the water and transport it from the reservoir,
located in the northeast portion of Osceola County, to central Orange County. OUC's portion of
the project is 5 MGD. Phase one includes designing the project and preparing for the various
permits that will be needed. Phase one is already underway and is expected to be complete by
September 2008. Phase two is the construction phase, expected to start in 2010 and be
complete by 2013.

Eastern Regional Reclaimed Water Distribution System (ERRWDS)

As stated in OUC’s CUP Condition #36(c), the Eastern Regional Reclaimed Water Distribution
System (ERRWDS) is required to be constructed by October 8, 2007. ERRWDS will create
facilities to transport reclaimed water from the Iron Bridge Regional Water Reclamation Facility to
the southeast area around Lake Nona. The ERRWDS will provide approximately 33 MGD of
reclaimed water to golf courses, residential areas, and cooling water for a power facility.

Project Renew

As required by Condition #37 of the Consumptive Use Permit (CUP) issued by SIRWMD, OUC is
required to implement a regional reuse program. Project RENEW represents a commitment by
OUC to provide at least 9.2 MGD of reclaimed water to west Orange County to offset potential
adverse impacts from OUC’s groundwater withdrawals. The primary source of this reclaimed
water will be from the City’s Iron Bridge Regional Water Reclamation Facility. In addition, raw
wastewater may be diverted from the Iron Bridge WRF service area for treatment at the Water
Conserv Il facility in western Orange County. Phase | of Project RENEW must provide at least 3
MGD of reclaimed water and must be completed no later than October 8, 2011. Phase | began in
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2006, when the City and OUC executed a written agreement to describe the responsibilities of
each party with respect to implementing Project RENEW. In April 2006, OUC completed the
Phase | engineering study and a financial analysis. Phase Il of the project must provide the entire
9.2 MGD of reuse and must be completed no later than October 8, 2015. Annual progress
reports for Project RENEW are required to be submitted to the SIRWMD.

These projects are included the Potable Water Element in PW-26, the City's Water Supply
Facilities Work Plan.

4.2.4 ANALYSIS OF GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

Water supply planning is described in a number of GMP elements. The following paragraphs
summarize the applicable goals, objectives and policies in each element.

Potable Water

e Objective 1.1 and related policies establish wellhead protection areas.

e Objective 1.2 establishes potable water conservation targets and the associated policies
identify specific conservation tools, such as xeriscaping and use of reclaimed water for
irrigation.

e Policy 1.2.7 permits future growth only within designated service areas that have
sufficient capacity. Deficiencies must be addressed by adding projects to the Capital
Improvements Element.

e Objective 1.3 and related policies coordinates water supply planning efforts with the
relevant water management districts and requires periodic updates of the City’s Water
Supply Plan.

e Objective 1.4 and related policies promote expansion of the City’'s reclaimed water
service areas.

e Objective 1.5 and related policies direct the City to coordinate with OUC to provide
potable water, and establish potable water level of service standards.

Objective 1.6 and related policies establish the need to analyze water quality standards.
Objective 1.7 and related policies require the City to coordinate with the water
management districts to ensure that adequate water supplies are available for planned
development.

e Objective 1.8 and related policies direct the City to identify and implement alternative
water supply projects.

o Figure PW-26 is the City’'s Water Supply Facilities Work Plan.

Conservation
e Objective 1.8 and related policies correspond to Potable Water Element policies to
promote water conservation.

Capital Improvements
e Policy 1.3.1 requires that development in prime recharge areas limit impervious surfaces
and meet specific stormwater management standards.
e Policy 1.3.3 requires the City to adopt and update a 10-year Water Facilities Work Plan.
e Policy 2.2.20 establishes level of service standards for potable water.

Wastewater
e Objective 1.1 and related policies provide wastewater level of service standards.
e Objective 2.2 and related policies direct the City to expand the water reuse system
where it's economically viable, and to coordinate with OUC to provide reclaimed water
as required by OUC’s consumptive use permit.

Water Supply Page 4-9 October 15, 2007



Stormwater
e Objective 1.8 and associated policies require the City to protect aquifer recharge areas
in order to maintain groundwater levels and protect groundwater quality.

Future Land Use
e Policy 1.1.6 incorporates Figure PW-3, “Potable Water Facilities” into the future land use
map series.

The City has determined that these policies meet current statutory requirements. No GMP
amendments are proposed as part of the EAR. For the 2008 Water Supply Plan update, the City
will re-evaluate demand for water, availability of supply, and progress toward constructing the
necessary water facilities. At that time, the City will propose GMP amendments to incorporate
these updates.
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4.3 TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY EXCEPTION AREA

Section 163.3191(2)(0), F.S.
[The City shall include] the extent to which a concurrency exception area
designated pursuant to s. 163.3180(5), a concurrency management area
designated pursuant to s. 163.3180(7), or a multimodal transportation district
designated pursuant to s. 163.3180(15) has achieved the purpose for which it
was created and otherwise complies with the provisions of s. 163.3180.

4.3.1 BACKGROUND

As provided in section 163.3180(5), F.S., a local government may grant an exception from the
concurrency requirement for transportation facilities if the proposed development is otherwise
consistent with the adopted local government comprehensive plan and is a project that promotes
public transportation or is located within an area designated in the comprehensive plan for:

1. Urban infill development,

2. Urban redevelopment,

3. Downtown revitalization, or

4. Urban infill and redevelopment under s. 163.2517.

The City of Orlando established a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) on
January 26, 1998 and intends to maintain the TCEA for the foreseeable future. The original
purpose of this TCEA was to discourage sprawl, promote urban infill development and support
the viability of other transportation modes. The TCEA has also fostered urban redevelopment,
downtown intensification, job creation, new housing choices, and neighborhood revitalization
within the urban core.

According to 2005 Growth Management legislation, the local government is required to assess
the impact that the TCEA is expected to have on the adopted level-of-service standards
established for Strategic Intermodal System facilities, as defined in s. 339.64, F.S., and for
roadway facilities funded in accordance with s. 339.2819. Further, the local government, in
cooperation with the Department of Transportation, is required develop a plan to mitigate any
impacts to the Strategic Intermodal System, including, if appropriate, the development of a long-
term concurrency management system pursuant to subsection (9) and s. 163.3177(3)(d). The
exceptions may be available only within the specific geographic area of the jurisdiction
designated in the plan.

4.3.2 SPECIAL TOPICS ASSESSMENT

The City of Orlando’s TCEA is shown in Exhibit 4-3 and is generally bound by L. B. McLeod Road
and Hoffner Avenue on the south, Kirkman Road on the west and the meandering City limits line
on the northwest, north and east. The Metrowest and I-Drive areas and the Orlando International
Airport/Southeast Orlando Sector Plan areas are not within the TCEA.

The TCEA boundary follows Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) boundaries. The TCEA only applies to
the portion of each TAZ actually located within the City limits; however, the data supporting the
creation of the TCEA covers both incorporated and unincorporated property within each TAZ.
Therefore, unincorporated property located within the TCEA boundary can be automatically
added to the TCEA upon annexation.

A TCEA must be supported by data and analysis demonstrating conformance to the minimum
criteria provided in Section 163.3180, F.S. and Rule 9J-5.0055, F.A.C. These regulations allow
the TCEA to be justified using either residential density or nonresidential intensity criteria. The
City of Orlando’s TCEA was created using the minimum residential density criteria. Under these
criteria, the TCEA must have not more than 10% developable vacant land, residential uses must
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comprise more than 60% of the developed land, and the average residential density must be at
least 5 dwelling units per acre.

The City used two existing databases to justify the TCEA. Rule 9J-5.0055(6)(a)l states that
developable land shall not include water bodies and land designated for conservation use, public
road rights-of-way, public recreation sites, or related activities or uses designated in the local
government’s comprehensive plan as unavailable for development. The GIS system was
particularly well suited to creating this data because the GIS system is parcel based,
automatically excluding most lakes and public rights-of-way. The following three step process
was used to demonstrate conformance with the TCEA criteria:

1.

The total acreage of Residential, Non-Residential and Conservation land was calculated
using the City of Orlando/Orange County GIS system. "Residential Land" was defined as
parcels with an R or PD zoning designation. "Non-Residential Land" was defined as
parcels in the City zoned MXD-1, MXD-2, MU-1, MU-2, |-G, I-C, I-P, H, P C, AC-N, AC-1,
AC-2, AC-3, AC-3A/T (inside and outside the Traditional City) and parcels in Orange
County zoned P-O and C. Property zoned C (Conservation) was assumed to be vacant
and unavailable for development.

The total acreage of Developed and Vacant Developable Residential and Non-
Residential lands were determined using the GIS system and Department of Revenue
(DOR) use codes. Vacant Developable Residential land was defined as residentially
zoned property with no development. The Orlando Executive Airport (OEA) was
subtracted from the acreage of Developed Non-Residential land in TAZ 767 because the
airport property is considered unavailable for development.

The density of existing residential development within the City limits was determined
using the City Land Use Database (CLUDB). CLUDB is an inventory of existing occupied
development throughout the City. This inventory is updated monthly using Certificates of
Occupancy. CLUDB was used to identify the current number of single-family and
multifamily residential units within Developed Residential parcels in the City portion of
each TAZ. Detailed data is not available for unincorporated parcels, so Developed
Residential parcels in the unincorporated portion of each TAZ were conservatively
assumed to have only one dwelling unit. The total number of dwelling units and density
within the overall TCEA is actually higher that indicated because some of the
unincorporated parcels that were assumed to have one dwelling unit are actually
multifamily parcels.

TCEA
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As indicated in Exhibit 4-2 below, the 2007 TCEA conforms to the residential criteria provided in
Section 163.3180, F.S. and Rule 9J-5.0055, F.A.C.:

Exhibit 4-2: 2007 Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) Data

@) (b) (©) (d) (€) (f) )]
Developed Land Developable Vacant Land
Non- Non-
Total Land Residential | Residential Total Residential | Residential Total
Area (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres) (Acres)
38,148 15,821 8,862 24,683 1,203 630 1,833
41.5% 23.2% 64.7% 3.2% 1.7% 4.8%
(h) ® ) (k) ) (m) (n)
Undevelopable Land Residential Density
Single-
Family Multifamily Total Density
Conservation ROW Total (Dwelling | (Dwelling (Dwelling (Dwelling
(Acres) (Acres) (Acres) Units) Units) Units) Units/Acre)
4,299 7,333 11,632 39,172 48,029 87,201 55
11.3% 19.2% 30.5% 44.9% 55.1%

TCEA CRITERIA

The area contains not more than 10% developable vacant land (Rule 9J-5.0055(6)(a)1.a).

(@)/(d+g+h)=5.9%

Residential Use is the predominant type of use comprising greater than 60% of the developed
land (Rule 9J-5.0055(6)(a)1.b).

(b) / (d) = 64.1%

Average residential density shall be at least five dwelling units per gross residentially developed
acre of land use (Rule 9J3-5.0055(6)(a)1.b).

(m)/(b)=5.5
NOTES
1. Total Land Area includes all property (parcels and ROW) within TCEA boundary
(City and County). The TCEA only applies to property in the City.
2. "Conservation” includes water bodies and land designated for conservation use.
3. "Developed Land" is presented in gross acreage of parcels, including building,
parking, drainage, open space and landscaping, but not including lakes.
4, Orlando Executive Airport (650 acres in TAZs 766, 767 and 768) is considered
unavailable for development. Executive Airport acreage was added to ROW.
5. "Residential Land" includes parcels with an R or PD zoning designation in the
City and parcels with an R zoning designation in Orange County.
6. "Non-Residential Land" includes parcels zoned MXD-1, MXD-2, MU-1, MU-2, |-
G, I-C, I-P, H, P C, AC-N, AC-1, AC-2, AC-3, AC-3A/T (inside and outside the
Traditional City) and P-O, C and | in Orange County.
7. Vacant parcels have a Department of Revenue (DOR) Vacant Use Code.
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8. Dwelling Units on parcels in the City is from City Land Use Data Base (CLUDB),

June 2007.
9. Dwelling Units on parcels in Orange County is conservatively based on one

dwelling unit per parcel. Actual total dwelling units and density is higher because
some parcels have multi-unit buildings.

10. Acreage is from Orlando/Orange County GIS, June 2007.

As shown in this analysis, the TCEA continues to meet the statutory requirements.

The TCEA boundary is shown in Exhibit 4-3 (GMP Figure TE-2).
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Exhibit 4-3: GMP Figure TE-2
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area

Transportation Concurrency Exception Area

Transportation Concurrency
Exception Area Boundary

o 1.5 3
e
Miles a

() City Jurisdiction (May, 2003)

Amended April 14, 2003
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Measures of Success inside the TCEA

Although the statutes do not require any particular benchmarks to measure the success of the
TCEA, the City has a number of policies and procedures to ensure that private development and
City-funded projects support the development of a variety of transportation modes.

The City of Orlando has already adopted objectives and policies in its Growth Management Plan
to support a comprehensive strategy promoting the purposes of the TCEA (i.e. urban infill
development, redevelopment, Downtown revitalization and incentives for other transportation
modes). Future Land Use Objective 1.3, Transportation Policy 1.8.2 and Capital Improvement
Policy 1.2.3 establish measurements for evaluating the success of this TCEA related to its
purposes.

The City of Orlando requires new development to support and fund mobility in the TCEA based
on the development’s impacts to the transportation system. The City also measures performance
through periodic area-wide travel demand modeling. Annual transportation modeling efforts are
part of the City’s concurrency management regulations. New development and redevelopment
projects are required to submit transportation impacts analyses to ensure compliance with the
purposes of the TCEA.

Pedestrian Facilities

Redeveloping properties are required to install sidewalks on all rights-of-way. Sidewalk width, the
number and location of street trees, and street furniture, are established consistent with the Major
Thoroughfare Plan, included as Appendix C in the Transportation Element. City funding for
sidewalk improvements is focused on filling in gaps in the network, with highest priority given for
gaps located on routes to schools.

Bicycle Facilities

Redeveloping properties are required to install bike racks, lockers, and for commercial properties,
shower facilities. The City worked in partnership with other agencies to construct the Cady Way
trail, located in the eastern portion of the TCEA. The Orlando Urban Trail is proposed to lead
from Winter Park to Downtown. Portions, including the Lake Formosa bridge, have already been
constructed. Much of the remaining route will be built in conjunction with FDOT's I-4
improvements. In addition, the City has an ongoing signage program to identify on-road bicycle
routes.

Transit Facilities

The recently adopted Downtown Transportation Plan addressed transportation across all modes.
Most importantly, the plan recognized that regardless of individual travel preferences, all trips
begin and end as a pedestrian. Transit is a natural extension of a pedestrian trip and vastly
expands the range a pedestrian can cover in a short time. Transit becomes practical and
attractive to auto owners when transit is faster and/or cheaper than driving and parking for the
same trip. Moreover, potential roadway capacity projects will be costly and can provide only
limited net new capacity to the Downtown core.

The Downtown Transportation Plan identified projects and strategies that will lead to future plans,
programs and policies in the Land Development Code, Capital Improvement Plan, and Growth
Management Plan. The Downtown Transportation Plan also identified the need to expand
LYMMO services north/south and east/west to support mobility within the TCEA and to
supplement the upcoming commuter rail service.

The City of Orlando is also actively participating in the Central Florida Commuter Rail initiative.
There will be four commuter rail stations in the TCEA and land use patterns are being evaluated
to ensure that it's possible to create compact commercial development and housing within a five-
minute walk of each transit stop. Redevelopment opportunities, particularly for struggling
commercial areas near proposed stations, will also be identified. The City of Orlando is working
closely with Florida Hospital and Orlando Regional Health Care to ensure that their future
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development plans around the commuter rail stations are compatible with the Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) principles.

As stated in Transportation Policy 1.13.1, the City has committed to a transit level of service of no
less than 30 minute bus headways for at least 59% of transit service corridors inside the TCEA.
This standard has been met every year since 1999. Additional information about how the
headway is calculated is provided under the analysis for Transportation Policy 2.2.3.

LYMMO, the free downtown circulator bus, has been very successful. Ridership has been
remarkably stable over the last seven years, averaging approximately 4000 riders per weekday
on a route that travels a one-mile section of the downtown core. Constant ridership shows that
many people depend on LYMMO for their transportation needs.

Overall, 95 percent of land area within the TCEA is within %2 a mile of a LYNX bus stop, and 70
percent is within % mile. Of the 1508 LYNX bus stops within City limits, 1250 are within the
TCEA. In other words, although the TCEA is 53 percent of the City’s land area, it accounts for 83
percent of the bus stops.

Road Facilities

As stated in Transportation Policy 2.2.2, the City annually monitors performance of the roadway
system inside the TCEA by analyzing major thoroughfares and reporting their performance
through a Monitoring Level of Service Report. The City's transportation model supports the
conclusion that the road network inside the TCEA is functional and despite congestion in some
locations, has not reached “gridlock.”

State SIS Facilities

Regarding the impact of the TCEA on the level of service standards established for Strategic
Intermodal System facilities and roadway facilities funded in accordance with s. 339.2819, the
City of Orlando, in cooperation with the Florida Department of Transportation, will be developing a
plan to evaluate and mitigate impacts to those facilities. However, the mitigation plan will also
need to recognize that roadway levels of service are in direct competition with transit service
demand for central cities like Orlando. Furthermore, opportunities to expand roadway services
are limited and expensive. Therefore, the plan should focus on improving other modes to provide
people with choices that allow them to avoid congested roads.

Using a travel demand model, a select link analysis was conducted on all of the -4 and East/
West Expressway (SR 408) segments within the City of Orlando. The model found the quickest
path for each direction between each of the 170 traffic analysis zones (TAZ) within the TCEA in
terms of uncongested time. A second model run found the quickest path between each of the
TAZ's in the TCEA and each of the 64 TAZ's within the city, but outside of the TCEA. As the
results in the Exhibit 4-4 show, the percentage of paths which use segments of either I-4 or the
East/ West Expressway is low, which implies that a small percentage of the drivers would likely
choose to use these SIS facilities to navigate around the City. The segment which would logically
be used the most frequently was the segment of the East/ West between the Mills Av. and Bumby
Av. exits immediately east of downtown Orlando. On average, the East/ West segments were a
part of the quickest path in slightly less than 5% of the combinations of TAZ’s. The average for I-
4 segments was even lower, at less than 2%. Only the segment of I-4 between the John Young
Parkway and the Orange Blossom Trail interchanges was part of the quickest path in even 4% of
the total paths.

While this data on paths cannot be directly translated into trips on the SIS facilities, it is a clear
indication that there are quicker paths for drivers to move throughout the City without the need for
impacting SIS facilities. Given that this analysis was conducted using uncongested travel times
and the widely held public perception of I-4, in particular, being a difficult road to use within
Orlando, it is reasonable to predict that even a smaller percentage of actual intra-city trips would
utilize 1-4 or the East/ West Expressway.
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Exhibit 4-4. Percent of Travel Paths inside the TCEA that Use SIS Facilities

% of Paths % of Paths % of Paths
SIS Facility between TCEA | between TCEA & | between TCEA &
zones Other City zones All City zones
Average for All I-4 Segments 0.5% 3.9% 2.0%
John Young to OBT 1.0% 8.6% 4.3%
Average for All SR 408 Segments 4.9% 4.7% 4.9%
Mills to Bumby 10.2% 9.5% 9.9%

Connected Street Network
The TCEA is composed of a connected street network that provides multiple routes to most
destinations. Multiple routes allow for provision of bicycle facilities on less busy streets, and
transit stations that are convenient for residents and the workforce. An analysis of links (roadway
segments) divided by nodes (intersections) inside the TCEA provides the following connectivity
index.

e Links: 11,748

e Nodes: 8,352

e Connectivity index: 1.41

Future Land Use Policy 4.2.5 states that the optimum connectivity index is 1.6 to 1.8, while LDC
Section 68.404 states that the optimum connectivity index is 1.4 to 1.8. In practice, the City has
found that a connectivity index of 1.4 or greater is sufficient to ensure an appropriate level of
street connectivity. As stated in EAR Section 2.3.3, the City is proposing to amend policy 4.2.5 to
match the LDC. The TCEA meets this standard.

In addition, because development in the TCEA is largely infill, the City has no plans to construct
any major new roads inside the TCEA. Transportation Policy 1.10.2 ensures that the City
preserves existing roadway connections, and restores connections that may have been
eliminated at some point in the past. Therefore, the City expects to maintain or improve the
connectivity index throughout the planning period.

The land use — transportation connection

The development pattern inside the TCEA is designed to support alternative transportation
modes. Traditional City design standards require most types of development to be built to the
street along commercial corridors. Parking is in the side or the rear, and minimum transparency
to provide “eyes on the street” is required. Furthermore, development review inside the TCEA
focuses on providing bicycle racks, good pedestrian connections from the building to the
sidewalk, and a scale of development (lighting, etc) that is compatible with the pedestrian
environment.

Most future land use designations and zoning districts inside the Traditional City (which is within
the TCEA) have minimum densities and intensities to promote an urban development pattern,
rather than single use buildings with a sea of parking.

A traditional transportation concurrency system would stifle this type of development, as roadway
capacity would have to be prioritized over supporting infill.  With traditional concurrency,
developers must pay a proportionate share fee if trips are not currently available. Fees pay for
improvements to the road network, such as adding lanes or new streets. This is not feasible
inside the TCEA for practical reasons: right of way is expensive, and there’s limited room
available for new roadways; as well as for policy reasons: a “concurrent” downtown would make
infill development so expensive that economic growth would be stifled and pushed to the
periphery, thus exacerbating sprawl.

In lieu of traditional concurrency, large projects inside the TCEA are still required to prepare a
traffic study. However, impacts may be addressed in multiple ways, such as by contributing a
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transit stop, dedicating space for a bicycle route, or paying a contribution toward improved
crosswalks and pedestrian connections in the vicinity. The City has found this to be a much more
useful way of encouraging development, while at the same time promoting mobility inside the
TCEA. Successful examples include:
e Mills Park donated right of way and plans to construct a portion of the Orlando Urban
Trail.
e Developers in the South Eola neighborhood have contributed to construction of an
additional left turn lane to allow easier access to the East-West Expressway (SR 408).
The contributions also support funding for additional sidewalk links and countdown
crosswalks.
¢ Numerous downtown developments are required to subsidize reduced rate transit passes
for employees.

Mode split inside the TCEA

Although there are many measures of success for the TCEA, one of the most convincing would
be to demonstrate that the use of alternative transportation modes has increased. In reality,
measuring the number of walkers, bikers, and transit riders on any given day is incredibly difficult.
A full estimate of the breakdown of total trips by mode is nearly impossible.

The US Census is one of the few reliable data sources that provide information regarding travel
mode. The Census’ annual American Community Survey asks respondents to provide the mode
of travel to work. The most detailed geographic area for which these responses are available is
called a PUMA (Public Use Microdata Area). As shown in Exhibit 4-5, the downtown Orlando
PUMA (#2204) is similar to the boundaries of the TCEA.
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Exhibit 4-5: Transportation Concurrency Exception Area &
PUMA 02204
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Exhibit 4-6 shows the change in mode use between 2000 and 2006. The number of people
driving alone grew more slowly than the total growth in the workforce. Conversely, the number of
people taking transit, choosing other modes, and working at home, grew significantly faster than
the workforce as a whole. The number of people carpooling decreased.

Exhibit 4-6: Travel Mode Choice for Trips to Work, 2000 and 2006

2000 2006 Change

Total workforce,

PUMA #2204 66,416 71,889 +8.2%
Drove alone 50,361 53,053 +5.4%
Carpool 8,445 7,022 -16.9%
Public Transit 3,393 4,253  +25.6%

Other (walk, bike, etc) 2,732 4,093  +49.8%
Worked at home 1,485 3,468 +133.5%

While it is gratifying to find that transit and walking/biking are becoming more popular,
interpretations of this data can be difficult. Because the majority of all trips are not work-related,
and data for non-work related trips is not available, mode splits for total trips may be significantly
different. Furthermore, the data do not tell us why people have shifted to alternate modes. While
one would hope that the connected street network, walkable development pattern and improved
facilities inside the TCEA have induced people to choose not to drive alone, many other
possibilities exist. In particular, the price of gasoline has risen dramatically since 2000, and this
alone may be sufficient incentive for people to choose alternative modes.

One surprising result is a decrease in carpooling. This is not necessarily a negative result,
particularly given that driving alone has not significantly increased. National carpool rates have
also decreased over this time period. Because Orlando does not have carpool lanes or other
incentives to share rides, it is likely that carpooling is not entirely voluntary. In other words, most
people would rather not depend on a friend or family member for a ride to work if they can find an
alternative. The data suggest that increasing availability of other modes has allowed people
without exclusive use of a car to increase their travel independence.

Overall, these data show that over 25 percent of the workforce has chosen alternatives to driving
alone. For the total population, including students, the elderly, and disabled people, this
proportion may be even higher. Therefore, a balanced transportation system is absolutely
necessary to ensure that all of Orlando’s residents can get to work, doctor’'s appointments, and
school.

Conclusion

Without a walkable development pattern, hardly anyone will walk, bike or take transit. Good
transit, walking and bike facilities are not “frills” to accompany the road network; instead they are
used by many thousands of people as integral parts of the transportation system. The TCEA
supports this vision and provides an incentive to develop in infill areas. Orlando is working hard
to communicate this message throughout the development process.
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4.3.3 PROPOSED GMP AMENDMENTS

The following GMP amendments are proposed:

TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY

Policy 2.1.3

Policy 2.1.4

Objective 2.2

The City may permit development within the Transportation Concurrency
Exception Area if consistent with the land uses and intensities allowed in the
Future Land Use Element and with other provisions of the Growth
Management Plan. Developments inside the Transportation Concurrency
Exception Area are exempted from compliance with the transportation
concurrency management system.

Status: The policy needs to be updated to reflect the requirements of SB360.

Analysis: Developments inside the Transportation Concurrency Exception
Area are not totally exempt from compliance with the transportation
concurrency management system. As a result of updated growth management
legislation (SB360), local governments should consider the transportation
impacts of the exception areas on the Florida Intrastate Highway System
(FIHS) and the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS).

Recommendations: Amend Policy 2.1.3 to consider transportation impacts
on the Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS) and the Strategic Intermodal
System (SIS) as follows:

The City may permit development within the Transportation Concurrency
Exception Area if consistent with the land uses and intensities allowed in the
Future Land Use Element and with other provisions of the Growth

Management PIan Deveteements—mstele—the—'ﬂanspeﬁatien—@eneu#eney

eeneu#eney—management—system— Except for the Flonda Intrastate quhwav
System (FIHS) and the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facilities, the City

shall not establish level of service standards for roadways inside the
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area. To promote other modes of
transportation, developments inside the Transportation Concurrency Exception
Area shall _comply with the transit-oriented development requirements
contained in the City’s Land Development Code.

The Transportation Concurrency Exception Area shall have a sunset date of
January 31, 2010 unless extended by the City.

Status: The TCEA is currently active.

Analysis: The TCEA has been used effectively in the City, and the sunset
date is not long after the City is scheduled to adopt EAR-based amendments.
An extension of the sunset date is necessary to continue implementing the
transportation improvements associated with the TCEA.

Recommendation: Amend the policy to read as follows:

The Transportation Concurrency Exception Area shall have a sunset date of
January 31, 2010 2015 unless extended by the City.

The City shall validate its transportation model at least every two years, and
more often as conditions change, based on traffic count information obtained

TCEA

Page 4-22 October 15, 2007



Policy 2.2.1

Policy 2.2.3

from the city's Public Works Department, Orange County and the Florida
Department of Transportation.

Status: The policy needs to be updated to reflect the changed schedule for
updating the transportation model.

Analysis: Due to budgetary constraints, the City shall revalidate its
transportation model only as needed to accommodate the impacts of specific
projects or plans, in cooperation with other local and state agencies.

Recommendations: Amend Objective 2.2 to address the validation frequency
and scope as follows:

The City shall revalidate its transportation model atleast-every-two-years—and
more-often as-conditions—change in_conjunction with large scale development

plans or planning studies, based on traffic count information obtained from the
city's Public Works Department, Orange County and the Florida Department of
Transportation.

The City shall monitor level of service conditions for roads outside the
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area through semi-annual updates of
the city's travel demand model that will add data reflecting development
permits issued and trip allocation reservations. Level of service conditions for
roads inside the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area shall also be
monitored through semiannual updates of the City’s travel demand model.

Status: The policy needs to be updated to reflect the changed schedule for
updating the City’s transportation model.

Analysis: According to the Capital Improvement Element, Policy 2.1.7, an
annual capacity availability report shall be prepared by the Economic
Development Department and approved by City Council to ensure that the
adopted level of service standards are maintained. The City’s Trip Allocation
Program is updated annually and City permits development based on daily trip
ends, which are allocated annually. Therefore, semi-annual updates of the
City’s transportation model (which is the same as the travel demand model
mentioned in the policy) are out of phase with all of the other concurrency
management components.

Recommendations: Amend Policy 2.2.1 to read as follows:

The City shall monitor level of service conditions for roads outside the
Transportation Concurrency Exception Area through semi-annual updates of
the city's transportation travel-demand model that will add data reflecting
development permits issued and trip allocation reservations. Level of service
conditions for roads inside the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area
shall also be monitored through semiannual updates of the City’'s travel
demand model.

The City shall monitor level of service conditions for public transit through
semiannual evaluations of weighted average transit corridor headways, based
on standards established under Objective 1.13.

Status: The policy needs to be updated to reflect the changed schedule for
updating the City's weighted average transit corridor headways frequency
evaluation.

TCEA
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Analysis: According to the Capital Improvement Element, Policy 2.1.7, an
annual capacity availability report shall be prepared by the Economic
Development Department and approved by City Council to ensure that the
adopted level of service standards are maintained. The City’s Trip Allocation
Program is updated annually and City permits development based on daily trip
ends, which are allocated annually. Therefore, semiannual updates of
weighted average transit corridor headways are out of phase with all of the
other concurrency management components.

Recommendations: Amend Policy 2.2.3 to read as follows:
The City shall monitor level of service conditions for public transit through

semiannual evaluations of weighted average transit corridor headways, based
on standards established under Objective 1.13.

TCEA
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4.4 TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY

Section 163.3191(2)(p), F.S.
[The City shall include] an assessment of the extent to which changes are
needed to develop a common methodology for measuring impacts on
transportation facilities for the purpose of implementing its concurrency
management system in coordination with the municipalities and counties, as
appropriate pursuant to s. 163.3180(10).

4.4.1 SPECIAL TOPICS STATEMENT

The goal of this section is to further refine the City’s concurrency management system to
accommodate growth over the next 20 years. State statutes require that the City coordinate with
the County to consider implementing a common methodology to address concurrency. It is
assumed that a common methodology may facilitate the coordination of the City’s concurrency
management system with neighboring jurisdictions.

4.4.2 BACKGROUND

The intent of the City’s concurrency management system is to ensure that transportation facilities
and services needed to support new developments and redevelopments are available concurrent
with the impacts of such developments. The basic method to evaluate impacts on transportation
facilities is the establishment of level of service standards, which in turn set off a series of
transportation mitigations needed to support those new developments and redevelopments.
Specific projects are identified and discussed in the review of the Capital Improvement Element.

Transportation concurrency for roadways is in direct competition with transit service demand in
central cities like Orlando. If a roadway improvement is constructed, the enhanced automobile
travel time discourages the use of public transportation. Conversely, exclusive, frequent,
inexpensive and reliable transit service requires dedicated transit lanes and other improvements
that discourage automobile use within the same transportation corridor. As a result of this, if a
jurisdiction has adopted ambitious level of service standards for both roads and transit in a
transportation corridor, both high values cannot be met simultaneously.

The City also shares roadways with other jurisdictions, including Orange County. The adopted
level of service standards for roadways and transit are different for each municipality in many
cases as well. For example, Orange County’s concurrency standard for roadways is based on
road capacity availability from a traffic database bank. If the amount of traffic which would be
generated by a proposed development, plus traffic which is or will be generated by existing,
permitted, encumbered, and reserved development, is greater than the capacity on the affected
roadways at the adopted level of service, then the proposed development is not deemed
concurrent for transportation, and accordingly, the requested capacity encumbrance is not issued.

The City's concurrency standard is based on the allocation of trips by each Transportation Area
and not on traffic allowance by each roadway. Those allocated trips are calculated from
projected socioeconomic growth within the City of Orlando. The Transportation Areas were
established in the Growth Management Plan to analyze performance on the internal road
network. Potential transportation impacts are annually evaluated with capacity availability
reports. When the annual allocation of trips for the Transportation Area has been fully allocated,
or if the capacity availability reports a road performance exceeding its standard, development is
delayed and a concurrency resolution process settles the deficiency. The trip allocation program
is applicable to development outside the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA)
while mass transit concurrency standards are applicable inside the TCEA.

Orange County's concurrency standard for mass transit is based on maintaining a person trip
capacity of not less than thirty-seven thousand eight hundred eighty-six (37,886) people per
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weekday. The county population and the current primary transit service provider’'s inventory of
buses maintain the mass transit level of service. The county is not solely responsible for the
operations of the current transit provider. Rather, the county along with other jurisdictions in
Central Florida contributes toward this service to offset operating and capital deficits.

The City’s concurrency standard for public transportation is based on maintaining or improving a
30-minute weighted average headway on fifty-nine percent (59%) of the designated transit
service corridors within the TCEA. The City is not solely responsible for the operations of the
current public transportation provider. Just like the county, the City along with other jurisdictions
in Central Florida contributes toward this service to offset operating and capital deficits. No mass
transit standards are established outside the TCEA.

The City and the County concurrency standards for mass transit can be compatible because
maintaining a person trip capacity will require of the transit service provider to increase the
number of buses in the future as the county population grows. This in turn may improve the
weighted average headway of the City’s designated transit service corridors if the new buses
serve those designated corridors. Therefore, both standards will be compatible if the additional
number of buses will be running along the City’s designated transit service corridors.

However, the City and the County concurrency standards for roadways should not be totally
compatible because they serve different goals. The City established a Transportation
Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA) to promote urban infill and encourage use of other
transportation modes. The County is only accounting for road capacity depletion while the City is
accounting first for growth management expressed in transportation terms and second for the
impacts of incremental growth to the transportation network. Assigned road capacity depletion
can be an effective implementation tool to control urban sprawl in the county but not necessarily
an implementation strategy to promote urban infill and the promotion of other transportation
modes in central cities. Therefore, the dissimilar concurrency standards for roadways between
the City and the county are certainly complementary. Any effort to develop a common
methodology for roadway concurrency between the City and the county may result in undesirable
urban form or the discouragement of other transportation modes inside the City.

Furthermore, according to legislation, the local government shall consult with the Department of
Transportation to assess the impact expected on the adopted level of service standards
established for Strategic Intermodal System (SIS) facilities and roadway facilities funded through
an agreement with TRIP (Transportation Regional Incentive Program - F.S.339.2819).

Florida's Strategic Intermodal System is a transportation system that is made up of statewide and
regionally significant facilities and services (strategic), contains all forms of transportation for
moving both people and goods, including linkages that provide for smooth and efficient transfers
between modes and major facilities (intermodal), and integrates individual facilities, services,
forms of transportation (modes) and linkages into a single, integrated transportation network
(system).

Florida’'s Strategic Intermodal System was established to enhance Florida's economic
competitiveness by focusing limited state resources on those transportation facilities that are
critical to Florida’s economy and quality of life. The SIS roadway facilities within the City of
Orlando are Interstate 4, State Road 408 (East/West Expressway), State Road 417 (Greeneway),
State Road 528 (Beachline Expressway), and Florida’s Turnpike.

The recent legislation regarding coordination of concurrency management systems between
state, county and municipal facilities has raised a number of concerns, particularly if traffic
concurrency for its own sake is given higher priority than promoting quality joint planning efforts
for the transportation system as a whole. Based on the City’s experience so far, the following
guestions and answers have arisen:
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1. How can central cities, like Orlando, promote urban infill and other transportation modes
while the impacts of development on transportation facilities such as the Strategic
Intermodal System Corridors and facilities funded with TRIP are mitigated, enhancing
vehicle travel times and potentially discouraging the use of transit or other mobility
alternatives? How can central cities, like Orlando, have the same concurrency
management standards of other jurisdictions with lesser densities and intensities, fewer
roads, no useful transit services and high dependence on private automobile trips?
Because the Florida Department of Transportation has no direct incumbency over local
development issues (such as land use regulations, parking cost policies, and
transportation concurrency) that can affect capacity on an SIS facility, the City of Orlando,
in cooperation with the Department of Transportation, will develop a plan to address
impacts to the Strategic Intermodal System. The plan will include, if appropriate, the
development of a long-term concurrency management system and the evaluation of
transportation standards.

2. Could the county impose a moratorium on city developments and vice versa because of
transportation concurrency issues? This is not likely. State and local law currently does
not provide legal authority to allow for this. Dissimilar concurrency standards for
roadways between the City and the county are certainly complementary. Instead of a
common methodology, a supplemental transportation concurrency management structure
between the City and the county may be the correct answer.

3. Can the City ask for funds to address county development impacts to city roads and vice
versa? Each municipality has legal autonomy regarding their transportation budgets and
the appropriate forum to address those intergovernmental issues is at the regional level.
Metroplan is a successful implementation of this model, and the City fully expects it will
continue to serve as a forum to address extra-jurisdictional transportation impacts.

4.4.3 SPECIAL TOPICS ASSESSMENT

The City of Orlando Growth Management Plan, Transportation Element, Goal 2, Objectives 2.1
through 2.2 and supporting Policies currently address most of the transportation concurrency
issues discussed above. However, new policies are needed to address the latest level of service
standards for Strategic Intermodal System roadways and roadway facilities funded in accordance
with the Transportation Regional Incentive Program (F.S.339.2819).

The City of Orlando Growth Management Plan, Transportation Element, Goal 4 and supporting
objectives/policies currently address intergovernmental coordination issues for transportation.
However, new policies are needed in the concurrency management section to address the issue
of level of service standards for shared roadways with other municipalities and mass transit
concurrency issues with Orange County.

Evaluation

New Policy 2.1.6 By 2010, the City of Orlando and the Florida Department of Transportation
shall develop a plan to address transportation impacts to the Strateqgic
Intermodal System that exceed adopted Level of Service Standards for these
facilities.

Analysis: According to legislation, the local government shall, in cooperation
with the Department of Transportation, develop a plan to mitigate any impacts
to the Strategic Intermodal System, including, if appropriate, the development
of a long-term concurrency management system.

Recommendation: Adopt the policy.

Transportation Concurrency Page 4-27 October 15, 2007



New Policy 2.1.7 The City of Orlando and the Florida Department of Transportation shall develop
a_common_methodology to address level of service standards on facilities
funded through the Transportation Regional Incentive Program where the State
and the City standards are inconsistent.

Analysis: According to state statutes, the local government shall, in
cooperation with the Department of Transportation, develop a plan to mitigate
any impacts to roadway facilities funded through the Transportation Regional
Incentive Program. Recommended level of service standards for roadways
may be different for the City of Orlando and the Florida Department of
Transportation (FDOT) in various cases. Because promoting urban infill
development and the promotion of other transportation modes in central cities
like Orlando are higher goals required to meet the intent of F.S. 163.3180, the
City of Orlando and FDOT shall agree on a common methodology to address
the level of service standards.

Recommendation: Adopt the policy.

New Policy 2.1.8 The City of Orlando’s adopted level of service standard for a transportation
facility shall prevail when the City’s jurisdiction includes more than fifty percent
(50%) of the property abutting that transportation facility and/or more than fifty
percent (50%) of the right of way. If both thresholds are fifty percent or less,
the relevant jurisdiction’s level of service standard shall prevail.

Analysis: Many transportation facilities in the City of Orlando also serve
adjacent properties belonging to other municipalities. The adopted level of
service standards for roadways, transit services and bicycle/pedestrian
facilities are different for each municipality in many cases. Because promoting
urban infill development and the promotion of other transportation modes in
central cities like Orlando are required goals to meet the intent of F.S.
163.3180, when more than half of the transportation facility’s extent within City
jurisdiction is sharing portions of adjacent land with other municipalities, then
the City's adopted level of service standards shall be the preferred control
value. This requirement is consistent with Intergovernmental Coordination
Element Policy 1.1.5, which requires the City to coordinate level of service
standards with adjacent jurisdictions.

Recommendation: Adopt the policy.

New Policy 2.1.9 When a public transportation provider improves the capacity of its fleet to serve
an Orange County mass transit concurrency deficiency, the increased service
shall also be provided along the City’s designated transit service corridors, to
the maximum extent possible.

Analysis: The City of Orlando and Orange County concurrency standards
for mass transit can be compatible because maintaining the county’s person
trip capacity standard will require the transit service provider to increase the
number of buses as the county population grows. This in turn may improve the
weighted average headway of the City’s designated transit service corridors,
but only if the new buses serve those designated corridors. Therefore, both
standards will be compatible if the new buses will be running along the City’s
designated transit service corridors. Including a policy addressing this issue
ensures compatibility between the City and the county mass transit
concurrency standards.

Recommendation: Adopt the policy.
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4.5 CERTIFICATION AGREEMENT

Section 163.3246(12), F.S.

A local government's certification shall be reviewed by the local government and
the department as part of the evaluation and appraisal process pursuant to s.
163.3191. Within 1 year after the deadline for the local government to update its
comprehensive plan based on the evaluation and appraisal report, the
department shall renew or revoke the certification. The local government's failure
to adopt a timely evaluation and appraisal report, failure to adopt an evaluation
and appraisal report found to be sufficient, or failure to timely adopt amendments
based on an evaluation and appraisal report found to be in compliance by the
department shall be cause for revoking the -certification agreement. The
department's decision to renew or revoke shall be considered agency action
subject to challenge under s. 120.569.

On April 19, 2004, the City approved the Local Government Comprehensive Planning
Certification Program Agreement (the “Certification Agreement”) between the City of Orlando and
DCA. DCA executed the document on May 12, 2004. The Certification Agreement allows the
City to process most types of GMP amendments without DCA or agency review. In return, the
City has committed to meeting specific community development goals. Each January, the City
prepares an annual report outlining the City’s progress meeting the community development
goals and the general terms of the agreement.

Exhibit 4-6 summarizes the City’s progress meeting the City’s community development goals.
Notable progress includes:

Increases in the City’s overall population density.

Growth in residential uses within activity centers.

Consistent dedication of open space as part of the subdivision process.

Increase in the number of joint use agreements between the School District and the City
to provide park land.

Many goals are part of broad trends that the City cannot reverse alone. However, the lack of
progress in the following goals was an early indication that housing issues should be addressed
as part of the EAR.
e Housing affordability has decreased tremendously, as median home prices have
increased by 70%, while median income for a family of four has increased by only 9%.
e The number of cost-burdened households in the City has increased every year, although
the increase is at the same rate as overall household growth, resulting in no change to
the percentage of cost-burdened households.

A number of indicators change very slowly, and the City is hoping that over the long term, a more
definite trend will emerge.

e Electricity usage fluctuates some, but is still within 3% of the baseline amount.

e Water use also fluctuates, but is still within 1.5% of the baseline amount.

e Miles of sidewalk constructed is increasing slowly but steadily.

The City has complied with the terms of the agreement. Specifically:

e The City and DCA twice updated the boundaries of the Certification area (signed by the
Secretary of the DCA on February 16, 2007 and June 26, 2006).

e The City has annually updated its Capital Improvements Plan.

e The City has adopted objectives and policies in the Intergovernmental Coordination
Element to address joint processes for coordination between the City and the School
Board.

e The City adopted an interlocal agreement for public school facility planning and an
interlocal agreement regarding school capacity.
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e The City has expanded opportunities to participate in the comprehensive planning and
land use decision-making process by posting MPB, BZA, and HPB agendas and staff
reports on the City's website.

e The City completed its Downtown Transportation Plan, as required by the agreement.
This EAR will recommend GMP policies that support the Downtown Transportation Plan.

The City has also continued to encourage compact development, mixed-use development, infill
development, economic development and affordable housing through various incentives while
increasing the amount of open space and conservation area within the City’'s boundaries. As a
result, the City is substantially meeting the goals established in the Certification agreement.
Housing affordability remains a concern, and the City is proposing solutions in several ways,
including policy amendments proposed in the EAR.
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EXHIBIT 4-6: Baseline Conditions and Community Development Goals

Evaluation Measure January 1, January 1, January 1, January 1, 2007 | Change Change Community
Criteria 2004 Baseline 2005 2006 from from Development
Condition Previous Baseline Goals
Year
la. | Compactness Resident population 205,499/ 213,703/ 221,138/ 230,175/ +0.3 +0.47 Increase
/ (Acres of City land (68,350 — 7,360) | (70,208 — (70,280 — (70,528 —
area — conservation =3.37 8,228) = 3.45 7,755) = 3.54 10,645) = 3.84
area)
1b. | Compactness Miles of City 248.3/106.8 = 2458 /109.7 = | 247.4/109.8 = | 249.7/110.2 = +0.02 -0.05 Decrease by
boundary / Square 2.32 2.24 2.25 2.27 annexing enclaves
miles of City land and smoothing
area. irregular boundary.
2a. | Residential Dwelling units / 101,123/ 104,917/ 108,382/ 111,510/ +0.04 +0.10 Increase
Density Acres of City land 68,350 = 1.48 70,208 = 1.49 70,280 =1.54 | 70,528 =1.58
area
2b. | Non-Residential | Jobs / Acres of City 209,920/ 212,540/ 215,161/ 226,364 / +0.15 +0.14 Increase to 3.2
Intensity land area 68,350 = 3.07 70,208 = 3.03 70,280 =3.06 | 70,528 =3.21 within 5 years (by
January 1, 2009).
3a. | Vehicle Miles Average VMT for City: 53.8 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Calculate every 5
Traveled (VMT) | single-family Region: 61 years (by January
dwelling units. Transportation 1, 2009). Improve
Area 13 VMT in
(Southeast Transportation
Area): 102 Area 13 by 5%
within 5 years.
3b. | Interconnectivity | Number of street Perfect Index: 1.41 average 1.73 average 1.76 average Achieved Achieved Large-scale single-
links / Number of 25 goal. goal. family subdivisions
nodes or link ends and PDs shall
maintain an Index
of 1.4 or greater.
3c. | Pedestrian Miles of sidewalk 491 miles (as of | 546.9 miles (as | 560 miles (as 578.1 miles (as +18.1 miles. | +87.1 miles. | Add 25 miles per
Access Aug. 2002) of January 1, of August of August 2006) year.
2005) 2005)
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EXHIBIT 4-6: Baseline Conditions and Community Development Goals

Evaluation Measure January 1, January 1, January 1, January 1, 2007 | Change Change Community
Criteria 2004 Baseline 2005 2006 from from Development
Condition Previous Baseline Goals
Year
3d. | Mass Transit Weighted average 30 minutes. 30 minutes 30 minutes 30 minutes No Change No Change Improve.
headway for 59% of
the designated
Transit Corridors in
the TCEA.
4, Jobs/Housing Employment / 209,920/ 212,540/ 215,161/ 226,364 / +0.01 -0.04 Maintain ratio
Balance Resident population 205,499 = 1.02 213,703 = 221,138 = 230,175 =0.98 between 1.02 and
0.99 0.97 1.3.
5a. | Housing Mix % owner-occupied 37,704 Owner / 37,262 Owner/ | 39,977 Owner | 41,166 Owner / +0.1% + 0.3% Long-term goal is
% renter-occupied 91,836 Total = 89,312 Total = /96,947 Total 99,612 Total = owner- owner- to increase owner-
41.0% owner- 41.7% owner- =41.2% 41.3% owner- occupied occupied occupied to 45%.
occupied occupied owner- occupied
occupied
58,446 Renter /
99,612 Total =
54,132 Renter / 52,050 Renter / | 56,970 Renter | 58.7% renter- -0.1% -0.2%
91,836 Total = 89,312 Total = /96,947 Total occupied renter- renter-
58.9% renter- 58.2% renter- =58.8% occupied occupied
occupied occupied renter-
occupied
5b | Housing Mix in % owner-occupied 252 Owner / 226 Owner / 298 Owner / 240 Owner New data N/A Increase owner-
Parramore % renter-occupied 1,405 Total = 1,115 Total = 1,104 Total = /3,551 Total source used occupied by 10%
Neighborhood 17.9% owner- 20.3% owner- 26.9% owner- | =7% owner- for January within 10 years (by
occupied occupied occupied occupied 1, 2007 January 1, 2014).
report.

1,153 Renter /

579 Renter /

534 Renter /

2,889 Renter
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EXHIBIT 4-6: Baseline Conditions and Community Development Goals

Evaluation Measure January 1, January 1, January 1, January 1, 2007 | Change Change Community
Criteria 2004 Baseline 2005 2006 from from Development
Condition Previous Baseline Goals
Year
1,405 Total = 1,115 Total = 1,104 Total = /3,551 Total =
82.1% renter- 51.9% renter- 48.3% renter- | 81% renter
occupied occupied occupied
310 Vacant / 272 Vacant / 422 Vacant /
1,115 Total = 1,104 Total = 3,551 Total =
27.8% vacant 24.5% vacant | 12% vacant
5c. | Affordable Median home price / | $150,946 / $187,900 / $239,900 / $248,000 / -0.03 +1.59 Reduce to 2.63
Housing Average household $52,700 = 2.73 $54,700 = $55,100 = $57,400 = within 10 years (by
Ownership income for family of 2.81 4.35 4.32 January 1, 2014).
four
5d. | Reduction in a) Number and % a) 9,643/ 37,704 a) 8,651/37,262 | a) 10,223/ a) 10,528 /41,166 | a) No change a) No change Reduce owner—
number of cost of cost burdened = 25.6% CB =23.2% CB 39,977= = 25.6% CB OCCUpied by 1%
burdened owner-occupied owner owner 25.6% CB owner (G_?H_Bllrz)ousehol((és)
owner within ears
households households. January 13” 2014)'3'
b) 21,765/ b) 21,623/ b) 23,480 / 58,446
b) Number and % 54,132 = 52,050= b) 22,893/ =40.2% b) No change | b) No change
cost burdened 40.2% CB 41.5% CB 56,970= Reduce renter—
renter-occupied renter renter 40.2% CB occupied by 5%
households renter c) 34,008/ 99,612 (1,033 households)
c) 31,408/91,836 | c) 30,274/ =34.2% CB within 10 years (by
¢) Number and % of =34.2% CB 89,312 = c) 33,116/ Households c)Nochange | c)Nochange | January1l,2014).
Cost burdened Households 33.9% CB 96,947 = Note: Calculations
households Households 34.2% CB are based on data
Households - :
from Florida Housing
Data Clearinghouse.
5e. | Number of a) Number of a) 458 single- Data not Data not Data not Data not N/A Decrease by 5%
substandard substandard family available. available. available. available. (23 single-family
housing units. single-family and 375
dwelling units multifamily
suitable for dwelling units)
rehabilitation. within 10 years (by
January 1, 2014).
b) Number of b) 7,497
substandard multifamily Note: Baseline
multifamily data based on
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EXHIBIT 4-6: Baseline Conditions and Community Development Goals

Evaluation Measure January 1, January 1, January 1, January 1, 2007 | Change Change Community
Criteria 2004 Baseline 2005 2006 from from Development
Condition Previous Baseline Goals
Year
dwelling units 1997 Housing
suitable for Conditions Survey.
rehabilitation. New Housing
Conditions Survey
to be conducted in
2010.
6. Mixed-use Maintain mix of land | 2003 2004 2005 2006 Residential N/A. 2010
development. uses within Urban is the fastest Min. Max.
and Metropolitan Res. 5% Res. 7.4% | Res. Res. 13.3% | growing land Res. 25%
Activity Centers, as Office 10.2% Office 9.1% | 8.6% Office 8.1% | use 10%' '
provided in GMP Comm. 53.5% Comm. 54.2% | Office Comm. 53.9% | category. Office 20%
Objective 2.1 PRI 12.5% PRI 11.4% | 9.7% PRI 8.8% 2506
Hosp. 7.2% Hosp. 6.9% Comm. 52.3% | Hosp. 5.6% Comm. 40%
Ind. 11.5% Ind. 11.1% PRI Ind. 10.3% 5504 ’
0
10.8% PRI 5%
Hosp. 20%
6.4% Ind. Hos°p 1%
12.2% 5%
Ind. 5%
15%
7. Dedicated open | Annual percentage N/A 21.3% 11.9% 25% +13.1% N/A 20%
space. of platted acreage
dedicated as parks
or open space.
8. Education & Number of 15 16 16 18 +2 +3 Approve joint use
Recreation uses | agreements of at least 5 new
in approved for joint locations within 5
Neighborhoods. | use of public school years (by January
and City park 1, 2009).
facilities.
9a. | Per capita water | Average/kgal/lhh/mo | 7,176 MMgal / 7,505 MMgal / 7,734 MMgal / | 7,967 MMgal +0.14 +0.19 Decrease
consumption 49,573 50,416 53,195 / 54,173 kgal/hh/mo. kgal/hh/mo.
residential residential residential residential
* Amended services / 12 services / 12 services / 12 services / 12 Note: 2007
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EXHIBIT 4-6: Baseline Conditions and Community Development Goals

Evaluation Measure January 1, January 1, January 1, January 1, 2007 | Change Change Community
Criteria 2004 Baseline 2005 2006 from from Development
Condition Previous Baseline Goals
Year
figures provided months * 1,000 | months * 1,000 | months * months * 1,000 data is for
by OUC on kgal/MMgal = kgal/MMgal = 1,000 kgal/MMgal = entire OUC
2/1/07. 12.06 12.41 kgal/MMgal = 12.26 service
kgal/hh/mo (as kgal/hh/mo (as | 12.12 kgal/hh/mo (as territory.
of September of September kgal/hh/mo of September
30, 2003).* 30, 2004.* (as of 30, 2006).
December 31,
2005).*
9b. | Per capita Average kwh/hh/mo 1,163,439 1,162,207 Mwh | 1,232,205 1,249,159 -0.01 - 0.03 Decrease
energy Mwh / 93,550 /95,975 Mwh / Mwh / Mwh/hh/mo. Mwh/hh/mo.
consumption residential residential 100,777 102,559
meters / 12 mo meters /12 mo | residential residential
* Amended =1.04 =1.01 meters / 12 meters / 12 mo
figures provided Mwh/hh/mo (as Mwh/hh/mo (as | mo =1.02 =1.01
by OUC on of September of September Mwh/hh/mo Mwh/hh/mo (as
2/1/07. 30, 2003).* 30, 2004).* (as of of September
September 30, 2006).
30, 2005).*
10. | Environmental Acres of 7,360/ 68,350 = | 8,228/ 70,208 = | 7,755/70,280 | 10,645/70,528 | +4.1% +4.3% Maintain at least
Protection Conservation in City | 10.8% 11.7% =11.0% =15.1% 10% of total City
/ Total acres in City land area as
Conservation use.
11. | Hurricane Number of shelters: 68 67 67 108 (Co.) N/A 2004-2006 Add at least 2 new
Shelters 23 (City) report shelter locations
Total shelter included within 5 years (by
capacity: 33,560 32,262 32,262 78,608 (Co.) shelters with | January 1, 2009).
28,894 (City) an Orlando
Residents per mailing
shelter space: 205,499 / 213,703/ 220,074/ 1,023,023/ address.
33,560 =6.12 32,262 = 6.62 32,262 =6.82 | 78,608 =13.0 Current
(Co)) report
includes
220,651/ 28,894 facilities
=7.64 (City) within City
limits.
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EXHIBIT 4-6: Baseline Conditions and Community Development Goals

Evaluation Measure January 1, January 1, January 1, January 1, 2007 | Change Change Community
Criteria 2004 Baseline 2005 2006 from from Development
Condition Previous Baseline Goals
Year
12. | Coordination See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8.
with School
Board
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4.6 COASTAL HIGH HAZARD AREAS

Section 163.3191(2)(m), F.S.
If any of the jurisdiction of the local government is located within the coastal high-hazard
area, [the City shall include] an evaluation of whether any past reduction in land use
density impairs the property rights of current residents when redevelopment occurs,
including, but not limited to, redevelopment following a natural disaster. The property rights
of current residents shall be balanced with public safety considerations. The local
government must identify strategies to address redevelopment feasibility and the property
rights of affected residents. These strategies may include the authorization of

redevelopment up to the actual built density in existence on the property prior to the natural
disaster or redevelopment.

This section of the statute is not applicable to the City of Orlando.

4.7 MILITARY INSTALLATIONS
Section 163.3191(2)(n), F.S.

[The City shall include] an assessment of whether the criteria adopted pursuant to s.
163.3177(6)(a) were successful in achieving compatibility with military installations.

This section of the statute is not applicable to the City of Orlando.
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Appendix A: Orlando Resident Survey Results

The attached survey results were collected on the City’s Website from April 9 through July 1, 2007.
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