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4.2 WATER SUPPLY 
 
Section 163.3191(2)(l), 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)(l)].  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 (SJRWMD) 
and the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD).  The SJRWMD 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 ISSUE 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 SJRWMD, 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 II facility in western Orange County.  Phase I of Project RENEW must provide at least 3 
MGD of reclaimed water and must be completed no later than October 8, 2011.  Phase I 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 I engineering study and a financial analysis.  Phase II 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 SJRWMD. 
 
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  

• Objective 1.1 and related policies establish wellhead protection areas. 
• 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.   

• 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.   

• 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. 

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

• Objective 1.5 and related policies direct the City to coordinate with OUC to provide 
potable water, and establishes 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.   

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

• Figure PW-26 is the City’s Water Supply Facilities Work Plan 
 
Conservation  

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

 
Capital Improvements 

• Policy 1.3.1 requires that development in prime recharge areas limit impervious surfaces 
and meet specific stormwater management standards. 

• Policy 1.3.3 requires the City to adopt and update a 10-year Water Facilities Work Plan. 
• Policy 2.2.20 establishes level of service standards for potable water.   

 
Wastewater  

• Objective 1.1 and related policies provide wastewater level of service standards.   
• 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. 
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Stormwater  
• 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  

• 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)(o), 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 4-2 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)1 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, I-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.      

2. 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.  

3. 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.   

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) 
 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 
 Developed Land Developable Vacant Land 

Total Land 
Area (Acres) 

Residential 
(Acres) 

Non-
Residential 

(Acres) 
Total 

(Acres) 
Residential 

(Acres) 

Non-
Residential 

(Acres) 
Total 

(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%
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(h) (i) (j) (k) (l) (m) (n) 
Undevelopable Land Residential Density 

Conservation 
(Acres) 

ROW 
(Acres) 

Total 
(Acres) 

Single-
Family 

(Dwelling 
Units) 

Multifamily 
(Dwelling 

Units) 

Total 
(Dwelling 

Units) 

Density 
(Dwelling 

Units/Acre) 
4,299 7,333 11,632 39,172 48,029 87,201 5.5

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). 
 
 (g) / (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 9J-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, I-

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 I in Orange County.  

7. Vacant parcels have a Department of Revenue (DOR) Vacant Use Code.  
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. 
 
 
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 TCEA boundary is shown in Exhibit 4-2 (GMP Figure TE-2). 
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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. 
 
The City of Orlando has implemented several mobility and alternative transportation mode 
projects in the TCEA such as LYMMO, increased bicycle network connectivity and both 
pedestrian and streetscape improvements. 
 
LYMMO is a free public transportation circulator in Downtown Orlando fully funded by the 
Community Redevelopment Area (CRA) and parking fees.  Parking costs and service frequencies 
are vital strategies to increase future daily ridership for public transportation in the TCEA. 
 
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 
development plans around the commuter rail stations are compatible with the Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) principles. 
 
The City of Orlando has also established strategies in the Growth Management Plan to increase 
the bicycle and pedestrian network connectivity in the TCEA.  The Orlando Urban Trail currently 
being implemented represents the bicycle and pedestrian spine for the Downtown core in the 
TCEA. 
 
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. 
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4.3.3 PROPOSED GMP AMENDMENTS 
 
The following GMP amendments are proposed: 
 
TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY 

 
Policy 2.1.3 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 Plan.  Developments inside the Transportation Concurrency 
Exception Area are exempted from compliance with the transportation 
concurrency management system.  Except for the Florida Intrastate Highway 
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. 
 

Policy 2.1.4   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. 
 

Objective 2.2 The City shall validate its transportation model at least every two years, and 
more often as conditions change, based on traffic count information obtained 
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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 at least every two years, and 
more often as conditions change and 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. 
 

Policy 2.2.1 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 travel demand 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 travel demand model 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 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. 
 

Policy 2.2.3 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. 
 
Analysis: According to the Capital Improvement Element, Policy 2.1.7, an 
annual capacity availability report shall be prepared by the Economic 
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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. 



Exhibit 4-3:   GMP Figure TE-2  
   Transportation Concurrency Exception Area  
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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 
questions and answers have arisen: 
 



 

 
Transportation Concurrency Page 4-21  July 11, 2007 DRAFT 

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 Strategic 
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. 
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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 when 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 of 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 4-3 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. 

• 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%.   

• 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. 

• Electricity usage fluctuates some, but is still within 3% of the baseline amount. 
• Water use also fluctuates, but is still within 1.5% of the baseline amount. 
• Miles of sidewalk constructed is increasing slowly but steadily. 

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

• 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). 

• The City has annually updated its Capital Improvements Plan. 
• 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. 

• The City adopted an interlocal agreement for public school facility planning and an 
interlocal agreement regarding school capacity. 
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• 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. 

• 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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 Evaluation 
Criteria 

Measure January 1, 
2004 Baseline 
Condition 

January 1, 
2005  

January 1, 
2006  

January 1, 2007 Change 
from 
Previous 
Year 

Change 
from 
Baseline 

Community 
Development 
Goals 

1a. Compactness Resident population 
/ (Acres of City land 
area – conservation 
area) 

205,499 / 
(68,350 – 7,360) 
= 3.37  

213,703 /  
(70,208 –
8,228) = 3.45 

221,138 / 
(70,280 – 
7,755) = 3.54  

230,175 / 
(70,528 – 
10,645) = 3.84 

+ 0.3  + 0.47  Increase 

1b. Compactness Miles of City 
boundary / Square 
miles of City land 
area.  

248.3 / 106.8 = 
2.32  

245.8 / 109.7 = 
2.24 

247.4/ 109.8 = 
2.25 

249.7 / 110.2 = 
2.27 

+ 0.02  - 0.05 Decrease by 
annexing enclaves 
and smoothing 
irregular boundary. 

2a. Residential 
Density  

Dwelling units / 
Acres of City land 
area 

101,123 / 
68,350 = 1.48 

104,917 /  
70,208 = 1.49  

108,382 / 
70,280 = 1.54 

111,510 / 
70,528 = 1.58 

+ 0.04  + 0.10  Increase 

2b. Non-Residential 
Intensity 

Jobs / Acres of City 
land area 

209,920 / 
68,350 = 3.07 

212,540 /  
70,208 = 3.03 

215,161 / 
70,280 = 3.06  

226,364 / 
70,528 = 3.21 

+ 0.15 + 0.14  Increase to 3.2 
within 5 years (by 
January 1, 2009). 

3a. Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) 

Average VMT for 
single-family 
dwelling units. 

City:  53.8 
Region: 61  
Transportation 
Area 13 
(Southeast 
Area): 102 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Calculate every 5 
years (by January 
1, 2009).  Improve 
VMT in 
Transportation 
Area 13 by 5% 
within 5 years. 
 

3b. Interconnectivity Number of street 
links / Number of 
nodes or link ends  

Perfect Index: 
2.5 
 

1.41 average 1.73 average 1.76 average Achieved 
goal. 

Achieved 
goal. 

Large-scale single-
family subdivisions 
and PDs shall 
maintain an Index 
of 1.4 or greater. 

3c. Pedestrian 
Access 

Miles of sidewalk 491 miles (as of 
Aug. 2002) 

546.9 miles (as 
of  January 1, 
2005) 

560 miles (as 
of August 
2005) 

578.1 miles (as 
of August 2006) 

+ 18.1 miles. + 87.1 miles. Add 25 miles per 
year. 
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 Evaluation 
Criteria 

Measure January 1, 
2004 Baseline 
Condition 

January 1, 
2005  

January 1, 
2006  

January 1, 2007 Change 
from 
Previous 
Year 

Change 
from 
Baseline 

Community 
Development 
Goals 

3d. Mass Transit Weighted average 
headway for 59% of 
the designated 
Transit Corridors in 
the TCEA. 

30 minutes. 30 minutes 30 minutes 30 minutes No Change No Change Improve. 

4. Jobs/Housing 
Balance 

Employment / 
Resident population  

209,920 / 
205,499 = 1.02 

212,540 / 
213,703 = 
0.99 

215,161 / 
221,138 = 
0.97 

226,364 / 
230,175 = 0.98 

+ 0.01 - 0.04 Maintain ratio 
between 1.02 and 
1.3. 

5a. Housing Mix % owner-occupied 
% renter-occupied 

37,704 Owner / 
91,836 Total = 
41.0% owner-
occupied 
 
 
 
54,132 Renter / 
91,836 Total = 
58.9% renter-
occupied 

37,262 Owner / 
89,312 Total = 
41.7% owner-
occupied 
 
 
 
52,050 Renter / 
89,312 Total = 
58.2% renter-
occupied  

39,977 Owner 
/ 96,947 Total 
= 41.2% 
owner-
occupied 
 
 
56,970 Renter 
/ 96,947 Total 
= 58.8% 
renter-
occupied 

41,166 Owner / 
99,612 Total = 
41.3% owner-
occupied 
 
58,446 Renter / 
99,612 Total = 
58.7% renter-
occupied 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

+ 0.1 % 
owner-
occupied 
 
 
 
 
- 0.1 % 
renter-
occupied 

+ 0.3% 
owner-
occupied 
 
 
 
 
- 0.2% 
renter-
occupied 

Long-term goal is 
to increase owner-
occupied to 45%.   

5b Housing Mix in 
Parramore 
Neighborhood 

% owner-occupied 
% renter-occupied 

252 Owner / 
1,405 Total = 
17.9% owner-
occupied 
 
1,153 Renter / 

226 Owner / 
1,115 Total = 
20.3% owner-
occupied 
 
579 Renter / 

298 Owner / 
1,104 Total = 
26.9% owner-
occupied  
 
534 Renter / 

240 Owner 
/3,551 Total 
=7% owner-
occupied 
 
2,889 Renter 

New data 
source used 
for January 
1, 2007 
report.  

N/A Increase owner-
occupied by 10% 
within 10 years (by 
January 1, 2014). 
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 Evaluation 
Criteria 

Measure January 1, 
2004 Baseline 
Condition 

January 1, 
2005  

January 1, 
2006  

January 1, 2007 Change 
from 
Previous 
Year 

Change 
from 
Baseline 

Community 
Development 
Goals 

1,405 Total = 
82.1% renter-
occupied   

1,115 Total = 
51.9% renter-
occupied 
 
310 Vacant / 
1,115 Total = 
27.8% vacant 

1,104 Total = 
48.3% renter-
occupied 
 
272 Vacant / 
1,104 Total = 
24.5% vacant 

/3,551 Total = 
81% renter 
 
 
422 Vacant / 
3,551 Total = 
12% vacant 

5c. Affordable 
Housing 
Ownership 

Median home price / 
Average household 
income for family of 
four 

$150,946 / 
$52,700 = 2.73 

$187,900 / 
$54,700 = 
2.81 
 

$239,900 / 
$55,100 = 
4.35 

$248,000 / 
$57,400 =  
4.32 

- 0.03 + 1.59 Reduce to 2.63 
within 10 years (by 
January 1, 2014). 

5d. Reduction in 
number of cost 
burdened 
households 

a) Number  and % 
of cost burdened 
owner-occupied 
households. 

 
b) Number and % 

cost burdened 
renter-occupied 
households 

 
c) Number and % of 

Cost burdened 
households 

 

a)  9,643 / 37,704  
= 25.6% CB 
owner 

 
 
b)  21,765 / 

54,132 = 
40.2% CB 
renter 

 
c)  31,408 / 91,836 

= 34.2%  CB 
Households 

a)  8,651 / 37,262 
= 23.2% CB 
owner 

 
 
b)  21,623 / 

52,050= 
41.5% CB 
renter 

 
c)  30,274 / 

89,312  = 
33.9% CB 
Households 

a)  10,223 / 
39,977= 
25.6% CB 
owner 

 
 
b)  22,893 / 

56,970= 
40.2% CB 
renter 

 
c)  33,116 / 

96,947 = 
34.2% CB 
Households 

a) 10,528 / 41,166 
= 25.6% CB 
owner 

 
 
b) 23,480 / 58,446 

= 40.2% 
 
 
c) 34,008 / 99,612 

= 34.2% CB 
Households 

a) No change 
 
 
 
 
 
b) No change 
 
 
 
 
c) No change 

a) No change 
 
 
 
 
 
b) No change 
 
 
 
 
c) No change 
 
 
 
 
 

Reduce owner–
occupied by 1% 
(69.81 households) 
within 10 years (by 
January 1, 2014). 

 
Reduce renter–
occupied by 5% 
(1,033 households) 
within 10 years (by 
January 1, 2014). 
 
Note: Calculations 
are based on data 
from Florida Housing 
Data Clearinghouse.  

5e. Number of 
substandard 
housing units. 

a) Number of 
substandard 
single-family 
dwelling units 
suitable for 
rehabilitation. 

 
b) Number of 

substandard 
multifamily 

a) 458 single-
family 

 
 
 
 
 
b) 7,497 

multifamily 

Data not 
available. 

Data not 
available. 

Data not 
available. 

Data not 
available. 

N/A Decrease by 5% 
(23 single-family 
and 375 
multifamily 
dwelling units) 
within 10 years (by 
January 1, 2014). 
 
Note: Baseline 
data based on 
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 Evaluation 
Criteria 

Measure January 1, 
2004 Baseline 
Condition 

January 1, 
2005  

January 1, 
2006  

January 1, 2007 Change 
from 
Previous 
Year 

Change 
from 
Baseline 

Community 
Development 
Goals 

dwelling units 
suitable for 
rehabilitation. 

1997 Housing 
Conditions Survey.  
New Housing 
Conditions Survey 
to be conducted in 
2010. 

6. Mixed-use 
development.  

Maintain mix of land 
uses within Urban 
and Metropolitan 
Activity Centers, as 
provided in GMP 
Objective 2.1 

2003 
 
Res.           5%   
Office   10.2%    
Comm. 53.5%    
PRI       12.5%     
Hosp.     7.2%      
Ind.      11.5%  

2004 
 
Res.         7.4%  
Office      9.1%   
Comm.  54.2%   
PRI        11.4%    
Hosp.      6.9% 
Ind.       11.1% 

2005 
 
Res.        
8.6%   
Office      
9.7%    
Comm. 52.3%   
PRI        
10.8%      
Hosp.      
6.4% Ind.       
12.2% 

2006 
 
Res.        13.3%  
Office        8.1%   
Comm.    53.9%   
PRI            8.8%   
Hosp.        5.6%  
Ind.         10.3% 

Residential 
is the fastest 
growing land 
use 
category. 

N/A. 2010 
             Min.   Max. 

Res.     2.5%    
10% 
Office   20%    
25% 
Comm. 40%    
55% 
PRI         5%     
20% 
Hosp.     1%       
5% 
Ind.        5%     
15%  

7. Dedicated open 
space.  

Annual percentage 
of platted acreage 
dedicated as parks 
or open space. 

N/A 21.3% 11.9% 25% + 13.1% N/A 20% 
 
 

8. Education & 
Recreation uses 
in 
Neighborhoods. 

Number of 
agreements 
approved for joint 
use of public school 
and City park 
facilities.  

15 16 16 18 + 2 + 3 Approve joint use 
of at least 5 new 
locations within 5 
years (by January 
1, 2009). 

9a. Per capita water 
consumption 
 
* Amended 

Average/kgal/hh/mo 7,176 MMgal / 
49,573 
residential 
services / 12 

7,505 MMgal /  
50,416 
residential 
services / 12 

7,734 MMgal /  
53,195 
residential 
services / 12 

7,967 MMgal  
/  54,173 
residential 
services / 12 

+ 0.14 
kgal/hh/mo.  
 
Note:  2007 

+ 0.19 
kgal/hh/mo.  
 

Decrease 
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 Evaluation 
Criteria 

Measure January 1, 
2004 Baseline 
Condition 

January 1, 
2005  

January 1, 
2006  

January 1, 2007 Change 
from 
Previous 
Year 

Change 
from 
Baseline 

Community 
Development 
Goals 

figures provided 
by OUC on 
2/1/07. 

months  * 1,000 
kgal/MMgal =  
12.06 
kgal/hh/mo (as 
of September 
30, 2003).* 

months * 1,000 
kgal/MMgal =  
12.41 
kgal/hh/mo (as 
of September 
30, 2004.* 

months * 
1,000 
kgal/MMgal =  
12.12 
kgal/hh/mo 
(as of 
December 31, 
2005).* 

months * 1,000 
kgal/MMgal =  
12.26 
kgal/hh/mo (as 
of September 
30, 2006). 

data is for 
entire OUC 
service 
territory. 

9b. Per capita 
energy 
consumption 
 
* Amended 
figures provided 
by OUC on 
2/1/07. 

Average kwh/hh/mo 1,163,439  
Mwh / 93,550 
residential 
meters / 12 mo 
= 1.04 
Mwh/hh/mo (as 
of September 
30, 2003).* 

1,162,207 Mwh 
/ 95,975 
residential 
meters / 12 mo 
= 1.01 
Mwh/hh/mo (as 
of September 
30, 2004).* 

1,232,205 
Mwh / 
100,777 
residential 
meters / 12 
mo = 1.02 
Mwh/hh/mo 
(as of 
September 
30, 2005).* 

1,249,159 
Mwh /  
102,559 
residential 
meters / 12 mo 
= 1.01 
Mwh/hh/mo (as 
of September 
30, 2006). 

- 0.01 
Mwh/hh/mo. 
 
 

-  0.03 
Mwh/hh/mo. 

Decrease 

10. Environmental 
Protection 

Acres of 
Conservation in City 
/ Total acres in City 

7,360 / 68,350 = 
10.8% 

8,228/ 70,208 = 
11.7% 

7,755 / 70,280 
= 11.0% 

10,645 / 70,528 
= 15.1% 

+ 4.1% + 4.3% Maintain at least 
10% of total City 
land area as 
Conservation use.  
  

11. Hurricane 
Shelters 

Number of shelters: 
 
Total shelter 
capacity: 
 
Residents per 
shelter space:  

68 
 
 
33,560 
 
 
205,499 / 
33,560 = 6.12  

67  
 
32,262  
 
213,703 / 
32,262 = 6.62  

67 
 
 
32,262 
 
 
220,074/ 
32,262 = 6.82 

108 (Co.) 
23 (City)  
 
78,608 (Co.) 
28,894 (City)  
 
1,023,023/ 
78,608 = 13.0  
(Co.) 
 
220,651/ 28,894 
= 7.64 (City)  

N/A 2004-2006 
report 
included 
shelters with 
an Orlando 
mailing 
address.  
Current 
report 
includes 
facilities 
within City 
limits.    

Add at least 2 new 
shelter locations 
within 5 years (by 
January 1, 2009).   
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 Evaluation 
Criteria 

Measure January 1, 
2004 Baseline 
Condition 

January 1, 
2005  

January 1, 
2006  

January 1, 2007 Change 
from 
Previous 
Year 

Change 
from 
Baseline 

Community 
Development 
Goals 

12. Coordination 
with School 
Board 

See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. See 8. 
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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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The attached survey results were collected on the City’s Website from April 9 through July 1, 2007. 
 



How long have you lived in Orlando?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Less than one year  5.2%   8 

 One to five years  13.6%   21 

 Six to ten years  16.9%   26 

 Eleven to 20 years  17.5%   27 

 More than 20 years  29.2%   45 

 I live outside Orlando  17.5%   27 

answered question   154 

skipped question   2 

Which City Council District do you live in?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 District 1  8.6%   13 

 District 2  2.7%   4 

 District 3  17.9%   27 

 District 4  29.1%   44 

 District 5  6.0%   9 

 District 6  1.3%   2 

 Outside City Limits  34.4%   52 

answered question   151 

skipped question   5 

Which City neighborhood do you live in?

Response

Count

 126 

answered question   126 

skipped question   30 

Page 1

Orlando Resident Survey



In 2030, when people from around the country think of Orlando, which of the following characteristics will best describe 

Orlando?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 World-class tourist attractions  32.4%   46 

 Art, film and the creative media  9.9%   14 

 Medical and bio-technical advances  9.2%   13 

 Venture capital and small business 

opportunities 
 2.8%   4 

 Environmentally friendly green 

development
 19.7%   28 

 Other (please specify)  26.1%   37 

answered question   142 

skipped question   14 

Between today and 2030, the City of Orlando and other Central Florida municipalities will make significant investments in 

infrastructure and public services. Which of the following characteristics will best describe our local govovernments’  

accomplishments?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Fantastic public schools  4.9%   7 

 Low crime rates  10.6%   15 

 Low taxes  8.5%   12 

 Unique parks and cultural venues  20.4%   29 

 Innovative transportation 

improvements such as transit, 

pedestrian safety and bicycle 

networks 

 33.8%   48 

 Other (please specify)  21.8%   31 

answered question   142 

skipped question   14 
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With respect to growth and development in Orlando, which of the following strategies do you agree with?

Strongly 

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 

Disagree

Rating 

Average

Response

Count

Focus new development in 

established areas to keep Orlando 

from spreading farther and farther 

out.

49.7% (72) 26.2% (38) 10.3% (15) 7.6% (11) 6.2% (9) 1.94  145 

Focus new development in 

undeveloped places to keep 

construction costs manageable.

6.3% (9) 17.6% (25) 17.6% (25) 20.4% (29) 38.0% (54) 3.66  142 

Allow development to occur with as 

few restrictions as possible.
4.9% (7) 5.6% (8) 11.3% (16) 15.5% (22) 62.7% (89) 4.25  142 

answered question   146 

skipped question   10 

With respect to growth and development in Downtown Orlando, how strongly do you feel about each of the following 

statements?

Strongly 

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 

Disagree

Rating 

Average

Response

Count

Growth downtown brings new jobs 

and economic opportunities to the 

City.

44.1% (64) 37.9% (55) 11.0% (16) 2.8% (4) 4.1% (6) 1.85  145 

Growth downtown provides new 

opportunities to live and work in the 

same neighborhood.

43.2% (63) 43.2% (63) 6.8% (10) 4.8% (7) 2.1% (3) 1.79  146 

Growth downtown supports vibrant 

nightlife, social opportunities and 

cultural events.

45.5% (66) 37.9% (55) 6.2% (9) 5.5% (8) 4.8% (7) 1.86  145 

Growth downtown has a minimal 

impact on traffic congestion.
9.0% (13) 11.0% (16) 13.1% (19) 31.0% (45) 35.9% (52) 3.74  145 

answered question   146 

skipped question   10 
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Which of the following types of new downtown development projects are most important to you?

Very 

Important

Somewhat 

Important
Neutral

Not very 

important

Not 

important at 

all

Rating 

Average

Response

Count

New higher education facilities 32.2% (46) 38.5% (55) 16.8% (24) 6.3% (9) 6.3% (9) 2.16  143 

New sports venues 14.7% (21) 21.0% (30) 15.4% (22) 16.1% (23) 32.9% (47) 3.31  143 

New performing arts venues 44.1% (63) 33.6% (48) 9.1% (13) 7.0% (10) 6.3% (9) 1.98  143 

More affordable housing 46.6% (68) 32.2% (47) 11.0% (16) 6.2% (9) 4.1% (6) 1.89  146 

More shopping and restaurants 48.6% (69) 29.6% (42) 9.2% (13) 7.0% (10) 5.6% (8) 1.92  142 

answered question   146 

skipped question   10 

What is your biggest concern about housing?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 I have concerns about rent 

increases.
 3.6%   5 

 I cannot afford to purchase a home.  20.0%   28 

 Property taxes are becoming 

unaffordable.
 20.0%   28 

 Insurance is becoming 

unaffordable.
 12.9%   18 

 I’m not concerned about my own 

housing, but I am worried that the 

high cost of housing will make it 

difficult for my children, friends or 

extended family to live nearby.

 22.9%   32 

 I’m not concerned about housing.  3.6%   5 

 Other (please specify)  17.1%   24 

answered question   140 

skipped question   16 
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Which single factor is most important to you when choosing your home's location?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Access to good schools  12.1%   17 

 Access to public transportation  0.7%   1 

 Convenient commute to work  25.5%   36 

 Safe streets and slow traffic  19.9%   28 

 Able to walk to shopping or other 

conveniences
 18.4%   26 

 Access to green space or a park  7.8%   11 

 Other (please specify)  15.6%   22 

answered question   141 

skipped question   15 

Given the following combinations of time, cost and type of travel, which type of commute to work would you prefer?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 30 minute walk with no cost  15.9%   22 

 20 minute bus ride at a cost of 

$1.25 per day for a bus pass
 10.1%   14 

 15 minute bike ride with no cost  20.3%   28 

 10 minute car ride at a cost of $5 

per day for parking
 16.7%   23 

 I'd prefer to work from home and 

have no commute
 29.7%   41 

 I am not currently working.  7.3%   10 

answered question   138 

skipped question   18 
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Imagine you live in a brand-new home in a new residential neighborhood (Baldwin Park, Vista Lakes, etc). Your neighbors want 

to paint their house purple and green. Which of the following choices most accurately reflects your opinion?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 People should be allowed to paint 

their houses any color they want.
 42.6%   60 

 Your neighbors should be required 

to choose from the neighborhood's 

list of approved paint colors 

because uniform colors make the 

street look better.

 34.8%   49 

 I'm not sure how I'd feel.  9.2%   13 

 Other (please specify)  13.5%   19 

answered question   141 

skipped question   15 

Imagine you live in an older home in an established residential neighborhood (Washington Shores, Delaney Park, etc). Your next-

door neighbor tears down a small, rundown house and builds a new house that's bigger and taller than yours. Which of the 

following choices most accurately reflects your opinion?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 The new house helps revitalize the 

neighborhood and improves home 

values. 

 39.7%   56 

 The new house is too big and 

doesn't fit with the character of the 

neighborhood.

 43.3%   61 

 I'm not sure how I'd feel.  8.5%   12 

 Other (please specify)  8.5%   12 

answered question   141 

skipped question   15 
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Parks and recreation add significantly to the quality of life in Orlando. For which of the following reasons are you likely to go to a 

park? Choose all the reasons that apply to you.

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Social event such as a family picnic  52.5%   74 

 Outdoor entertainment such as a 

concert
 61.0%   86 

 To walk the dog  35.5%   50 

 To participate in a sporting event  18.4%   26 

 To watch a sporting event  21.3%   30 

 For casual exercise such as 

running, walking, or playing catch
 75.9%   107 

 I never go to parks  5.7%   8 

 Other (please specify)  15.6%   22 

answered question   141 

skipped question   15 

Downtown Orlando plays many roles for many people. For which of the following reasons are you likely to go downtown? 

Choose all the reasons that apply to you. 

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 To work  34.0%   48 

 To socialize - happy hour, dining 

out
 65.3%   92 

 To attend a sports event  31.9%   45 

 To attend a cultural event or concert  63.1%   89 

 To access government services - 

courts, library, City Hall, etc.
 58.2%   82 

 To shop  23.4%   33 

 I live downtown  22.7%   32 

 I never go downtown  8.5%   12 

 Other (please specify)  3.6%   5 

answered question   141 

skipped question   15 
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Riding a bus in Central Florida can be challenging. Based on the following choices, which single factor would most improve a 

typical bus ride?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 A mapping system that allows 

users to check the actual bus 

location from the bus stop or on the 

internet.

 24.8%   34 

 A comfortable place to wait for the 

bus.
 20.4%   28 

 Simplified bus routes that go 

fewer places, but run more 

frequently. 

 27.7%   38 

 Other (please specify)  27.0%   37 

answered question   137 

skipped question   19 

The City of Orlando and Orange County are currently making plans to accommodate commuter rail. Light rail (a trolley that 

would make more stops than commuter rail) may also be proposed in the future. Which single factor do you believe is the most 

important benefit of having access to rail transit in Orlando?

Response

Percent

Response

Count

 Provides a new transportation 

choice that allows commuters to 

avoid traffic congestion.

 58.3%   81 

 Provides an incentive to focus 

economic development toward rail 

corridors and away from 

undeveloped areas.

 10.1%   14 

 Provides independence for people 

who cannot (or choose not) to drive.
 10.8%   15 

 Decreases the number of freight 

trains that pass through downtown.
 3.6%   5 

 None of the above. I do not think rail 

has any significant benefits.
 9.4%   13 

 Other (please specify)  7.9%   11 

answered question   139 

skipped question   17 
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The City of Orlando encourages home ownership by providing down payment assistance and other types of funding. Which of 

the following strategies to expand housing opportunities for working families should the City consider adopting?

Strongly 

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 

Disagree

Rating 

Average

Response

Count

Require that a percentage of all new 

residential developments be 

available for rent or sale as 

affordable units.

32.1% (44) 25.5% (35) 15.3% (21) 14.6% (20) 12.4% (17) 2.50  137 

Require that all new residential 

developments pay into a fund to 

finance affordable housing.

20.6% (28) 35.3% (48) 23.5% (32) 10.3% (14) 10.3% (14) 2.54  136 

Work with employers to create 

employee housing incentives, such 

as low interest loans for people who 

minimize commute costs.

30.4% (41) 40.0% (54) 17.0% (23) 7.4% (10) 5.2% (7) 2.17  135 

The City should not pursue new 

housing initiatives.
8.2% (11) 10.4% (14) 15.7% (21) 28.4% (38) 37.3% (50) 3.76  134 

answered question   139 

skipped question   17 

The City's parks include playgrounds, baseball fields, quiet recreation areas, natural features, social settings and other 

amenities. When planning for new parks, how strongly do you feel about each of the following strategies?

Strongly 

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 

Disagree

Rating 

Average

Response

Count

Add small neighborhood 

parks/playgrounds within walking 

distance of residents.

59.9% (82) 28.5% (39) 8.0% (11) 1.5% (2) 2.2% (3) 1.58  137 

Add large, centralized parks with a 

variety of facilities such as a pool, 

equestrian area, or ballfields that 

may be used for sporting events.

31.1% (42) 33.3% (45) 22.2% (30) 9.6% (13) 3.7% (5) 2.21  135 

Add natural uses such as nature 

trails or fishing areas.
51.9% (70) 35.6% (48) 10.4% (14) 1.5% (2) 0.7% (1) 1.64  135 

No changes are needed. The City's 

parks are fine as they are.
2.5% (3) 5.0% (6) 20.7% (25) 39.7% (48) 32.2% (39) 3.94  121 

answered question   138 

skipped question   18 
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Local governments must prioritize funding and make trade offs to allocate financial resources. Which new funding sources for 

growth-related costs do you think are most appropriate?

Strongly 

Agree
Agree Neutral Disagree

Strongly 

Disagree

Rating 

Average

Response

Count

Negotiate specific, up front 

developer contributions based on 

the impact of development.

54.7% (75) 32.8% (45) 8.8% (12) 2.2% (3) 1.5% (2) 1.63  137 

Require new development to pay 

impact fees for public safety 

(fire/police), parks and/or transit 

(Fees are currently collected for 

roads and schools).

57.4% (78) 30.1% (41) 4.4% (6) 5.9% (8) 2.2% (3) 1.65  136 

Encourage neighborhoods to 

designate special assessments to 

pay for specific improvements, such 

as a park.

14.8% (20) 32.6% (44) 27.4% (37) 14.1% (19) 11.1% (15) 2.74  135 

The City should not pursue new 

funding sources.
2.3% (3) 3.9% (5) 17.8% (23) 28.7% (37) 47.3% (61) 4.15  129 

answered question   137 

skipped question   19 

The City values input from residents, property owners and business owners. The City is considering new strategies to 

encourage public participation. How likely are you to participate in any of the following strategies? 

Very Likely Possible Not likely
Rating 

Average

Response

Count

Attend a series of "citizen planner" 

workshops to receive an overview of 

the planning process.

24.4% (33) 46.7% (63) 28.9% (39) 2.04  135 

Attend a series of neighborhood 

meetings to help create 

neighborhood-specific vision plans.

39.1% (54) 43.5% (60) 17.4% (24) 1.78  138 

Attend an informational meeting 

hosted by the developer of a 

proposed development near your 

neighborhood.

42.3% (58) 38.0% (52) 19.7% (27) 1.77  137 

Obtain information on the City's 

website through interactive maps 

and a question/answer forum.

72.4% (97) 25.4% (34) 2.2% (3) 1.30  134 

answered question   138 

skipped question   18 
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