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INTRODUCTION 
 
This is the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) transmittal public hearing 
book for the Second Regular Cycle Amendments (2017-2) to the Future Land 
Use Map (FLUM) and Comprehensive Plan (CP). These amendments were 
heard by the Local Planning Agency (LPA) during a transmittal public hearing 
held on June 15, 2017 and will go to the Board of County Commissioners (BCC) 
for a transmittal public hearing on July 11, 2017.  
 
Please note the following modifications to this report: 

KEY TO HIGHLIGHTED CHANGES 
Highlight When changes made 
Yellow Following the LPA transmittal public hearings (by staff) 

 
The 2017-2 Regular Cycle includes four privately-initiated map amendments 
(located in Districts 1, 2, and 3) and seven staff-initiated map and text 
amendments. Since this is the transmittal stage for these amendments, there will 
be a second round of public hearings for adoption after the Florida Department of 
Economic Opportunity (DEO) and other State agencies complete their review of 
the proposed amendments and provide comments, which are expected in August 
2017. Adoption public hearings are tentatively scheduled for the LPA on October 
19, 2017 and the BCC on November 14, 2017.  
 
Once the Regular Cycle amendments have been adopted by the BCC, the 
amendments will become effective 31 days after DEO notifies the County that the 
plan amendment package is complete. These amendments are expected to 
become effective in January 2018, so long as no challenges are brought forth for 
any of the amendments.   

Any questions concerning this document should be directed to Alberto A. Vargas, 
MArch., Manager, Planning Division, at (407) 836-5802 or 
Alberto.Vargas@ocfl.net, or Gregory Golgowski, AICP, Chief Planner, 
Comprehensive Planning Section, at (407) 836-5624 or 
Gregory.Golgowski@ocfl.net. 

mailto:Alberto.Vargas@ocfl.net
mailto:Gregory.Golgowski@ocfl.net
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Amendment Number Concurrent Rezoning or 
Substantial Change Owner Agent Tax ID Number(s) General Location / 

Comments
Future Land Use Map Designation 

FROM:
Future Land Use Map 

Designation TO: 
Zoning Map 

Designation FROM:
Zoning Map 

Designation TO: Acreage Project 
Planner Staff Rec LPA Rec

District 1

2017-2-A-1-1 PD rezoning submittal 
pending

Adams Property Holdings, LLC 1/2 Int
 and Adams-Orlando, LLC 1/2 Int

Tyrone K. Smith, AICP, 
Orange County Public 

Schools

23-24-28-0000-00-004
26-24-28-5844-00-100

Generally located on the east 
side of International Drive 

South, south of Lake Forest Dr., 
and north of Lake Bryan Beach 

Blvd.

Activity Center Mixed Use (ACMU) Education (EDU)

R-CE (Country Estate 
District and A-2 
(Farmland Rural 

District)

PD (Planned 
Development 

District)
19.97 gross ac. Sue Watson Transmit Transmit

 (8-0)

2017-2-A-1-2 PD rezoning submittal 
pending

Flamingo Crossings, LLC and Reedy Creek 
Improvement District

Kathy Hattaway, Poulos & 
Bennett, LLC, and John 

Classe, Reedy Creek 
Improvement District

21-24-27-0000-00-003 (portion of), 21-24-27-
0000-00-005 (portion of), and 28-24-27-

0000-00-001/021

12831, 12840, and 13325 
Flamingo Crossings Blvd.; 

Generally described as located 
east and west of Flamingo 

Crossings Blvd., west of SR 
429, south of Western Wy.

East Portion:  Reedy Creek 
Improvement District (RCID)-Mixed 
Use; West Portion:  Reedy Creek 

Improvement District (RCID)-Mixed 
Use/Conservation

East Portion:  Growth Center-
Commercial/High Density Residential 
(GC-C/HDR); West Portion:  Growth 

Center-Commercial/High Density 
Residential/Conservation (GC-

C/HDR/CONS)

154.35 gross ac. / 
121.59 net 

developable ac.
Jennifer DuBois Transmit Transmit

 (8-0)

District2

2017-2-A-2-1 Rezoning application 
pending Danny Martinez Major Stacy 04-20-27-0000-00-021 6409 N. Orange Blossom Tl. Rural Settlement 1/1 (RS 1/1) Planned Development – Growth 

Center- Commercial (PD-GC-C)
A-1 (Citrus Rural 

District)

PD (Planned 
Development 

District)
15.15 gross ac. Nicolas 

Thalmueller

2017-2-A-2-2 PD rezoning submittal 
pending CLRM Investment Co. Jim Cooper 33-21-28-0000-00-007/020 and 34-21-28-

0000-00-022

100 E. McCormick Rd., 44 W. 
McCormick Rd., and 9201 Trout 

Lake Rd.; Generally located 
south of E. McCormick Rd., 

west of N. Apopka Vineland Rd., 
and north of Clarcona Ocoee 

Rd.

Rural Settlement 1/5 (RS 1/5) Rural Settlement Low Density (RSLD 
2/1)

A-1 (Citrus Rural 
District)

PD (Planned 
Development 

District)

212.30 gross/158.10 
net developable ac. Jennifer DuBois Do Not Transmit Do Not Transmit

(8-0)

District 3

2017-2-A-3-1 RZ-17-06-012 International Paper John McCutcheon 24-23-29-8680-31-000

711 E. Lancaster Rd.; Generally 
located north of E. Lancaster 

Rd., east of Anno Ave., south of 
E. Oak Ridge Rd., west of S. 

Orange Ave.

Commercial (C) Industrial (IND) C-3 (Wholesale 
Commercial District)

I-1/I-5 (Industrial 
District) 25.52 gross ac. Amy Bradbury

Misty Mills Transmit Transmit (8-0)

Privately Initiated Future Land Use Map and Text Amendments 

2017-2 Regular Cycle State Expedited Review Comprehensive Plan Amendments

ABBREVIATIONS INDEX:

ABBREVIATIONS INDEX: IND-Industrial; C-Commercial; O-Office; LDR-Low Density Residential;  LMDR-Low-Medium Density Residential; MDR-Medium Density Residential; HDR-High Density Residential; PD-Planned Development; EDU-Educational; CONS-
Wetland/Conservation; PR/OS-Parks/Recreation/Open Space;  OS-Open Space; R-Rural / Agricultural;  RS-Rural Settlement; RS 1/5-Rural Settlement 1/5; RSLD-Rural Settlement Low Density; ACMU-Activity Center Mixed Use; RCID-Reedy Creek Improvement District; MU-
Mixed-Use; UN-Urban Neighborhood; SN-Suburban Neighborhood; GC-Growth Center; USA-Urban Service Area; WB-Water Body; CP-Comprehensive Plan; C-Conservation Element; CIE-Capital Improvements Element; CIP-Capital Improvements Program; FLUM-Future 
Land Use Map; FLUE-Future Land Use Element; TRAN-Transportation Element; PW-Potatble Water Element; WW-Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Element; GOPS-Goals, Objectives, and Policies; OBJ-Objective; SR-State Road; AC-Acres
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Sponsor Project 
Planner Staff Rec LPA Rec

Planning Division Amy Bradbury Transmit Transmit (8-0)

Planning Division Amy Bradbury Transmit Transmit
 (8-0)

Planning Division Nicolas 
Thalmueller Transmit Transmit

 (8-0)

Planning Division
Amy Bradbury 

and
Marcos Bastian

Transmit Transmit
 (6-2)

Planning Division
Misty Mills and 

Nicolas 
Thalmueller

Transmit Transmit
 (8-0)

Planning Division Greg Golgowski Transmit Transmit
 (8-0)

Planning Division Nicolas 
Thalmueller Transmit Transmit

 (8-0)

2017-2-B-FLUM-1 To change the future land use designations for the Pine Castle Urban Center from Industrial (IND), Commercial (C), Office (O), Low-Medium Density Residential (LMDR), Planned Development-Commercial (PD-C) and Planned Development-
Office/Commercial/Medium Density Residential (PD-O/C/MDR) to Mixed-Use (MU), Urban Neighborhood (UN) and Suburban Neighborhood (SN)

ABBREVIATIONS INDEX:

ABBREVIATIONS INDEX: IND-Industrial; C-Commercial; O-Office; LDR-Low Density Residential;  LMDR-Low-Medium Density Residential; MDR-Medium Density Residential; HDR-High Density Residential; PD-Planned Development; EDU-Educational; CONS-
Wetland/Conservation; PR/OS-Parks/Recreation/Open Space;  OS-Open Space; R-Rural / Agricultural;  RS-Rural Settlement; RS 1/5-Rural Settlement 1/5; RSLD-Rural Settlement Low Density; ACMU-Activity Center Mixed Use; RCID-Reedy Creek Improvement District; MU-
Mixed-Use; UN-Urban Neighborhood; SN-Suburban Neighborhood; GC-Growth Center; USA-Urban Service Area; WB-Water Body; CP-Comprehensive Plan; C-Conservation Element; CIE-Capital Improvements Element; CIP-Capital Improvements Program; FLUM-Future 
Land Use Map; FLUE-Future Land Use Element; TRAN-Transportation Element; PW-Potatble Water Element; WW-Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Element; GOPS-Goals, Objectives, and Policies; OBJ-Objective; SR-State Road; AC-Acres

Text amendments to the Future Land Use Element incorporating the recommendations of the Rural Residential Enclaves Small Area Study   2017-2-B-FLUE-3

2017-2-B-FLUE-2 Text amendments to the Future Land Use Element establishing the maximum floor area ratio intensities for the Commercial (C) and Office (O) Future Land Use designations

2017-2-B-CIE-1 Text amendment to the Capital Improvements Element to allow the annual CIE update to be accomplished solely through the adoption of a local ordinance

2017-2-B-FLUE-4 Text amendment to Future Land Use Element Policies FLU1.1.2 B and F and FLU8.1.1 to add a new residential Future Land Use designation, Medium-High Density Residential (MHDR) and update the land use correlation table 

2017-2-B-CP-1 Text amendments to the Future Land Use, Public School Facilities, Capital Improvements, Intergovernmental Coordination, Potable Water, Wastewater and Reclaimed Water Elements pertaining to school siting policies

2017-2-B-FLUE-1 Text and map amendments to the Future Land Use Element to establish guiding policies for the Urban Center concept and create the Mixed-Use (MU), Urban Neighborhood (UN), and Suburban Neighborhood (SN) Future Land Use designations 

Amendment Number Description of Proposed Changes to the 2010-2030 Comprehensive Plan (CP)

2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Plan Amendments

Staff Initiated Comprehensive Plan Map and Text Amendments
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for this 
proposal: 

  Project Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome  Request: Activity Center Mixed Use (ACMU) to Educational 
(EDU) 

 

Community meeting held on 
April 26, 2017  

(195 notices sent; 8 people 
in attendance)   

Positive 

Concurrent Rezoning: If this proposed amendment is 
transmitted, staff anticipates that the applicant will submit a 
rezoning application for concurrent consideration during the 
adoption public hearing stage. 

Proposed Development Program: The development of a public 
elementary school facility up to 100,000 square feet in size and 
up to 50,000 of future ancillary office space.  

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal  

 
LPA Transmittal 
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Transmittal    
(8‐0) 

Public Facilities and Services: Please the see Public Facilities 
Analysis Appendix for specific analysis of each public facility.  

Transportation:  The proposed use will generate 356 pm peak 
hour trips resulting in a net reduction of 4,066 pm peak hour 
trips. This project shall comply with the County’s International 
Drive Activity Center Comprehensive Plan requirement for a 
15‐foot transit easement and a separate 20‐foot landscape, 
pedestrian and utility easement needed for future roadway 
improvements. 

Environmental:  Per the Orange County Environmental 
Protection Division (EPD), wetlands may be present on the 
subject site. 

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

  Agency Comments  August 20, 2017 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017 

  PZC Rezoning  October 19, 2017 

  BCC Adoption   November 14, 2017 

  BCC Rezoning Hearing   November 14, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: Tyrone K. 
Smith, AICP, for Orange County 
Public Schools (OCPS) 

 

Location: Generally located on 
the east side of International 
Drive South, south of Lake 
Forest Dr., and north of Lake 
Bryan Beach Blvd. 

 

Existing Use: Undeveloped land 

 

Parcel ID Numbers:  

23‐24‐28‐0000‐00‐004 and         
26‐24‐28‐5844‐00‐100 

Tract Size: 19.97 gross acres 
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FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ CURRENT           

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ AS PROPOSED               

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                       

 

 

 

Current Future Land 
Use Designation:  
 

Activity Center Mixed 
Use (ACMU)  
 
Special Area 
Information: 
 
Overlay Districts: 
International Drive and 
Activity Center 
Tourist Commercial 
Signage District 
 
JPA: N/A 
 
Rural Settlement: N/A 
 
Airport Noise Zone: N/A 
  

Proposed Future Land 
Use Designation: 
 
Educational              
(EDU) 
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ZONING ‐ CURRENT   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

         

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

Current Zoning District:

R‐CE (Country Estate 
District) and A‐2 
(Farmland Rural District) 

Existing Uses 

N: Cumberland Park 
Apartments 
 

S: Orange County Fire 
Station #56 and Orange 
County Reclaimed 
Water Facility 
 

E: Orange County 
Reclaimed Water 
Facility 
 

W: Patterson Woods 
Apartments and 
undeveloped land  
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Staff Recommendation  

Make a  finding of  consistency with  the Comprehensive Plan  (see Future  Land Use Element Objective 
FLU8.2  and  Policies  FLU1.1.4(A),  FLU8.1.1(a),  FLU8.7.5,  FLU8.7.9,  and  FLU8.2.1,  and  Public  Schools 
Facilities  Element  Policy  PS2.2.5),  determine  that  the  amendment  is  in  compliance,  and  recommend 
TRANSMITTAL of Amendment 2017‐2‐A‐1‐1, Activity Center Mixed Use (ACMU) to Educational (EDU). 

Analysis 

1. Background Development Program  

The applicant, Tyrone Smith, representing Orange County Public Schools  (OCPS), has requested  to 
change  the  Future  Land Use Map  (FLUM) designation of  the 19.97‐acre  site  from Activity Center 
Mixed Use (ACMU) to Educational (EDU) to allow for the development of a public elementary school 
facility  (Site #20‐E‐SW‐4) up to 100,000 square  feet  in size and up to 50,000 square  feet of  future 
ancillary  office  space.    The  proposed  ancillary  office  use  would  be  used  by  OCPS  to  provide 
administrative support to students, teachers, and schools in this part of the County, and the building 
would have a maximum height of three (3) stories. 

The  subject  site  consists  of  two  undeveloped  contiguous  parcels  located  on  International  Drive 
South. The northern parcel (23‐24‐28‐0000‐00‐004)  is zoned R‐CE (Country Estate District), and the 
southern  parcel  (26‐24‐28‐5844‐00‐100)  is  zoned  A‐2  (Farmland  Rural  District).  Both  parcels  are 
designated  ACMU.    Since  elementary  schools  are  not  permitted  in  the  ACMU  future  land  use 
category, a Future Land Use Map Amendment (FLUMA) to EDU is required to allow for the proposed 
elementary school and ancillary office use. If this proposed amendment is transmitted to the Florida 
Department of Economic Opportunity  (DEO),  the applicant  intends  to apply  for a  rezoning of  the 
subject  site  to  PD  (Planned  Development  District),  and  both  applications  will  be  considered 
concurrently at the adoption public hearing stage.   

The  proposed  elementary  school  is  needed  to  relieve  Tangelo  Park  Elementary  School  and 
Waterbridge Elementary School. According to OCPS, an elementary school is needed in this location 
due  to  the  increase  in births  and  recent multi‐family development  approvals  in  the  International 
Drive/Universal Boulevard area. According to birth data from the Florida Department of Health, 450 
births occurred  in 2015 within these two elementary school attendance zones. A majority of these 
children will start kindergarten in 2020, the year Site #20‐E‐SW‐4 is proposed to open, according to 
OCPS’ Capital  Improvement Program.   The proposed elementary school will also reduce the travel 
time and distance for families who have children that attend either Tangelo Park Elementary School 
or Waterbridge Elementary School.  Currently, the Tangelo Park Elementary School attendance zone 
begins north of Sand Lake Road and stretches to the Orange/Osceola County line, and the children 
living  at  the  southern  end  of  the  zone must  travel more  than  10 miles  to  attend  the  school. 
Waterbridge Elementary School’s western attendance zone’s boundary is also a significant distance 
from the school.  OCPS provided a table below that summarizes the existing enrollment, permanent 
program capacity, and projections of Tangelo Park Elementary School and Waterbridge Elementary 
School. The  table  indicates  that both elementary  schools are near or exceed permanent program 
capacity  for  the  2016‐17  school  year,  and  both  schools  are  projected  to  exceed  the  permanent 
program capacity in the next ten (10) years.  
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Table 1 – Tangelo Park E.S. and Waterbridge E.S. OCPS Student Enrollment Projections 
 

     

School 

P
e
rm

an
e
n
t 

P
ro
gr
am

 C
ap

ac
it
y 

2
0
1
6
‐1
7
 (
Ex
is
ti
n
g)
  Projected 

2
0
1
7
‐1
8
 

2
0
1
8
‐1
9
 

2
0
1
9
‐2
0
 

2
0
2
0
‐2
1
 

2
0
2
1
‐2
2
 

2
0
2
2
‐2
3
 

2
0
2
3
‐2
4
 

2
0
2
4
‐2
5
 

2
0
2
5
‐2
6
 

2
0
2
6
‐2
7
 

Tangelo 
Park 

 

593 

 

571 

 

640 

 

719 

 

744 

 

792 

 

861 

 

921 

 

1,011 

 

1,116 

 

1,253 

 

1,407 

Waterbridge 814  1,246  1,253  1,287  1,279  1,271  1,286  1,312  1,337  1,356  1,397  1,443 

CSA OO  1,407  1,817  1,893  2,006  2,023  2,063  2,147  2,233  2,348  2,472  2,650  2,850 

Source: 2016‐17 Enrollment Projections, February 2017, OCPS Student Enrollment 

The  subject  site  is  situated  in  an  area  characterized  by  a  mix  of  residential,  commercial,  and 
institutional  uses.    Several  multi‐family  residential  apartment  complexes  are  located  near  the 
proposed  elementary  school.  Cumberland  Park  Apartments,  a  456‐unit  apartment  complex,  is 
located  immediately  north  of  the  subject  site  and  is  designated  ACMU.  Patterson  Woods 
Apartments, a 288‐unit apartment  complex, and Patterson Woods Apartments‐Phase 2, a 96‐unit 
apartment  complex,  are  located  across  the  street  on  International Drive, west  of  the  site.  Both 
properties possess Commercial (C) Future Land Use Map designations and are zoned PD (Little Lake 
Bryan  PD).  Another  448‐unit  apartment  complex,  Chatham  Square,  is  also  located  west  of  the 
subject site on Lake Forest Drive and possesses a High Density Residential  (HDR) Future Land Use 
Map designation and PD (Little Lake Bryan PD) zoning classification.  Commons at Little Lake Bryan, a 
280‐unit  apartment  complex,  is  located  northwesterly  of  the  subject  site  on  Little  Lake  Bryan 
Parkway, has an HDR Future Land Use Map designation, and is also zoned PD (Little Lake Bryan PD). 
Discovery Palms Condominiums,  a 336‐unit  residential  condominium  complex,  is  located on  Lake 
Forest Drive, northwesterly of the subject site. The condominium complex possesses a Commercial 
Future Land Use Map designation and is also part of the Little Lake Bryan PD.  Institutional uses are 
located  immediately south and east of  the subject site. Orange County Fire Station #56  is  located 
immediately  south  of  the  subject  property,  and  an Orange  County Water  Reclamation  Facility  is 
located south and east of the site.  Undeveloped property located across the street on International 
Drive South, west of the subject property, possesses an ACMU Future Land Use Map designation.  

Several existing residential (single‐family and multi‐family) developments and proposed multi‐family 
residential communities are also  located within two miles of the proposed elementary school site. 
Lake Willis Camps Subdivision, an existing single‐family residential subdivision, located northeasterly 
of  the  site,  has  thirty  nine  (39)  residential  lots.  The  following  multi‐family  residential  projects 
(existing and proposed), also  located northeasterly of  the  site, have been approved  for a  total of 
2,947 multi‐family dwelling units: Oasis at Grande Pines Apartments (282 units), Mission Club Villa 
Residences Apartments  (356 units), McKinley at Westwood Suites Apartments (104 units), Advenir 
at Broadwater Apartments (408 units), Citi Lakes Apartments (346 units), Ancora Apartments (289), 
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Bainbridge  Apartments  (322  units),    Vinings  at Westwood  Apartments  (400  units),  and  Vineland 
Pointe Planned Development/Vineland Pointe Condominiums (440 units). 

A  community meeting was  held  for  this  proposed  amendment  on April  26,  2017, with  eight  (8) 
residents  in attendance.   The attendees were  supportive of  the proposed elementary  school and 
ancillary  office  use. One  resident  commented  that  there  is  a  need  for  an  additional  elementary 
school in the area. 

2. Project Analysis  

Consistency  
The  requested FLUM amendment appears  to be  consistent with  the applicable Goals, Objectives, 
and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  The subject property is located within the County’s Urban 
Service  Area  (USA)  Boundary  and  is  situated  in  an  urbanized  area  characterized  by  a  mix  of 
residential,  commercial,  and  institutional uses. As mentioned  above,  the  applicant  is  seeking  the 
EDU Future Land Use Map designation to allow for the development of a public elementary school 
facility  (Site #20‐E‐SW‐4) up to 100,000 square  feet  in size and up to 50,000 square  feet of  future 
ancillary office space.   

Staff finds this proposal consistent with Future Land Use Element Policy FLU1.1.4(A), which states 
that  the  Educational  Future  Land  Use  designation  recognizes  all  public  school  types,  including 
elementary  schools.    This  request  is  consistent  with  Policy  FLU8.7.5,  which  states  that  public 
elementary school sites located within the Urban Service Area (USA) are allowed as permitted uses 
in  the  Educational  land  use  designation.    As  discussed  above,  the  subject  property  is  currently 
designated ACMU, a category  in which a public elementary  school  is not permitted. Therefore,  in 
order  to  construct  the proposed elementary  school,  the  subject property’s Future  Land Use Map 
designation must be amended  to EDU. This  request  is also consistent with Policy FLU8.7.9, which 
establishes  that  subsequent  to  construction  of  a  public  educational  facility,  the  Future  Land Use 
Map shall be amended to reflect an Educational land use designation. With the existing single‐family 
residential  Lake  Willis  Camps  Subdivision  and  the  existing  and  recently‐approved  multi‐family 
development  projects  located  nearby,  the  proposed  elementary  school  is  consistent with  Public 
Schools  Facilities  Element  Policy  PS2.2.5.    This    policy  states  that  the  County  shall  support  and 
coordinate with  the  School  Board’s  efforts  to  locate  new  elementary  schools within  reasonable 
walking distance of the dwelling units served by the school. As mentioned previously, students living 
in  the  area  of  the  subject  property  are  zoned  for  either  Tangelo  Park  Elementary  School  or 
Waterbridge Elementary School and have to travel a great distance to attend school. The proposed 
elementary school site will significantly reduce the travel distance for students and will provide the 
students who live nearby the opportunity to walk or bike to school. 

 If  this  proposed  amendment  is  transmitted  to  the  Florida Department  of  Economic Opportunity 
(DEO), the applicant intends to apply for a rezoning of the subject site to PD (Planned Development 
District),  pursuant  to  Future  Land Use  Element  Policy  FLU8.1.1(a),  Zoning  and  Future  Land Use 
Correlation. 

      Compatibility 

The  proposed  FLUM  amendment  appears  to  be  compatible with  the  existing  development  and 
development trend of the surrounding area.  Future Land Use Element Objective FLU8.2 states that 
compatibility will continue to be the fundamental consideration in all land use and zoning decisions, 
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while Policy  FLU8.2.1  requires  land use  changes  to be  compatible with  the existing development 
pattern and development trends in the area. As stated above, the subject property is located in an 
urbanized area characterized by a mix of  residential, commercial, and  institutional uses. With  the 
existing single‐family homes and the existing and proposed multi‐family residential projects nearby, 
it  is  staff’s belief  that  the  requested  elementary  school  site  is  compatible with  the development 
pattern of the area. Approval of the FLUM Amendment application to change the designation of the 
property from ACMU to EDU would be compatible with the existing development pattern and uses 
in the area. 

3. Policy References 

OBJ FLU8.2 – COMPATIBILITY.   Compatibility will continue to be the fundamental consideration  in 
all  land use and  zoning decisions. For purposes of  this objective,  the  following polices  shall guide 
regulatory decisions that involve differing land uses. 

FLU1.1.4(A) –  In addition  to FLU1.1.2(B), permitted densities and/or  intensities  for residential and 
non‐residential development can be established  through additional Future Land Use designations. 
Density and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculation shall be defined as the  language specified  in Future 
Land  Use  Element  Policy  FLU1.1.2(C).  The  Future  Land  Use  and  Zoning  Correlation  is  found  in 
FLU8.1.1.  

A. OTHER URBAN RELATED OPTIONS – The following are non‐residential Future Land 
Use  designations  that  are  predominately  found  in  the Urban  Service Area.  These 
may  also  be  located  within  Rural  Settlements  on  a  limited  basis.  (See  specific 
policies within Chapter 5). 

FLUM Designation General Description Density/Intensity  

Urban Non-Residential – Predominantly urban in use 

Office (O) Office uses include professional office and office park-
style development. Office uses can be considered as a 
transitional use between two different types of land use 
or land use intensities.  

3.0 FAR 

Commercial (C) Commercial uses include neighborhood and commercial 
scale commercial and office development that serves 
neighborhood or community or village needs. Examples 
include neighborhood center, community center and 
village commercial. 

3.0 FAR unless otherwise 
restricted by County 
policy or code 

Industrial (I) Industrial uses include the processing of both hazardous 
and non-hazardous materials ranging from light assembly 
and manufacturing to chemical processing. 

0.75 FAR 

Institutional (INST) Institutional uses recognize local, regional, state or 
Federal public facilities, structures and lands. 

2.0 FAR 

Educational (EDU) Educational recognizes public elementary, middle, and 
high schools and ninth grade centers. Future Land Use 
change required for all schools proposed for RSA, and for 
high schools and ninth grade centers proposed in Rural 
Settlements. 

2.0 FAR 

 
FLU8.1.1(a) –  (a) The  following zoning and  future  land use correlation shall be used  to determine 
consistency with  the  Future  Land Use Map.  Land  use  compatibility,  the  location,  availability  and 
capacity of services and facilities; market demand and environmental features shall also be used in 
determining which specific zoning district is most appropriate. Density is restricted to the maximum 
and minimum allowed by  the Future Land Use Map designation  regardless of zoning. Density and 
Floor Area Ratio  (FAR)  calculation  shall be defined  as  the  language  specified  in  Future  Land Use 
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Element Policy FLU1.1.2(C).  Orange County’s Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation is referenced 
herein as follows: 

Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation  Density/Intensity  Zoning Districts 

Urban Residential 

Low Density 
Residential (LDR) 

(0 to 4 du/ac) R-CE* R-1, R-2**, R-1A, R-
1AA, R-1AAA, R-1AAAA, R-
T-1, R-T-2, R-L-D, PD, U-V 
* R-CE is not available as a 
rezoning request in USA. 

Low-Medium 
Density 
Residential 
(LMDR) 

(0 to 10 du/ac) 
+ workforce 
housing bonus 

R-1, R-2, R-T, R-T-1, PD, 
U-V 

Medium Density 
Residential 
(MDR) 

(0 to 20 du/ac) 
+ workforce 
housing bonus 

R-3, R-2, UR-3, PD, U-V  

High Density 
Residential 
(HDR) 

(0 to 50 du/ac) 
+ workforce 
housing bonus 

R-3, R-2, UR-3, PD, U-V 
 

Urban and/or Non-Residential 

Office (O) 3.0 FAR  P-O, PD 

Commercial (C) 3.0 FAR unless 
otherwise 
restricted by 
County policy or 
code 

C-1, C-2, C-3, P-O, PD 
 

Industrial (IND) .75 FAR I-1A, I-1/I-5, I-2/I-3, I-4, 
PD 

Institutional 
(INST) 

2.0 FAR Any  

Educational 
(EDU) 

2.0 FAR PD 

Urban Mixed Use 
Planned 
Development 
(PD) 

See FLU8.1.2 
and FLU8.1.4 

PD 

I-Drive Activity 
Center Mixed 
Use (ACMU)  
I-Drive Activity 
Center 
Residential (ACR) 

See I-Drive 
Element 

PD 

 Mixed-Use 
Corridor (MUC) 
(Staff-initiated) 

3.0 FAR unless 
otherwise 
restricted by 
County policy or 
code (11 to 20 
DU/AC) 

PD, (Mixed Use District – 
to be developed); Staff-
initiated; Urban Service 
Area only 

Area Specific  

Neighborhood 
Center (NC) 
Neighborhood 
Activity Corridor 
(NAC) 
Neighborhood 
Residential (NR) 

40 DU/AC (2.0) 
25 DU/AC (1.0)  
20 DU/AC (.40)  
Study required 
per FLU8.3.1 

NC 
NAC 
NR 
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Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation  Density/Intensity  Zoning Districts 

Village 
Classification (V) 
(Horizon West) 

See SAP PD within adopted Specific 
Area Plan (SAP) 
Densities and Intensities 
determined at PD based on 
the adopted SAP. 

Traditional 
Neighborhood 
Development 
(TND) 

 PD 

Growth Center 
(GC) 

See FLUE PD 

Innovation Way 
Overlay 
(Scenario 5) 

See Chapter 4 PD within adopted Detailed 
Area Plan 
(DAP) or PD consistent 
with DRI Development 
Order or Future Land Use 
Map amendment. 
Compliance with FLU8.1.4. 

I-Drive District Overlay See Conceptual Regulating 
Plan, Map 23 of Future Land 
Use Map Series 

PD, C-1, C-2, I-2/I-3 

Rural 

Rural Settlement 
Low Density 2/1 
(RSLD 2/1) 

2 DU/AC R-CE, R-CE Cluster, R-CE-
2, R-CE-5, PD*** 

Rural Settlement 
1/1 (RS 1/1) 

1 DU/AC R-CE, R-CE Cluster, R-CE-
2, R-CE-5, PD*** 
A-R, A-1, A-2 

Rural Settlement 
1/2 (RS 1/2) 

1 DU/2 AC R-CE-2, R-CE-5, A-R, A-1, 
A-2, PD*** 

Rural Settlement 
1/5 (RS 1/5) 

1 DU/5 AC R-CE-5, A-1, A-2 (all 
previously listed districts 
are restricted to a 
minimum 5-acre lot size), 
PD*** 

Rural/Agricultural 
1/10 
aka (R) on FLUM  
See FLU6.1.1 

1 DU/10 AC A-1, A-2, A-R, R-CE 

* Rural Settlement only. 
** Limited to 4 dwelling units per acre. 
*** Consistent with FLU6.2.3.  
Note. As of adoption of the 2030 update, the CVC FLUM designation no longer will be available as 
a FLUM request. Existing CVC-designated properties shall not be considered inconsistent as a 
result of this change. See FLU8.5.8.  
Note: Please see FLU8.2.5, FLU8.2.5.1, and FLU8.2.5.2 to determine whether a rezoning is 
required prior to a special exception, or to determine whether a rezoning is required in specific 
cases of inconsistent zoning and future land use. 

Note: Consistency of A-1, A-2 and A-R zoning districts with a Rural Settlement FLUM designation is limited to: 
residential uses permitted by right or by special exception approval; and, non-residential uses requiring approval 
by special exception and which are common to all zoning districts consistent with a Rural Settlement FLUM 
designation. A use that is not common to all listed districts is not consistent with a Rural Settlement designation. 
Note: Uses that may be permitted in a Planned Development zoning district are limited to those uses permitted 
by right or by special exception approval for districts consistent with the specific FLUM designation. 
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FLU8.2.1 – Land use changes shall be required to be compatible with the existing development and 
development  trend  in  the  area.  Performance  restrictions  and/or  conditions  may  be  placed  on 
property  through  the  appropriate  development  order  to  ensure  compatibility. No  restrictions  or 
conditions shall be placed on a Future Land Use Map change.  

FLU8.7.5 – Public elementary schools shall be allowed as permitted uses in the following land use 
categories located in the Urban Service Area: Low Density Residential, Low‐Medium Density 
Residential, Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Institutional, Activity Center 
Residential and Educational. Public middle schools and free‐standing ninth‐grade centers shall be 
allowed as permitted uses in the following land use categories located in the Urban Service Area: 
Medium Density Residential, High Density Residential, Institutional Activity Center Residential and 
Educational. Public middle schools and free‐standing ninth‐grade centers shall be allowed as special 
exceptions in the following land use categories located in the Urban Service Area: Low Density 
Residential and Low‐Medium Density Residential. Public elementary schools, middle schools, and 
free‐standing ninth‐grade centers shall be allowed as special exceptions in the following land use 
categories located in the Rural Settlement Areas: 1/1, 1/2, 1/5, Low Density Residential, Low‐
Medium Density Residential, and Institutional. In addition to the locations identified above, public 
elementary schools, middle schools and free‐standing ninth‐grade centers shall be allowed as a 
permitted use in all future land use categories if identified in a Planned Development Land Use Plan 
approved by the Board of County Commissioners. 

OBJ FLU8.7.9 – Public educational facilities shall be allowed in future land use designations specified 
in Policies FLU8.7.5 through FLU8.7.7 as amended. Subsequent to their construction, the Future 
Land Use Map shall be amended to reflect an Educational designation. 

PS2.2.5 – Support and coordinate with School Board efforts to locate new elementary schools within  
reasonable walking distance of the dwelling units served by the school. 
 

3. Division Comments: Environmental, Public Facilities and Services 
 
Environmental. The aerial photographs and soil maps indicate that wetlands may be present onsite. 
Provide copies of  the documents submitted  to  the Water Management District and/or  the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection as part of  the Environmental Resource Permitting  (ERP) 
process to the Orange County Environmental Protection Division. 
 
Development of  the subject property shall comply with all state and  federal  regulations regarding 
wildlife and plants listed as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern. The applicant is 
responsible  for  determining  the  presence  of  listed  species  and  obtaining  any  required  habitat 
permits  from  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS)  and/or  the  Florida  Fish  &  Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC). 
 
Utilities.    The  subject  property  is  located within Orange  County Utilities’  (OCU’s)  potable water, 
wastewater, and reclaimed water service areas.  Per OCU, there  is a 24‐inch potable water main, a 
30‐inch forcemain, and a 12‐inch and 24‐inch reclaimed water main located on International Drive.  
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Transportation.   

Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use   PM. Pk. 
Hr. Trips 

 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk. Hr. 
Trips 

Maximum use of current FLUM:  
2,609,679 SF  Commercial use 
 

 
5,328 

 

 
83% 
 

 
4,422 

Proposed Development: 
100,000 SF Elementary School (830 Students) 
50,000 SF Office use 
Total Trips  

 
   232 
   135 
   633 

 
100% 
  92% 

 
   232 
   124 
   356 

Net New Trips ( Proposed Development‐Allowable Development): 356‐4422 = (4066) 

 

          Existing Level of Service 

 

Road Agreements: None within the project impact area. 
 

Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:   

 Vineland Avenue  ‐ Planned Partnership  roadway  improvement  to widen  to  four  lanes  from 1,800 

feet north of SR 535  to 3,500  feet north of SR 535. This project  is  included  in  the County’s  Long 

Range Transportation Plan. 

 International Drive  ‐ Programmed roadway  improvement to widen to six  lanes,  International Drive 

from  S.  Westwood  Boulevard  to  N.  Westwood  Boulevard.  This  project  is  currently  under 

construction and is scheduled to be completed September 2017. 

 International Drive  South  ‐  Planned  roadway  improvement  to widen  to  six  lanes.  This  project  is 

included in the County’s ten‐year roadway program. 

Roadway Segments Within a One Mile Radius  # of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 
 

Level of 
Service 

International Drive South 

 Central Florida Greeneway to S. Westwood Boulevard  

       
6 
 

         
1,243 

 

           
C           

Palm Parkway/Turkey Lake Road 

 Winter Garden‐Vineland Road to Central Florida Parkway 

 
4 

 
331 

 
C 

Vineland Avenue 

 Winter Garden‐Vineland Road/SR 535 to Little Lake Bryan 
Parkway 

 Little Lake Bryan Parkway to International Drive 

 
2 
4 

 
0 

1,505 

 
F 
C 
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 Westwood  Boulevard  Extension  ‐  Planned  roadway  improvement  to  widen  to  four  lanes.  This 

improvement is included in the County’s Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 Little  Lake Bryan Beach Boulevard  ‐ Planned  roadway  improvement  to  construct a new  four  lane 

roadway. This project is included in the County’s Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Right of Way Requirements: This project shall comply with the County's International Drive Activity 
Center  Comprehensive  Plan  requirement  for  a  15‐foot  transit  easement  and  a  separate  20‐foot 
landscape, pedestrian and utility easement needed for future roadway improvements.  

Summary 

Based on  the County’s Concurrency Management System database dated  June 13, 2017,  there  is 
one failing roadway segment within a one mile radius of this project. Vineland Avenue from Winter 
Garden‐Vineland Road/SR 535 to Little Lake Bryan Parkway is currently operating at level of service 
F  and  there  is  no  available  capacity.  The  subject  property,  however,  is  located  adjacent  to 
International Drive South between Central Florida Greeneway and S. Westwood Boulevard which 
currently operates at level of service C. 

The allowable development based on  the approved  future  land use will generate 4,422 pm peak 
hour trips. 

The proposed use will generate 356 pm peak hour  trips  resulting  in a net  reduction of 4,066 pm 
peak hour trips. 

Analysis of  the  short  term or  interim Year 2022  conditions  indicates  that all  roadways within  the 
project area will operate at acceptable level of service conditions including Vineland Avenue which is 
assumed  to  be  widened  to  four  lanes  thus  improving  roadway  capacities  and  level  of  service 
conditions.    

By the Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2030, the roadway segments within the project  impact 
area  are  projected  to  operate  within  acceptable  levels  of  service  based  on  the  planned  and 
programmed roadway improvement projects identified for this area.  

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval 
from  the  County’s Development Review Committee  (DRC)  as well  as  an  assessment of  roadway 
capacity  constraints  based  on  the  Transportation  Concurrency  Management  System.  Also,  the 
applicant  will  be  required  to  mitigate  any  deficiencies  that  may  occur  from  the  proposed 
development.  To  ensure  that  there  are  no  revisions  to  the  proposed  development  beyond  the 
analyzed  use,  the  land  use  will  be  noted  on  the  County’s  Future  Land  Use Map  or  as  a  text 
amendment to the Comprehensive Policy Plan. 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for this 
proposal: 

  Project Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome  Request: 

East Portion:  Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID)‐Mixed Use 
to Growth Center‐Commercial/High Density Residential (GC‐C/HDR) 

West Portion:  Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID)‐Mixed 
Use/Conservation to Growth Center‐Commercial/High Density 
Residential/Conservation (GC‐C/HDR/CONS) 

  Community meeting held 
December 9, 2015, with no 
members of the public in 
attendance. A second 
community meeting was not 
required. 

Positive    Proposed Development Program:  Up to 2,600 multi‐family dwelling 
units and 150,000 square feet of commercial space 

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal  Public Facilities and Services:  Please see the Public Facilities & 
Services Appendix for specific analyses of each public facility.  

Intergovernmental Coordination: An Interlocal Agreement between 
the Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID), Flamingo Crossings, 
LLC, and Orange County will be processed in conjunction with this 
proposed amendment to allow for the deannexation of the subject 
property from RCID into Orange County’s jurisdiction and establish 
service provisions for the project. 

Schools:  Per Orange County Public Schools, the applicants must 
apply for a formal school capacity determination.   The developer 
may be required to enter into a Capacity Enhancement Agreement 
(CEA) with the Orange County School Board. 

  LPA Transmittal 
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Transmittal 
(8‐0) 

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

  State Agency Comments  August 2017  Concurrent Rezoning:  Rezoning Case LUP‐16‐04‐147 – RCID 
(Reedy Creek Improvement District) to PD (Planned Development 
District) (Flamingo Crossings PD/LUP)—is currently proceeding 
through the DRC review process. 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017 

  BCC Adoption  November 14, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: Kathy 
Hattaway, Poulos & Bennett, 
LLC, and John Classe, Reedy 
Creek Improvement District / 
Flamingo Crossings, LLC and 
Reedy Creek Improvement 
District 

Location: Generally described 
as located east and west of 
Flamingo Crossings Boulevard, 
west of SR 429, south of 
Western Way. 

Existing Use: Citrus grove, 
pasture land, and wetlands 

Parcel ID Numbers: 
21‐24‐27‐0000‐00‐003 (portion 
of), 21‐24‐27‐0000‐00‐005 
(portion of), and 28‐24‐27‐
0000‐00‐001/021 

Tract Size: 154.35 gross acres / 
121.59 net developable acres 
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 FUTURE LAND USE ‐ CURRENT                

   

FUTURE LAND USE – PROPOSED 

 

 

 

Current Future Land Use: 

East Portion:  Reedy 
Creek Improvement 
District (RCID)‐Mixed Use 
West Portion:  Reedy 
Creek Improvement 
District (RCID)‐Mixed 
Use/Conservation 

Special Area Information 

JPA: An Interlocal 
Agreement between 
RCID, Flamingo Crossings, 
LLC, and Orange County 
will be required. 
 

Overlay District: N/A 
 

Rural Settlement: N/A 
 

Airport Noise Zone: N/A 

Proposed Future Land 
Use:  

East	Portion:		Growth	
Center‐Commercial/	
High	Density	Residential	
(GC‐C/HDR)	
West Portion:  Growth 
Center‐Commercial/ High 
Density 
Residential/Conservation 
(GC‐C/HDR/CONS) 
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ZONING ‐ CURRENT   

   

   

Zoning: 

Reedy Creek 
Improvement District 
(RCID) 

Existing Uses: 

N: Flamingo Crossings 
hotel/retail development 
(RCID) – under 
construction 

S: Orange Lake Country 
Club (timeshare/short‐
term rental resort) and 
Lake Britt 

E: State Road 429 and 
Orange Lake Country Club 

W: Wetlands (RCID) and 
Orange Lake Country Club 



Orange County Planning Division  BCC Transmittal Staff Report 
Jennifer DuBois, Project Planner    Amendment 2017‐2‐A‐1‐2 (fka 2016‐1‐A‐1‐6)   

July 11, 2017  Commission District 1   Page | 21 

Staff Recommendation 
Make  a  finding  of  consistency with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (see  Housing  Element  Objective  H1.1, 
Future Land Use Element Objectives FLU2.2 and FLU8.2, and Policies FLU1.1.1, FLU1.1.2.A, FLU1.1.4.F, 
FLU1.4.4,  FLU1.4.7,  FLU7.4.1,  FLU7.4.4,  FLU7.4.6,  and  FLU8.2.1;  and  Conservation  Element Objective 
C1.4  and  Policy  C1.4.1),  determine  that  the  amendment  is  in  compliance,  and  recommend 
TRANSMITTAL  of  Amendment  2017‐2‐A‐1‐2  (fka  2016‐1‐A‐1‐6),  Reedy  Creek  Improvement  District 
(RCID)‐Mixed Use (east portion) and Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID)‐Mixed Use/Conservation 
(west portion)  to Growth Center‐Commercial/High Density Residential  (GC‐C/HDR)  (east portion)  and 
Growth Center‐Commercial/High Density Residential/Conservation (GC‐C/HDR/CONS) (west portion). 

Analysis 

1. Background and Development Program 

The applicants, Kathy Hattaway and  John Classe, are seeking  to change  the Future Land Use Map 
(FLUM) designation of the 154.35‐acre subject property, presently  located within the Reedy Creek 
Improvement  District  (RCID),  to  allow  for  the  development  of  a  mixed‐use  project  within 
unincorporated Orange County featuring up to 2,600 multi‐family dwelling units and 150,000 square 
feet of commercial space.  The site is comprised of two undeveloped tracts of land, as shown on the 
aerial photograph  in this report.   The 60.77‐acre east parcel consists of a former citrus grove, now 
used as grazing land for cattle, and a 3.42‐acre stormwater retention pond, owned and maintained 
by RCID.   The 93.58‐acre west parcel encompasses a citrus grove and 32.76 acres of wetlands and 
surface water, presently covered by a conservation easement deeded  to  the South Florida Water 
Management District,  recorded  in Official Records Book 9630, Page 3791 of  the Public Records of 
Orange County.  As the subject property is bounded to the south, east, and west by land within the 
U.S. 192 Growth Center boundary, as  illustrated on  the Future  Land Use Map,  the applicants are 
proposing  to  incorporate  both  parcels  into  the  Growth  Center,  requesting  a  future  land  use 
designation of Growth Center‐Commercial/High Density Residential (GC‐C/HDR) for the east parcel 
and Growth  Center‐Commercial/High Density  Residential/Conservation  (GC‐C/HDR/CONS)  for  the 
west parcel. 

If the proposed amendment is adopted, the subject property will be deannexed from RCID following 
the amendment’s effective date.    In conjunction with this application, the drafting of an  Interlocal 
Agreement  between  the  Reedy  Creek  Improvement District  (RCID),  Flamingo  Crossings,  LLC,  and 
Orange  County  is  presently  in  process  to  allow  for  this  deannexation  and  to  establish  service 
provisions  for  the project.    In addition,  the current  Interlocal/Territorial Agreement between RCID 
and Orange  County will  be  updated  in  association with  this  proposed  amendment  to  guarantee 
adequate utility  service  for  the development.   Furthermore,  the  inclusion of  the  subject property 
within  the  U.S.  192  Growth  Center  will  necessitate  a  rezoning  of  the  property  to  PD  (Planned 
Development District).  The applicants have submitted a rezoning application (Case LUP‐16‐04‐147) 
to  create  the  Flamingo  Crossings  PD,  incorporating  the  proposed  development  program.    This 
application  and  the  associated  PD  Land  Use  Plan  are  currently  proceeding  through  the  Orange 
County Development Review Committee  (DRC) review process and are expected  to be considered 
concurrently with the requested amendment during the adoption public hearing stage. 

2. Project Analysis 

Consistency 

The  requested FLUM amendment appears  to be consistent with  the applicable Goals, Objectives, 
and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan.   
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As noted above, the subject property is bordered to the south, east, and west by land within the U.S. 
192  Growth  Center,  an  area  characterized  by  a  mix  of  tourist‐oriented  commercial  activity—
including the abutting Orange Lake Country Club timeshare/short‐term rental resort—and existing 
and  planned  residential  development  featuring  a  variety  of  housing  types,  ranging  from 
conventional single‐family subdivisions to manufactured home communities.  The site also lies in the 
immediate vicinity of Central Florida’s  largest employer, Walt Disney World, as well as  the hotels, 
tourist attractions,  restaurants, and  retail establishments  lining  the U.S. 192  corridor  that employ 
numerous  area  residents.  It  is  staff’s belief  that  the proposed  expansion of  the U.S. 192 Growth 
Center to accommodate the 154.35‐acre property and the desired maximum development program 
of 2,600 multi‐family units and 150,000 square  feet of supporting commercial uses are consistent 
with Future Land Use Element Objective OBJ FLU2.2, which establishes  that Orange County  shall 
develop, adopt, and  implement mixed‐use  strategies and  incentives as part of  its  comprehensive 
plan and  land development code efforts,  including standards for determining consistency with the 
Future Land Use Map.   Other objectives of mixed‐use development  include  reducing  trip  lengths, 
providing  for  diverse  housing  types,  using  infrastructure  efficiently,  and  promoting  a  sense  of 
community. 

As  stated  in  Future  Land Use  Element  Policy  FLU1.1.4.F, Growth  Centers  are  a  future  land  use 
designation  implemented  through  Joint  Planning  Area  agreements  with  an  outside  jurisdiction. 
These  agreements  provide  at  a minimum  that  the  County will  not  incur  initial  capital  costs  for 
utilities.  The applicants are currently coordinating with staff on the previously‐mentioned Interlocal 
Agreement between RCID, Flamingo Crossings, LLC, and Orange County to allow for the contraction 
of the subject property from RCID and to establish service provisions for the mixed‐use project.  As 
stipulated in Future Land Use Element Policy FLU7.4.1, the creation of new or extensions of existing 
Growth Centers shall only be accomplished via an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, pursuant 
to Chapter 163, Florida Statutes, and through a Joint Planning Area agreement or Service agreement 
to ensure  the provision of all necessary public  facilities and  services.   The application  states  that 
utilities  installed by RCID are already  in place  to  serve  the east parcel, with water,  sewer,  reuse, 
electric,  and  data  lines  located  within  the  Flamingo  Crossings  Boulevard  right‐of‐way.    RCID’s 
extension of Western Way  from  its current point of  terminus west  to  intersect with Avalon Road 
(County  Road  545)  is  also  presently  underway.    This  improvement will  provide  both  access  and 
utilities  to  serve  the  west  parcel.    As  noted  by  the  applicant,  the  existing  Interlocal/Territorial 
Agreement between RCID and Orange County will also be updated in association with this requested 
amendment to guarantee adequate utility service for the project.   

Staff  finds  the  requested  Growth  Center‐Commercial/High  Density  Residential  (GC‐C/HDR) 
designation  for  the  60.77‐acre  east  parcel  and  the  Growth  Center‐Commercial/High  Density 
Residential/Conservation  (GC‐C/HDR/CONS) classification for the 93.58‐acre west parcel consistent 
with  Future  Land  Use  Element  Policy  FLU1.1.1,  which  mandates  that  urban  uses  shall  be 
concentrated within  the Urban Service Area, except as specified  for  the Horizon West Village and 
Innovation Way Overlay  (Scenario 5), Growth Centers, and  to a  limited extent, Rural Settlements.  
Given the availability of utilities and the planned improvements to the area transportation network, 
including the extension of Western Way to the north and the realignment and widening of Hartzog 
Road to the south from Flamingo Crossings Boulevard to Avalon Road (to be partially funded by area 
developers),  these  requested designations  are  likewise  consistent with  Future  Land Use  Element 
Policy FLU7.4.4, which states that urban intensities shall be permitted in designated Growth Centers 
when urban  services are available  from other  sources as approved by Orange County,  consistent 
with the appropriate policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  
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In accordance with Future Land Use Element Policy FLU1.1.2.A,  the applicant has established  the 
maximum desired development program for the residential component of the project, proposing up 
to 2,600 multi‐family units  for under  the “urban‐scale” High Density Residential  (HDR)  future  land 
use  designation,  which  allows  single‐  and  multi‐family  residential  development  at  a  maximum 
density  of  fifty  (50)  dwelling  units  per  net  acre.    Staff  finds  the  proposed  HDR  designation 
appropriate  for this site, due to the property’s proximity to Walt Disney World and the numerous 
tourist‐oriented establishments,  including the neighboring Orange Lake Country Club resort, within 
the U.S. 192 Growth Center. 

With respect to the proposed commercial element of the project, the construction of up to 150,000 
square  feet of commercial space under  the requested Commercial  (C)  future  land use designation   
would be consistent with Future Land Use Element Policy FLU1.4.7, which states that commercial 
activity larger than the Neighborhood Center size (20,000 to 40,000 square feet) shall be limited to 
the Urban Service Area and Growth Centers.   As stated  in  the application package, neighborhood 
commercial uses are proposed  for  those portions of  the east and west parcels  fronting Flamingo 
Crossings Boulevard and Western Way and are intended to serve the proposed residential units, as 
well as nearby neighborhoods and employment centers.   The applicant notes that the commercial 
sections of  the project will be designed  to avoid encroachment  into  the  residential areas and will 
incorporate  design  and  development  standards  to  further  protect  the  residential  units  from  any 
adverse  impacts.    The  formulation  and  implementation  of  these  standards will  be  addressed  in 
detail during the subsequent PD rezoning and Development Plan stages. 

As  stated  earlier,  the  32.76  acres  of wetland  identified  on  the west  parcel,  consistent with  the 
boundaries  of  Lake  Britt,  are  Class  I  wetlands.    These  wetlands  are  presently  located  within  a 
recorded  conservation  easement  deeded  to  the  South  Florida Water Management  District,  and 
include  an  upland  buffer  with  an  average  width  of  fifteen  (15)  feet.    For  this  reason,  the 
Conservation  future  land  use  designation,  consistent  with  its  current  designation  within  RCID 
jurisdiction,  is  proposed  for  the  west  parcel  to  ensure  consistency  with  Conservation  Element 
Objective  C1.4, which mandates  that  Orange  County  shall  protect  identified wetland  areas  and 
existing native wildlife, and Policy C1.4.1, which  requires  the County  to continue  the adoption of 
regulations that protect and conserve wetlands and include criteria for identifying their significance.    
The  applicant  notes  that  a  small  portion  of  a  wetland,  corresponding  to  the  Class  III  wetland 
classification  in  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  clips  the  northern  edge  of  the  property,  0.14  acres  of 
which  is proposed for removal with this development, for which the attainment of a Conservation 
Area Impact (CAI) Permit may be necessary. 

As noted previously, the subject property is situated in an area characterized by a variety of existing 
and planned housing types, including single‐family detached homes, townhomes, and manufactured 
homes.  The  proposed  FLUM  Amendment  and  associated  residential  development  program  are 
consistent with Orange County’s commitment  to ensuring  that sufficient  land  is available  to meet 
the identified housing needs of its present and future residents. The prospective developer’s intent 
to  construct  up  to  2,600 multi‐family  units  is  consistent with  Housing  Element  Objective  H1.1, 
which states that Orange County will support private sector housing production capacity sufficient 
to meet current and anticipated housing needs.   As stated  in  the application,  it  is  the developer’s 
intent to provide a high‐quality living environment in close proximity to one of the County’s largest 
employers, as well as offering transportation to and from work, thereby dramatically reducing the 
transportation impact of the project and lessening the financial burden on its residents.  It is staff’s 
belief  that  the  proposed multi‐family  project  would  contribute  to  the mix  of  available  housing 
options in an area of the County deemed appropriate for urban uses, as set forth in Future Land Use 
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Element Policy FLU1.1.1. 

Compatibility 

The  requested  FLUM  amendment  appears  to  be  compatible with  the  development  trend  of  the 
surrounding area.  Future Land Use Element Objective FLU8.2 states that compatibility will continue 
to  be  the  fundamental  consideration  in  all  land  use  and  zoning  decisions, while  Policy  FLU8.2.1 
requires  land  use  changes  to  be  compatible  with  the  existing  development  pattern  and 
development trends in the area.  The nature of the proposed mixed‐use project is consistent with its 
location in proximity to Disney property, including the Flamingo Crossings hotel/retail development 
presently under construction immediately north of the subject site, as well as nearby development 
within the U.S. 192 Growth Center. It is the applicant’s intent that both the density and the massing 
and  scale  of  the  proposed  residential  and  commercial  components  of  the  project  will  offer  a 
consistent transition to development in the surrounding area.  

It is staff’s belief that the proposed mixed‐use project would contribute to the County’s larger goals 
of promoting compact urban  form consistent with  the County’s Growth Center Policies, providing 
for  a  range  of  living  options,  efficiently  using  existing  and  planned  infrastructure,  reducing  trip 
lengths,  and  providing  for  the  protection  of  environmentally‐sensitive  land.  Staff,  therefore, 
recommends adoption of this requested amendment. 

Division Comments: Environmental, Public Facilities and Services 

Environmental.  As stated in the application package, the subject property was included in the 2015 
update  to  the  original  1992  long‐term  environmental  permits  issued  to  the  Reedy  Creek 
Improvement  District  and  Disney‐owned  companies  governing  environmental  mitigation 
requirements for development of the property.  

The portion of  the  subject property  identified as  the  “west parcel”  contains  several  jurisdictional 
wetlands,  including portions of the W80.47, W80.46 and W‐FE wetlands.   A total of 32.76 acres of 
Class  I  wetlands  are  requested  in  this  application  to  be  identified  with  a  Conservation  overlay 
designation  in the Orange County Future Land Use Map; specifically those portions of W80.46 and 
W‐FE  included within  the western  parcel  boundary, which  coincide with  the  boundaries  of  Lake 
Britt.  

The central portion of W80.46 is classified by the National Wetlands Inventory as a PUBH Category 
wetland  (Palustrine‐Unconsolidated Bottom‐Permanently Flooded). The  remainder of W80.46 and 
W‐FE  are  classified  as  PAB3H  Category  wetlands  (Palustrine‐Aquatic  Bed‐Rooted  Vascular‐
Permanently Flooded).  

The wetland areas within the west parcel are subject to the following environmental permits:  

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit SAJ‐1991‐01901  (SP‐TSD)  issued on November 18, 2015, 
which addresses the approval to  impact certain ACOE  jurisdictional wetlands, as amended and 
modified.  

 South Florida Water Management District Conceptual permit 48‐00714‐P, modified on October 
19, 2015, which addressed  the approval  to  impact  certain  SFWMD  jurisdictional wetlands, as 
amended and modified.  

The application  further notes  that a  listed  species  survey was  conducted on  the  subject property 
during the update to the original 1992 long‐term environmental permits issued for Disney property. 
The subject properties are subject to the following environmental permits:  
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 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service permit (FWS Log No. 04EF1000‐2016‐F‐0025) issued on November 
4, 2015, which addresses the approval to take gopher tortoises and their burrows. 
 

 Florida  Fish  and Wildlife  Conservation  Commission  permit  (Permit  LSIT‐16‐00009)  issued  on 
August  9,  2016,  which  addresses  the  approval  to  take  Florida  burrowing  owl,  southeastern 
American kestrel, Florida sandhill crane, short‐tailed snake, Sherman’s fox squirrel, Florida pine 
snake, gopher frog, and the Florida mouse. 

 

 Florida  Fish  and Wildlife  Conservation  Commission  permit  (Permit  GTC‐17‐00024)  issued  on 
February  1, 2017,  is  related  to Gopher  Tortoise  conservation. An  amendment  to  the Gopher 
Tortoise Incidental Take Permit ORA‐268 was issued on February 3, 2017. An amendment to the 
Gopher Tortoise Incidental Take Permit OSC‐004 was also issued on February 3, 2017. 

 

 U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  permit  (FWS  Lo  No.  04EF1000‐2016‐F‐0025)  was  issued  on 
November 4, 2015, (Biological Opinion Sand Skink). 

The  environmental  comments  provided  by  the Orange  County  Environmental  Protection Division 
(EPD) state that the subject site may be subject to additional County review and approval processes.  
EPD notes that the property had a previous agricultural  land use that may have resulted  in soil or 
groundwater  contamination  due  to  spillage  of  petroleum  products,  fertilizers,  pesticides,  or 
herbicides.  Prior to platting, demolition, site clearing, grading, grubbing, or review of mass grading 
or  construction  plans,  the  applicant  shall  provide  documentation  to  EPD  and  the  Development 
Engineering Division  to  ensure  compliance with  Florida Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
(FDEP) Regulation 62‐777, Contaminant Cleanup Target Levels, and any other contaminant cleanup 
target levels found to apply during further investigations. 

EPD has further noted that per Conservation Element Policy C1.4.9, an upland buffer of a minimum 
of 25 feet  is recommended for all Class I, II, and III wetland systems unless scientific data dictate a 
larger or smaller buffer based on wetland function or local conditions.  

Transportation.    Under  the  subject  property’s  present  RCID‐Mixed  Use  and  RCID‐Mixed 
Use/Conservation  future  land  use  designations,  approximately  2,835  hotel  rooms  and  110,500 
square  feet of commercial  space could potentially be developed. The applicant  is now  requesting 
approval to develop a mixed‐use project within unincorporated Orange County featuring up to 2,600 
multi‐family  dwelling  units  and  150,000  square  feet  of  commercial  space.  The  Transportation 
Planning  Division  has  informed  staff  that  while  the  applicant  has  provided  a  traffic  analysis  in 
support  of  the  proposed  amendment,  the  trip  generation  calculations  could  not  be  verified.  A 
revised traffic study is, therefore, requested for review and approval by the Transportation Planning 
Division.  

The  Transportation  Planning Division’s  analysis of  existing  conditions  revealed  that based on  the 
Concurrency Management Database dated  June  7,  2017,  there  is one  failing  roadway within  the 
project’s  impact area.   Avalon Road  from US 192  to Seidel Road  is currently operating at Level of 
Service F, and there  is no available capacity. This segment  is planned  to be widened to  four  lanes 
and  is  included  in  the  County’s  Ten‐Year  Improvement  Plan.    Planned  or  programmed  roadway 
improvements within the project’s impact area are as follows: 

 Avalon Road – Planned roadway improvement to widen to four lanes from US 192 to SR 50. This 
project is included in the County’s ten‐year roadway program. 

 Hartzog  Road  –  This  roadway  is  planned  for  realignment  and  widening  to  four  lanes  from 
Flamingo Crossings Boulevard  to Avalon Road.   Roadway  improvements will be done by area 
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developers. 

The Hartzog  Road  Right‐of‐Way  Agreement was  approved  by  the  BCC  on  June  3,  2008,  and 
recorded  in  OR  Book/Page  9712/4850.   This  agreement  follows  two  prior  agreements  and 
realigns Hartzog Road through the Developer’s properties to CR 545 (Avalon Road) north of the 
previously‐contemplated  alignment.  Under  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the Developers will 
dedicate right‐of‐way for the realigned Hartzog Road, design the roadway for a four‐lane road, 
and then construct the first two lanes of the roadway.  Road impact fee credits will be provided 
for  the  design  and  construction  of  the  portion  of  the  road  beyond  the  first  two  lanes.   The 
owners  shall  also  receive  a  certain  number  of  vested  trips  for  participation  in  the  roadway 
agreement.  Currently the design  is complete; however, no right‐of‐way has been dedicated to 
date, and construction has not begun. 
 

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval by 
the Orange County Development Review Committee  (DRC), as well as an assessment of  roadway 
capacity constraints based on the County’s Transportation Concurrency Management System.   The 
developer will be required to mitigate any transportation deficiencies.  To ensure that there are no 
revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the land use will be noted on the 
County’s Future Land Use Map and/or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Plan.  

Utilities. The subject site lies within the Reedy Creek Improvement District’s (RCID’s) potable water, 
wastewater, and  reclaimed water  service areas.   As discussed  in  the application package, utilities 
installed by RCID are already in place to serve the east parcel, with water, sewer, reuse, electric, and 
data  lines  located  within  the  Flamingo  Crossings  Boulevard  right‐of‐way.    Concurrent  with  the 
project, RCID will construct an extension of Western Way from its current point of terminus west to 
intersect with Avalon  Road  (County  Road  545).    This  improvement will  provide  both  access  and 
utilities to serve the west parcel.  As noted previously, the existing Interlocal/Territorial Agreement 
between RCID and Orange County will be updated in conjunction with this proposed amendment to 
guarantee adequate utility service for the project.   

Schools. Per Orange County Public Schools  (OCPS),  the applicants must apply  for a  formal  school 
capacity  determination.  The  developer may  be  required  to  enter  into  a  Capacity  Enhancement 
Agreement (CEA) with the Orange County School Board.  

3. Policy References 

OBJ  FLU2.2  –  Orange  County  shall  develop,  adopt,  and  implement  mixed‐use  strategies  and 
incentives as part of its comprehensive plan and land development code efforts, including standards 
for  determining  consistency  with  the  Future  Land  Use  Map.  Other  objectives  of  mixed‐use 
development include reducing trip lengths, providing for diverse housing types, using infrastructure 
efficiently and promoting a sense of community. 

OBJ FLU8.2 – COMPATIBILITY. Compatibility will continue to be the fundamental consideration in all 
land  use  and  zoning  decisions.  For  purposes  of  this  objective,  the  following  polices  shall  guide 
regulatory decisions that involve differing land uses. 

OBJ H1.1 – The County will continue to support private sector housing production capacity sufficient 
to meet the housing needs of existing and future residents. 

OBJ C1.4 – Orange County shall protect  identified wetland areas and existing native wildlife  (flora 
and fauna) habitats by implementing the following policies. 
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FLU1.1.1 – Urban uses shall be concentrated within the Urban Service Area, except as specified for 
the Horizon West Village and Innovation Way Overlay (Scenario 5), Growth Centers, and to a limited 
extent, Rural Settlements. 

FLU1.1.2.A – The Future Land Use Map shall reflect the most appropriate maximum and minimum 
densities  for  residential development. Residential development  in Activity Centers and Mixed Use 
Corridors,  the Horizon West Village and  Innovation Way Overlay  (Scenario 5) and Growth Centers 
may  include  specific  provisions  for  maximum  and  minimum  densities.  The  densities  in  the 
International Drive Activity Center  shall be  those  indicated  in  the adopted Strategic Development 
Plan. 

FLU1.1.4.F – GROWTH CENTER(S) – Growth Centers are a Future Land Use designation implemented 
through Joint Planning Area agreements with an outside jurisdiction. These agreements provide at a 
minimum  that  the  County will  not  incur  initial  capital  costs  for  utilities. Orange  County  has  two 
Growth Centers – one in the northwest referred to as the Northwest Growth Center and one in the 
southeast referred to as Growth Center/Resort/PD. 

FLU1.4.1  –  Orange  County  shall  promote  a  range  of  living  environments  and  employment 
opportunities in order to achieve a stable and diversified population and community. 

FLU1.4.7  – Commercial  activity  larger  than  the Neighborhood  Center  size  shall be  limited  to  the 
Urban Service Area and Growth Centers. 

FLU7.4.1  –  Establishment  of  new  or  extensions  of  existing  Growth  Centers  shall  only  be 
accomplished  through:   amendment  to  the Comprehensive Plan pursuant  to Chapter 163, Florida 
Statutes;  and    as  part  of:    a  Joint  Planning  Area  agreement  that  is  consistent  with  the 
Intergovernmental  Coordination  Element  as  applicable  or  through  a  Service  agreement  between 
Orange County and a duly established Authority enabled to provided or secure an adequate level of 
urban public facilities and services to serve the use(s) for which the Authority  is responsible, or to 
enter into agreements with other service providers for the provision of all necessary public facilities 
and  services.  If  appropriate,  the  Joint  Planning Area  agreements  shall  define  the Growth  Center 
boundary and establish Future Land Use Map designations, infrastructure and utility provision, and 
development regulations. 

FLU7.4.4 – Urban  intensities shall be permitted  in designated Growth Centers when urban services 
are available  from other  sources as approved by Orange County,  consistent with  the appropriate 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  If services and facilities sufficient to maintain adopted  level of 
service standards are not available concurrent with the  impacts of development, the development 
will  be  phased  such  that  the  services  and  facilities  will  be  available  when  the  impacts  of 
development occur or the development orders and permits will be denied. 

FLU7.4.6  – Within  a Growth  Center,  all  new  development must  apply  for  Planned Development 
zoning, in order to specifically identify densities, intensities and mixture of land use. Additionally, all 
new development and substantial redevelopment in portions of Growth Centers located within the 
Wekiva Study Area shall adhere  to  the development standards adopted  to  implement  the Wekiva 
Parkway and Protection Act, Ch. 369, Part III, FS. 

 Such standards shall include, but are not limited to: additional stormwater treatment and retention 
(maintenance  of  water  quality  and  recharge);  enhanced  wastewater  treatment;  limitations  of 
certain allowed uses within the most vulnerable portions of the Study Area; subdivision standards; 
open space requirements; “smart growth” roadway design standards; parking lot design standards, 
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upland  habitat  protection,  and  such  other measures  as  required  to  protect  ground  and  surface 
water in the Wekiva Study Area. 

FLU8.2.1 – Land use changes shall be required to be compatible with the existing development and 
development  trend  in  the  area.  Performance  restrictions  and/or  conditions  may  be  placed  on 
property  through  the  appropriate  development  order  to  ensure  compatibility. No  restrictions  or 
conditions shall be placed on a Future Land Use Map change.  

C1.4.1  – Orange County  shall  continue  to  adopt  regulations  that protect  and  conserve wetlands. 
Such regulations shall include criteria for identifying the significance of wetlands.  

Class  I conservation areas shall mean  those wetland areas  that meet at  least one of  the  following 
criteria: 

A. Any wetland of any size that has a hydrological connection to natural surface water bodies or 
Floridan aquifer; or  

B. Any wetland of any size that is within a lake littoral zone; or  

C. Any large isolated uninterrupted wetlands forty (40) acres or larger; or 

D. Any wetland of any size that provides critical habitat for federal and/or state listed threatened 
or endangered species.  

Class II conservation areas shall mean those wetland areas that meet any of the following criteria: 

A. Consist of isolated wetlands or formerly isolated wetlands that by way of man's activities have 
been directly connected to other surface water drainage; and are greater than or equal to five 
(5) acres; or 

B. Are less than 40 acres and do not otherwise qualify as a Class I conservation area.  

Class III conservation areas shall mean those wetland areas that meet all of the following criteria: 

A. Isolated wetlands  less than five  (5) acres; and do not otherwise qualify as a Class  I or Class  II 
conservation area. Stormwater ponds are not considered conservation areas. 

The removal, alteration or encroachment within a Class I Conservation Area shall be allowed only in 
cases where no other feasible or practical alternatives exist that will permit a reasonable use of the 
land  or where  there  is  an  overriding  public  benefit.  The  protection,  preservation  and  continuing 
viability  of  Class  I  conservation  areas  shall  be  the  prime  objective  of  the  basis  for  review  of  all 
proposed alterations, modifications, or removal of these areas.  

Removal,  encroachment  or  alteration  for  Class  II  conservation  areas  should  be  presumed  to  be 
allowed  unless  removal,  encroachment  or  alteration  is  contrary  to  the  public  interest.  Removal, 
encroachment or alteration may be allowed in Class III conservation areas. 

When  encroachment,  alteration  or  removal  of  a  conservation  area  is  permitted,  habitat 
compensation or mitigation as a condition of development approval shall be required. The basis for 
mitigation shall be determined by using UMAM as the sole basis for evaluation. In the case where a 
mitigation bank has not been awarded credits using UMAM, the mitigation shall be no less than the 
following: 

Class  I  conservation  areas:  case  by  case  basis,  but  not  less  stringent  than  the  mitigation 
requirements for Class II conservation areas.  

Class II conservation areas: 
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A. Freshwater marshes and wet prairies – 1.5:1. 

B. Cypress wetlands – 2.0:1. 

C. Hydric hammocks, bayheads, and mixed hardwood swamps – 2.5:1. 

Class III conservation areas: 1:1.  

For off‐site, unlike, or other mitigation proposals, ratios shall be determined on a case‐by‐case basis. 
The regulation shall stipulate that the following types of mitigation shall be given priority: 

A. Restoration of non‐functional wetlands; 

B. Off‐site preservation of wetland and upland systems; 

C. Creation of type‐for‐type mitigation areas adjacent to preserved Class I Conservation Areas or 
that connect Class I, II and/or III conservation areas; and, 

D. Creation of type‐for‐type mitigation areas. 
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Site Visit Photos  

Subject Site – West Parcel  Subject Site – West Parcel 

Subject Site – East Parcel  Subject Site – East Parcel 

   

North of Subject Site  North of Subject Site 
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South of Subject Site  South of Subject Site 

East of Subject Site  West of Subject Site 
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 

 

Notification Area:            
1,500 feet plus 
neighborhood and 
homeowners’ 
associations within a 
one‐mile radius of the 
subject site 

20 notices sent 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for 
this proposal: 

  Project Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome 
Request: Rural Settlement 1/5 (RS 1/5) – 1 dwelling unit per acre to 
Rural Settlement Low Density (RSLD 2/1) – 2 dwelling units per acre 

 

Community meeting 
held April 5, 2017, with 
35 members of the 
public in attendance. 

Negative ‐ Participants 
expressed concern about 
protection of the 
character of the Rural 
Settlement, future 
requests for the RSLD 2/1 
designation, area‐wide 
traffic, and potential 
environmental impacts. 

Proposed Development Program: Up to 316 single‐family dwelling 
units. 

  Staff Report  Recommend Denial 
Public Facilities and Services: Please see the Public Facilities Analysis 
Appendix for specific analysis of each public facility.  

Environmental: There are wetlands and surface waters on the subject 
site.  The property is also located within the Wekiva Study Area, in 
which additional environmental regulations apply. 

The Vista Landfill and Orange County Transfer Station #2 are located 
within one mile of the property boundary. The applicant/owner has 
an obligation to expressly notify potential purchasers, builders, and/or 
tenants of this development, through the appropriate mechanism, of 
the proximity of solid waste management facilities.  

Schools:  The applicant must apply for a formal school capacity 
determination.   The developer may be required to enter into a 
Capacity Enhancement Agreement (CEA) with the School Board. 

 
LPA Transmittal 
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Denial (8‐0) 

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

  State Agency Comments  August 2017 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017 

  BCC Adoption   November 14, 2017  

Concurrent Rezoning:  A rezoning to PD (Planned Development 
District) will be required.  If this proposed amendment is transmitted, 
it is expected that a concurrent PD rezoning request will be 
considered during the adoption public hearing stage. 

Applicant/Owner:  
Jim Cooper for CLRM 
Investment Co. 

Location: 100 E. McCormick 
Road., 44 W. McCormick 
Road, and 9201 Trout Lake 
Road; Generally located 
south of E. McCormick Road, 
west of N. Apopka‐Vineland 
Road., and north of 
Clarcona‐Ocoee Road. 

Existing Use:  Single‐family 
residence, airstrip, and 
hangar (Carter Airport) 

Parcel ID Numbers:  
33‐21‐28‐0000‐00‐007/020 
and 34‐21‐28‐0000‐00‐022 

Tract Size: 212.30 gross/ 
158.10 net developable 
acres 
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SITE AERIAL  
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AREA MAP 
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FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ CURRENT               

 

FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ PROPOSED               

Current Future Land 
Use Designation 

Rural Settlement 1/5   
(RS 1/5) 

Special Area 
Information 
Rural Settlement:  
Clarcona Rural 
Settlement 
 
Wekiva Study Area 
 
JPA: N/A 
 
Overlay District: N/A 

Airport Noise Zone: 
N/A 

Proposed Future 
Land Use 
Designation  

Rural Settlement Low 
Density  
(RSLD 2/1) 
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ZONING           

 

 

Current Zoning:
A‐1 (Citrus Rural 
District) 

Existing Uses 
N: New Destiny 
Christian Center, 
Orange County 
Northwest Water 
Reclamation Facility, 
West Orange Trail, 
and undeveloped 
land  
S:  West Orange Trail 
Apopka‐Vineland 
Outpost, Chua Bao 
An Buddhist Temple, 
Forest Trails (single‐
family residential 
subdivision), and 
undeveloped land 
E:  West Orange 
Trail, Clarcona 
Community Center, 
single‐family homes, 
and undeveloped 
land 
W:  Single‐family 
homes and Trout 
Lake
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Staff Recommendation  

Make  a  finding  of  inconsistency  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan  (see  Future  Land  Use  Goal  FLU6, 
Objectives FLU6.2 and FLU8.2, and Policies FLU6.2.2, FLU6.2.5, FLU6.2.7, FLU6.2.8, FLU6.2.15, FLU6.6.8, 
and  FLU8.2.1),  determine  that  the  amendment  is  not  in  compliance,  and  recommend  DENIAL  of 
Amendment 2017‐2‐A‐2‐2, Rural Settlement 1/5 (RS 1/5) to Rural Settlement Low Density (RSLD 2/1). 

Analysis 

1. Background & Development Program  

Proposed Future Land Use Map Amendment:   The applicant,  Jim Cooper,  is requesting to change 
the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designation of the 212.3‐acre subject property—located within the 
Clarcona Rural Settlement, the County’s Rural Service Area, and the Wekiva Study Area—from Rural 
Settlement 1/5 (RS 1/5), with an associated maximum density of one dwelling unit per five acres, to 
Rural Settlement Low Density (RSLD 2/1), with a permitted maximum density of two dwelling units 
per  acre.    The  property,  comprised  of  158.1  upland  acres  and  54.2  acres  of  surface water  and 
wetlands, is the site of a single‐family home and an airstrip and hangar, historically known as Carter 
Airport. 

The  applicant  is  seeking  the  RSLD  2/1  designation  to  allow  for  the  development  of  a  cluster 
subdivision  featuring  up  to  316  single‐family  dwelling  units,  in  accordance  with  the  County’s 
Comprhensive Plan policies pertaining  to  residential development within Rural Settlements  in  the 
Wekiva Study Area.  As stipulated in Open Space Element Policy OS1.3.6, a proposed project with a 
density exceeding one dwelling unit per acre on a Rural Settlement‐designated site with an overall 
size greater  than 100 acres  is  subject  to a permanently‐protected open  space  requirement of 70 
percent  or  greater.    Per Open  Space  Element  Policy OS1.3.4,  all  new  residential  subdivisions  or 
developments  located entirely or partially  in the Wekiva Study Area are required to cluster to the 
maximum extent feasible to preserve open space which, as mandated in Open Space Element Policy 
OS1.3.2,  shall  exclude water  bodies, wetlands,  residential  lots,  street  rights‐of‐way,  parking  lots, 
impervious  surfaces,  and  active  recreation  areas. Minimum  required  open  space may,  however, 
include permeable stormwater management areas using Best Management Practices.  The minimum 
required  quantity  of  open  space  within  a  development  site  shall  be  calculated  over  the  net 
developable area of a parcel, defined as the total area of a parcel  less wetlands and natural water 
bodies.  Non‐developable  areas,  including wetlands  and  natural water  bodies,  are  recognized  as 
protected features but shall not be credited toward the minimum open space requirement.  

As  stated  in  the application package, 47.4  (or 30 percent) of  the  subject property’s 158.1 upland 
acres  are  proposed  for  residential  development,  with  the  remaining  70  percent  intended  for 
preservation  as  permanently‐protected  open  space.    The  applicant  is  seeking  to  cluster  the 
residential  lots  internally, with  the  existing  tree  canopy  and onsite wetlands  and water bodies—
shown on  the aerial photograph—intended  to serve as a natural buffer between adjacent parcels 
within  the  Clarcona  Rural  Settlement,  characterized  by  low‐density  residential  development, 
agricultural  activity,  and  institutional  and  recreational  uses.    As  noted  above,  the  applicant  is 
proposing  a  316‐unit  residential  subdivision,  with  this  requested  unit  count  derived  via  the 
application of Policy OS1.3.4, which establishes that clustering is intended to be density neutral and 
that lot sizes may be adjusted as needed to accommodate preserved open space.  Per this “density 
neutral” concept, the desired RSLD 2/1 designation would yield a maximum of 316 units (158.1 net 
acres x 2 dwelling units per acre).   However, the employment of the clustering mechanism on the 
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47.4 acres would result in an anticipated internal density of 6.67 dwelling units per acre (316 units / 
47.4 acres). 

As the proposed project entails the development of more than 25 residential units, the rezoning of 
the property to PD (Planned Development District) shall be required, pursuant to Future Land Use 
Element Policy  FLU6.2.4.   Although  a  rezoning  application has not been  submitted  to date,  staff 
anticipates that if this requested amendment is transmitted to the Florida Department of Economic 
Opportunity  (DEO),  a  concurrent  PD  rezoning  petition will  be  considered  during  the  subsequent 
adoption public hearing stage. 

Property  and Area Description: As  illustrated on  the  attached  area map,  the  subject property  is 
situated  in  the  center  of  the  Clarcona  Rural  Settlement,  an  area  characterized  by  a mix  of  low‐
intensity residential development, agricultural activity, and recreational and institutional uses, and is 
located within the County’s Rural Service Area.  The property is bordered to the north by the Orange 
County Northwest Water Reclamation  Facility,  the West Orange  Trail,  the New Destiny  Christian 
Center, and undeveloped  land.   The West Orange Trail also adjoins  the site  to  the east, as do  the 
Clarcona  Community  Center,  single‐family  homesites,  and  undeveloped  land.    Single‐family 
homesites abut the site to the west, as do Trout Lake and associated wetlands.  To the east lie the 
Chua Bao An Buddhist Temple and the West Orange Trail.  As depicted on the existing and proposed 
Future  Land  Use Maps,  these  surrounding  properties  possess  the  low‐intensity  future  land  use 
designations of Rural Settlement 1/5, Rural Settlement 1/2  (one dwelling unit per  two acres), and 
Rural Settlement 1/1 (one dwelling unit per acre), with the exception of six residential homesites on 
the east side of N. Apopka Vineland Road with a Low Density Residential (up to four dwelling units 
per acre) classification that predates the July 1, 1991, adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. 

In addition to the Chua Bao An Buddhist Temple and the West Orange Trail, the subject property is 
bounded to the south by Forest Trails, a 136‐lot single‐family residential subdivision within the City 
of Ocoee.  This development possesses a City future land use designation of Low Density Residential, 
with  a  maximum  density  of  up  to  four  dwelling  units  per  acre,  and  a  corresponding  zoning 
classification of R‐1AA  (Single‐Family Dwelling District).    In  the  application package,  the  applicant 
asserts that the proposed RSLD 2/1 designation would offer a transition in land use density from the 
very low densities found in the Clarcona Rural Settlement to the urban densities found in the City of 
Ocoee.   Staff believes, though, that the proposed 316‐unit residential subdivision, with an  internal 
project density of up to 6.67 dwelling units per acre, is even more intense than Forest Trails, despite 
the  adherence  to  the Wekiva  Study  Area  open  space  requirements.    Staff  further  notes  that  a 
density  of  6.67  dwelling  units  per  acre  is  associated  with  the  County’s  Low‐Medium  Density 
Residential (LMDR) future  land use designation, with a maximum allowable density of ten dwelling 
units per acre.  This category is permitted only within the County’s Urban Service Area, pursuant to 
Future  Land  Use  Element  Policy  FLU1.1.2(B),  rather  than  the  Rural  Service  Area,  in  which  the 
subject property is situated. 

Other Information: The Orange County Environmental Protection Division (EPD) has  informed staff 
that the subject property has had the prior land uses of agricultural timber and an airplane landing 
strip  that may  have  resulted  in  soil  or  groundwater  contamination  due  to  spillage  of  petroleum 
products, fertilizer, pesticides or herbicides. Prior to the earlier of platting, demolition, site clearing, 
grading, grubbing, review of mass grading or construction plans, the applicant shall provide EPD and 
the  Development  Engineering  Division  with  documentation  to  ensure  compliance  with  Florida 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (FDEP)  Regulation  62‐777  Contaminant  Cleanup  Target 
Levels,  and  any  other  contaminant  cleanup  target  levels  found  to  apply  during  further 
investigations. 
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EPD has  further  informed  staff  that  the Vista  Landfill and Orange County Transfer Station #2 are 
located within  one mile  northwest  of  the  subject  site.  The  applicant/owner  has  an  obligation  to 
expressly  notify  potential  purchasers,  builders,  and/or  tenants  of  this  development,  through  the 
appropriate mechanism,  including  a  conspicuous  note  on  the  plat  and/or  a  recorded  restrictive 
covenant, as applicable, of the proximity of solid waste management  facilities.   This notification  is 
required, as the County shall not support the siting of developments at urban residential densities 
that would be adversely impacted by existing solid waste management activities.  

2. Project Analysis  

Consistency  
The requested FLUM amendment appears to be inconsistent with the applicable Goals, Objectives, 
and Policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

As  discussed  previously,  the  subject  property  is  situated  in  the  center  of  the  Clarcona  Rural 
Settlement,  an  area  characterized by  a mix of  low‐intensity  residential  development,  agricultural 
activity, and  recreational and  institutional uses.   Future  Land Use Element Goal FLU6 directs  the 
County to conserve rural assets and values, including Rural Settlements.  Objective FLU6.2 supports 
the conservation of rural assets and values within Rural Settlements by recognizing and preserving 
existing  development  patterns  and  providing  for  a  rural  residential  lifestyle.  Staff  notes  that  the 
Clarcona  Rural  Settlement  is  among  a  group  of  five  Rural  Settlements  designated  in  the 
Comprehensive Plan for heightened preservation efforts.  Future Land Use Element Policy FLU6.2.2 
mandates  that every effort shall be made to preserve the existing character of the Clarcona Rural 
Settlement as part of Orange County’s heritage and historic preservation.   Staff believes  that  the 
adoption of the proposed RSLD 2/1 future land use designation and the subsequent development of 
a 316‐unit residential subdivision on the subject site would not be in keeping with the character and 
history  of  the  Rural  Settlement.    Rather,  as  noted  earlier,  it would  result  in  an  internal  project 
density—up  to  6.67  dwelling  units  per  acre  on  47.4  upland  acres—associated  with  suburban 
residential  activity  in  the Urban  Service Area under  the  Low‐Medium Density Residential  (LMDR) 
future land use classification.   

Residential density  is among the tools utilized by the County to preserve a community’s character 
and  history.    In  general,  the  highest  residential  density  allowed  in  Orange  County’s  Rural 
Settlements is one dwelling unit per acre, corresponding to the Rural Settlement 1/1 (RS 1/1) Future 
Land Use Map designation,  a  classification prevalent  in  the Clarcona Rural  Settlement. The Rural 
Settlement Low Density  (RSLD) FLUM designation  is an exception, allowing  for up  to  two dwelling 
units per acre  (2 du/ac) under  limited  circumstances, as established  in Future  Land Use Element 
Policies FLU6.2.15 and FLU6.2.7. 

Policy FLU6.2.15 specifies that residential development in a Rural Settlement may be permitted at a 
density of up to two (2) dwelling units per acre in limited areas that are adjacent to higher density or 
intensity urban development  located  in adjacent municipal  jurisdictions,  in which case  site design 
standards  shall  be  provided  to  ensure  compatibility with  the  Rural  Settlement.  This  provision  is 
intended to serve as a buffer and transition. Per Policy FLU6.2.15, adjacency requires a minimum of 
25 percent contiguity with the abutting municipality. Staff acknowledges that the 212.3‐acre subject 
site meets the contiguity requirement of this policy, with approximately 3,700 feet of contiguity with 
the City of Ocoee  to  the  south, out of  a  total perimeter  length of  approximately 14,500  feet, or 
about 25.5 percent contiguity.  (The contiguous portion within Trout Lake was not counted, due to 
its status as submerged land.)  However, development under the RSLD 2/1 designation, as currently 
proposed, would not serve as a buffer and transition.   As stated previously, the proposed 316‐unit 
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residential subdivision, with an internal project density of up to 6.67 dwelling units per acre on 47.4 
upland acres, is even more intense than the neighboring Forest Trails subdivision within the City of 
Ocoee, developed  at  a density of  four dwelling units per  acre.   Despite  the  applicant’s  intent  to 
cluster  the units  internally within  the site, adhere  to  the minimum 70 percent Wekiva Study Area 
open  space  requirement,  and preserve  the existing  tree  canopy and wetlands,  the project would 
ultimately result in a step up in density from the Forest Trails development to the south and an even 
more abrupt and inappropriate increase in density between the neighboring Rural Settlement 1/5‐, 
Rural Settlement 1/2‐, and Rural Settlement 1/1‐classified parcels to the north, east, and west. 

Staff  also  finds  the  proposed  amendment  inconsistent  with  Future  Land  Use  Element  Policy 
FLU6.2.8, which states that amendments to residential densities of the Rural Settlements shall not 
allow residential development to exceed one dwelling unit per acre, except as provided for in Future 
Land Use Element Policy FLU6.2.7.   FLU6.2.7 specifies  that with  the exception of  land designated 
Low Density Residential and Low‐Medium Density Residential on  the Future Land Use Map within 
the  Rural  Settlement  at  the  time  of  plan  adoption,  additional  land  designated  Low  Density 
Residential  shall  not  be  permitted  in  Rural  Settlements,  except  for  County‐certified  affordable 
housing  projects  that  are  rural  in  character  and  meet  the  Small‐Scale  Future  Land  Use  Map 
Amendment criteria and requirements.   All other amendments to residential densities of the Rural 
Settlement  shall  not  allow  residential  development  to  exceed  one  dwelling  unit  per  acre.  Staff 
emphasizes that the applicant  is requesting a  large‐scale amendment to the Future Land Use Map, 
as the 212.3‐acre site far exceeds the 9.99‐acre limitation for a small‐scale application, and that he is 
not seeking  to develop a residential community  that meets  the County’s criteria  for an affordable 
housing project. 

Lastly,  staff  finds  this  application  inconsistent with  Future  Land  Element  Policy  FLU6.6.8, which 
establishes that  land uses within the Rural Service Area portion of the Wekiva Study Area shall be 
limited  to  very  low  and  low  intensity uses  to  the greatest extent possible. Existing  land uses  are 
recognized, but density and intensity shall not be increased through a future land use change unless 
there is substantial evidence that the change will satisfy a demonstrated need in the community or 
area.    Any  petitioner  for  a  Future  Land  Use  Map  amendment  must  submit  documentation 
substantiating that a particular need exists  in the community or area  in which the change  is being 
proposed, with  the documentation  clearly  identifying  the particular need and describing how  the 
proposed  change  is  anticipated  to  satisfy  that  need.    Although  the  applicant  addresses  Policy 
FLU6.6.8  in  the  amendment  justification  statement,  writing  that  the  Orlando  Economic 
Development Commission’s Demographic Summary for Orange County reflects a 9 percent increase 
in population County‐wide  and  an  average 9.6 percent  increase  in owner‐occupied housing units 
from 2013‐2018.  In order to continue keeping pace with the growing population in the County and 
encourage high‐quality, owner‐occupied housing, it is necessary to continually evaluate land suitable 
for single‐family residential development. The applicant adds that the subject property is in an ideal 
location to further this goal while remaining sensitive to the rural nature of the area to the east and 
north  through  a  high  degree  of  open  space  preservation  and  a  transitional  density  between  the 
urban  land  uses  in  the  City  of Ocoee  to  the  low  density  Clarcona  Rural  Settlement.  Staff  again 
asserts, though, that a 316‐unit subdivision with an internal density of up to 6.67 dwelling units per 
acre  on  47.4  upland  acres would  not  result  in  a  gradual  transition  between  urban  development 
activity  in  the  City  of  Ocoee  and  low‐intensity  land  uses  in  the  Rural  Settlement.  Staff  further 
emphasizes that the proposed project does not meet the  intent of the first sentence of the policy, 
despite  to  the  commitment  to  the  preservation  of  open  space  and  the  protection  of  the  onsite 
wetlands and tree canopy.   While staff does not believe that residential uses are  inappropriate for 
the site, the requested RSLD 2/1 designation is simply too intense for the area in question. 
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Compatibility 

The requested Future Land Use Map Amendment appears to be incompatible with the development 
pattern  of  the  surrounding  area.    Future  Land  Use  Element  Objective  FLU8.2  states  that 
compatibility will continue to be the fundamental consideration in all land use and zoning decisions, 
while Policy FLU8.2.1  requires  land use  changes  to be  compatible with  the existing development 
and development trend in the area.  Staff further finds the proposed amendment inconsistent with 
Future  Land  Use  Element  Policy  FLU6.2.5,  which  establishes  that  the  permitted  densities  and 
intensities of  land uses within the Rural Settlements shall maintain their rural character. Factors to 
be  considered  shall  include  lot  size,  open  space  and  views,  tree  canopy,  building  location  and 
orientation, and compatibility with existing land uses. 

As  discussed  previously,  staff  does  not  object  to  the  redevelopment  of  the  212.3‐acre  site  for  a 
residential community, provided  it  is comparable  in density and character to existing development 
within  the  Clarcona  Rural  Settlement.    However,  staff  views  the  proposed  316‐unit  residential 
subdivision, with an  internal project density of up  to 6.67 dwelling units per acre on 47.4 upland 
acres, as incompatible with the rural character and  low‐intensity development pattern of the Rural 
Settlement.   Despite the applicant’s  intent to cluster the units, adhere to the minimum 70 percent 
Wekiva Study Area open space requirement, and preserve  the existing  tree canopy and wetlands, 
the project would ultimately result in an abrupt and inappropriate increase in density between the 
neighboring  Rural  Settlement  1/5‐,  Rural  Settlement  1/2‐,  and  Rural  Settlement  1/1‐classified 
parcels to the north, east, and west. 

It  is  staff’s  belief  that  adoption  of  the  requested  Future  Land  Use  Map  Amendment  and  the 
subsequent  approval  of  a  PD  rezoning  application  would  result  in  the  creation  of  a  suburban 
community that, while suitable for a site within the County’s Urban Service Area, could ultimately 
erode  the character of  the  tranquil Rural Settlement.   Staff,  therefore, recommends denial of  this 
amendment application. 

Public Facilities and Services 

Environmental. There are wetlands and surface waters  located onsite,  including Lake Bream and a 
portion of Trout Lake. Prior to development approvals, the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) 
will  require  a  completed  Conservation  Area  Determination  (CAD),  and  if  encroachments  are 
proposed, a Conservation Area  Impact  (CAI) Permit, consistent with Orange County Code Chapter 
15, Article X, Wetland Conservation Areas.  Approval of this request does not authorize any direct or 
indirect impacts to conservation areas or protective buffers. 

Until wetland permitting is complete, the net developable acreage is only an approximation. The net 
developable  acreage  is  the  gross  acreage  less  the  wetlands  and  surface  waters  acreage.  The 
buildable area  is  the net developable  acreage  less protective buffer areas,  if  required  to prevent 
adverse  secondary  impacts.  The  applicant  is  advised not  to make  financial  decisions based upon 
development  within  the  wetland  or  the  upland  protective  buffer  areas.  Any  plan  showing 
development  in  such  areas without Orange County  and other  jurisdictional  governmental  agency 
wetland permits  is speculative and may not be approved. This  land use map amendment does not 
guarantee density or intensity based upon assumed conservation area impacts. 

Density and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculations are determined by dividing the total number of units 
and  the  square  footage  by  the  net  developable  area.  In  order  to  include  Class  I,  II,  and  III 
conservation  areas  in  the  density  and  FAR  calculations,  the  parcels  shall  have  an  approved 
Conservation Area Determination  (CAD)  and  an  approved Conservation Area  Impact  (CAI) permit 
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from  the  Orange  County  Environmental  Protection  Division.  Please  reference  Future  Land  Use 
Element Policy FLU1.1.2 C of the Comprehensive Plan. 

The removal, alteration or encroachment within a Class I Conservation Area shall only be allowed in 
cases where  no  other  feasible  or  practical  alternatives  exist,  impacts  are  unavoidable  to  allow  a 
reasonable use of the land, or where there is an overriding public benefit, as determined before the 
Orange County Board of County Commissioners. 

The Normal High Water Elevation (NHWE) of Trout Lake was established at 63.93 feet NAVD 88  in 
the Lake Index of Orange County. The NHWE for Lake Bream needs to be established. Clearly  label 
and indicate the NHWE of the lakes on all development plans or permit applications, in addition to 
any wetland and setback lines. 

Development of the subject properties shall comply with all state and federal regulations regarding 
wildlife or plants listed as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern. The Ecological Site 
Assessment conducted by Modica & Associates  in February 2017 reported the presence of gopher 
tortoises onsite.   The applicant  shall obtain any  required habitat permits  from  the  Florida Fish & 
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). 

This  site  is  located  within  the Wekiva  Study  Area,  as  established  by  the Wekiva  Parkway  and 
Protection  Act,  Section  369.316  F.S.    Additional  environmental  regulations  apply.  These 
requirements may  further  reduce  the  total net developable acreage. Regulations  include, but are 
not  limited  to,  septic  tank  criteria,  open  space  requirements,  stormwater  treatment,  upland 
preservation,  setbacks  related  to  karst  features  and  the watershed,  and  aquifer  vulnerability.  In 
addition to the state regulations, local policies are established in the Orange County Comprehensive 
Plan, including Objective FLU6.6, Wekiva, and the related policies. 

The  subject properties had prior  land uses  (agricultural  timber and an airplane  landing  strip)  that 
may  have  resulted  in  soil  or  groundwater  contamination  due  to  spillage  of  petroleum  products, 
fertilizer, pesticides or herbicides. Prior to the earlier of platting, demolition, site clearing, grading, 
grubbing, review of mass grading or construction plans, the applicant shall provide documentation 
to ensure compliance with  the Florida Department of Environmental Protection  (FDEP) Regulation 
62‐777 Contaminant Cleanup Target Levels, and any other contaminant cleanup target levels found 
to  apply  during  further  investigations,  to  the  Orange  County  Environmental  Protection  Division 
(EPD) and the Development Engineering (DE) Division. 

The Vista Landfill and Orange County Transfer Station #2 are  located within one mile northwest of 
the  property  boundary.  The  applicant/owner  has  an  affirmative  obligation  to  expressly  notify 
potential  purchasers,  builders,  and/or  tenants  of  this  development,  through  the  appropriate 
mechanism,  including  a  conspicuous  note  on  the  plat  and/or  a  recorded  restrictive  covenant,  as 
applicable, of the proximity of solid waste management facilities.  This notification is required, since 
the County shall not support the siting of developments at urban residential densities that would be 
adversely impacted by existing solid waste management activities.   Please reference Orange County 
Comprehensive Plan, Solid Waste Element, Policy SW1.7.4. 

Transportation. The Transportation Planning Division has  informed  staff  that development of  the 
site  for 31 single‐family homes under  its current Rural Settlement 1/5  future  land use designation 
would  generate  37  p.m.  peak  hour  trips, while  the  proposed  development  of  316  single‐family 
homes under  the requested Rural Settlement Low Density  (RSLD 2/1) designation would generate 
297 new p.m. peak hour trips, resulting in a net increase of 260 p.m. peak hour trips. 
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Per Transportation Planning, N. Apopka‐Vineland Road  is planned to be widened  from A. D. Mims 
Road  to  Keene  Road.    This  project  is  included  in  the  County’s  ten‐year  roadway  program.    In 
addition, Clarcona Road is planned to be widened to four lanes from Clarcona‐Ocoee Road to Keene 
Road.  This project is also included in the County’s ten‐year roadway program.  

Based on Transportation Planning’s analysis of existing conditions, all roadway segments currently 
operate at an acceptable level of service.  Analysis of the short term or interim Year 2022 conditions 
indicates that all roadways within the project’s  impact area will continue to operate at acceptable 
level of service conditions, with the exception of segments of N. Apopka‐Vineland Road  from A.D. 
Mims Road to Clarcona‐Ocoee Road and Clarcona Road from Clarcona‐Ocoee Road to Keene Road. 

By  the  Comprehensive Plan  horizon  year  of  2030,  the  deficient  segments  of Apopka‐Vineland 
Road and Clarcona Road will be  improved as a result of the planned roadway  improvements 
to widen these segments to  four  lanes. However,  it  is anticipated that deficiencies will exist 
on Ocoee‐Apopka Road from West Road to Binion Road. 

Transportation  Planning  has  noted  that  the  dedication  of  right‐of‐way may  be  required.   At  this 
time, there are no road agreements associated with the subject property on file. 

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval 
from  the  County’s Development Review Committee  (DRC), as well as an assessment of  roadway 
capacity constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System. The applicant 
will be  required  to mitigate any deficiencies  that may  result  from  the proposed development and 
enter into a proportionate share agreement with the County’s Road Agreement Committee prior to 
obtaining an approved Capacity Encumbrance Letter and building permit. To ensure that there are 
no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the  land use will be noted on 
the County’s Future Land Use Map and/or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Plan. 

Utilities.  The  subject  site  is  located  in  the  Orange  County  Utilities’  (OCU’s)  potable  water, 
wastewater,  and  reclaimed  water  service  areas.  OCU  has  sufficient  plant  capacity  to  serve  the 
amendment. 

Schools.  Per Orange County  Public  Schools  (OCPS),  the  applicant must  apply  for  a  formal  school 
capacity  determination.  The  developer may  be  required  to  enter  into  a  Capacity  Enhancement 
Agreement (CEA) with the Orange County School Board. 

3. Policy References  

GOAL  FLU6  PROTECTION  OF  RURAL  LAND  RESOURCES  AND  OTHER  ASSETS.  The  County  will 
manage  land uses within  the Rural  Service Area,  including  agricultural  lands,  environmental  land 
including the Wekiva Area, historic resources and Rural Settlements, so as to conserve these assets 
and their values. 

OBJ FLU6.2 RURAL SETTLEMENTS. Rural Settlements provide for a rural residential lifestyle. In some 
instances, Rural  Settlements  allow  a  transition of  rural  areas  adjacent  to  the Urban  Service Area 
while  avoiding  development  in  active  agricultural  areas.  Rural  Settlements  were  intended  to 
recognize and preserve existing development patterns at the time the CP was adopted in 1991. The 
creation of Rural Settlements recognized the need to maintain agricultural areas and rural uses  in 
the Rural Service Area, while providing for rural communities. 

FLU6.2.2 – Every effort shall be made to preserve the existing character of the Tangerine, Clarcona, 
Christmas, Zellwood, and Gotha rural settlements as part of Orange County's heritage and historic 
preservation.  Rural  Settlements may  be  designated  as  Preservation Districts  for  the  purposes  of 
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municipal annexation pursuant to the Orange County Charter, Article V. 

FLU6.2.5 – The permitted densities and  intensities of  land use within  the Rural Settlements  shall 
maintain their rural character. Factors to be considered shall include lot size, open space and views, 
tree canopy, building location and orientation, and compatibility with existing land uses. Density and 
Floor Area Ratio  (FAR)  calculation  shall be defined  as  the  language  specified  in  Future  Land Use 
Element Policy FLU1.1.2(C). 

FLU6.2.7  – With the exception of land designated Low Density and Low‐Medium Density Residential 
on  the Future Land Use Map within  the Rural Settlement at  the  time of plan adoption, additional 
land  designated  Low  Density  Residential  shall  not  be  permitted  in  Rural  Settlements  except  for 
County  certified affordable housing projects  that are  rural  in  character and meet  the Small Scale 
FLUM  criteria  and  requirements.  All  other  amendments  to  residential  densities  of  the  Rural 
Settlement shall not allow residential development to exceed one (1) dwelling unit per acre. 

FLU6.2.8 – Amendments to residential densities of the Rural Settlements shall not allow residential 
development to exceed 1 DU/Acre except as provided for in Future Land Use Policy FLU6.2.7. 

FLU6.2.15    – Residential  development  in  a  Rural  Settlement  may  be  permitted  up  to  two  (2) 
dwelling  units  per  acre  in  limited  areas  that  are  adjacent  to  higher  density  or  intensity  urban 
development  located  in  adjacent  municipal  jurisdictions,  provided  site  design  standards  are 
provided to ensure compatibility with the Rural Settlement. This provision is intended to serve as a 
buffer and transition. The Future Land Use designation of Rural Settlement Low Density Residential 
shall be restricted to no more than 2 DU/AC. Parcels greater than 25 Acres must be approved as a 
PD. Higher density shall only be considered if existing or vested development. Adjacency requires a 
minimum of 25%  contiguity.  Such  increased density  shall not be  an  impetus  for  the provision of 
central services within Rural Settlements. 

FLU6.6.8 – Land uses within the Rural Service Area portion of the Wekiva Study Area shall be limited 
to very low and low intensity uses to the greatest extent possible. Existing land uses are recognized 
but density and  intensity  shall not be  increased  through a  future  land use change unless  there  is 
substantial evidence that the change will satisfy a demonstrated need in the community or area. 

   Any petitioner  for a  future  land use map amendment must  submit documentation  substantiating 
that a particular need exists  in the community or area  in which the change  is being proposed. This 
documentation  shall  clearly  identify  the  particular  need  and  clearly  describe  how  the  proposed 
change is anticipated to satisfy that need. 

   Evidence and documentation indicating need and indicating that the proposed development would 
satisfy  that  need  must  be  submitted  from  a  third  party  objective  source.  In  preparing  such 
documentation,  the  petitioner  shall  keep  in  mind  that  market  demand  does  not  necessarily 
constitute need. 

   The following evaluation factors shall be used to determine consistency with this policy.   To ensure 
environmental  protection,  projects  shall  identify whether  a  site  is  located  in  an  environmentally 
sensitive area and whether  locations  in areas of  lower vulnerability or areas that already allow the 
proposed land use are not available within a reasonable distance. 

  Applicants must demonstrate that the proposed land use  is compatible with existing land uses and 
community character and  is the  least  intensive to meet the demonstrated need.   Additionally, the 
project will be evaluated based upon whether community or economic benefits are derived  from 
the  proposed  land  use  at  that  location,  as  well  as  whether  the  proposed  use  benefits  the 
environment (such as projects that will be designed and constructed using conservation design and 
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green principles). 

  Residential  projects  shall  demonstrate  the  need  for  additional  residential  development  using 
analytical tools such as population projections and availability of existing or already approved vacant 
lots and/or units.  Additional considerations will include housing affordability and impacts on public 
services and facilities. 

  Non‐residential  and  mixed‐use  projects  shall  demonstrate  that  the  proposed  land  use  will  not 
generate  hazardous  materials  and  waste.  Additionally,  factors  such  as  support  for  forestry, 
agriculture, fishing and natural resource‐based outdoor recreation industries, as well as dependence 
on site‐specific natural resources will be evaluated for the proposed land use.    

OBJ FLU8.2 COMPATIBILITY. Compatibility will continue to be the fundamental consideration  in all 
land  use  and  zoning  decisions.  For  purposes  of  this  objective,  the  following  polices  shall  guide 
regulatory decisions that involve differing land uses. 

FLU8.2.1 – Land use changes shall be required to be compatible with the existing development and 
development  trend  in  the  area.  Performance  restrictions  and/or  conditions  may  be  placed  on 
property  through  the  appropriate  development  order  to  ensure  compatibility. No  restrictions  or 
conditions shall be placed on a Future Land Use Map change. 
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION 

 

 

   

Notification Area:          
500 feet, plus all 
property owners 
within the Clarcona 
Rural Settlement and 
all neighborhood and 
homeowners’ 
associations within a 
one‐mile radius of 
the subject site 

2,264 notices sent 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for this 
proposal: 

  Project Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome  Request: From Commercial (C) to Industrial (IND) 

 

Community Meeting held 

April 26, 2017; 3 attendees.  
See public notification map 
for notice area 

Neutral 

Concurrent Rezoning: Rezoning pending 

Proposed Development Program:  The Industrial 
(IND) future land use permits a FAR of 0.75 or up 
to 833,085 square feet of development 

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal  

 
LPA Transmittal  
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Transmittal (8‐0)  Public Facilities and Services: Please the see Public 
Facilities Analysis Appendix for specific analysis on 
each public facility. 

Environmental: The site is the location of ongoing 
waste cleanup. A CAD is required prior to 
construction in the undeveloped vegetated areas. 

Transportation: Site is within the Alternative 
Mobility Area (AMA) and the proposed 
amendment will result in a reduction of pm peak 
hour trips by 4,825 trips. 

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

  Agency Comments  August 2017 

 
LPA Adoption 
PZC Rezoning Hearing 

October 19, 2017 

 
BCC Adoption  
BCC Rezoning Hearing 

November 14, 2017 

Applicant/Owner: John 
McCutcheon, CASCO, Inc./ 
International Paper 

 

Location: 711 E. Lancaster Rd.; 
Generally located north of E. 
Lancaster Rd., east of Anno 
Ave., south of E. Oak Ridge Rd., 
west of S. Orange Ave. 

 

Existing Use: 224,144 sq. ft. of 
warehousing and office 

 

Parcel ID Number:  

24‐23‐29‐8680‐31‐000 

 

Tract Size: 25.52 gross acres 

 



Orange County Planning Division  BCC Transmittal Staff Report 
Amy Bradbury, Project Planner    Amendment 2017‐2‐A‐3‐1 
Misty Mills, Project Planner    	  

July 11, 2017  Commission District 3   Page | 50 

SITE AERIAL 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Orange County Planning Division  BCC Transmittal Staff Report 
Amy Bradbury, Project Planner    Amendment 2017‐2‐A‐3‐1 
Misty Mills, Project Planner    	  

July 11, 2017  Commission District 3   Page | 51 

FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ CURRENT   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ AS PROPOSED                 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Current Future Land 
Use Designation:  
 

Commercial (C) 

 

Proposed Future Land 
Use Designation: 
 
Industrial (IND) 
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ZONING – CURRENT  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Current Zoning 

District: 

C‐3 (Wholesale 

Commercial District) 

Existing Uses 

N: Warehouses 
 

S: Vacant and 

Warehouses 
 

E: Railroad and 

Commercial  
 

W: Single‐Family 

Residences and 

Warehouses 
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Staff Recommendation  

Make a finding that the proposed plan amendment is complete, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
and  in  compliance  and  recommend  TRANSMITTAL  of  Amendment  2017‐2‐A‐3‐1,  Commercial  (C)  to 
Industrial (IND). 

Analysis 

1. Background Development Program  

The applicant,  John McCutcheon, CASCO,  Inc., has  requested  to change  the Future Land Use Map 
(FLUM) designation on the 25.52 gross‐acre site from Commercial (C) to Industrial (IND).  The site is 
currently  zoned  C‐3  (Wholesale  Commercial District);  a  rezoning  application  is  anticipated  if  the 
proposed amendment  is  transmitted  to  the Department of Economic Opportunity. The petitioned 
site  is  currently  used  to  produce  containerboard  and  according  to  the  Orange  County  Property 
Appraiser, the site has been used for light manufacturing since 1955. 

The  applicant  is  proposing  to  expand  the  existing  223,100  sq.  ft.  facility  owned  by  International 
Paper.  The  proposed  expansion would  occur  in  two  phases:  first,  a  thirty  thousand  square  foot 
(30,000 sq. ft.) expansion on the north end of the building for roll stock storage and second, a forty 
thousand square foot (40,000 sq. ft.) finished goods expansion along the west side of the building.  

The petitioned parcel  is  located along East  Lancaster Road and  is generally bounded by East Oak 
Ridge Road to the north, South Orange Avenue to the east, and Anno Avenue to the west. The CSX 
railroad is directly adjacent to the site with an spur that leads into the facility. 

The site is located in an area characterized by a mix of industrial, commercial, and residential uses.  
Uses abutting the site to the north include an open storage yard and a mini‐warehouse.  To the east 
of  the petitioned  site  is  a  rail  road  and  commercial uses  such  as  strip  retail,  a  gun  range,  and  a 
wholesale  furniture warehouse.  East  Lancaster  Road  is  south  of  the  site  and  adjacent  to  that  is 
vacant  land  with  a  site  of  condominium  warehouse  spaces  whose  uses  include  boat  repair, 
wholesale  glass,  commercial  sales,  and wholesale  uses. Uses  abutting  the  site  to  the  northwest 
include manufacturing, wholesale distribution, and construction related businesses, such as roofing 
supplies, custom cabinets, and  insulation. To the west of the site, along Anno Avenue,  is a church 
and residential neighborhood.  There are six (6) single‐family residences approximately two hundred 
eighty‐five feet (285’) west from the petitioned site that were built in 1957 and are zoned C‐3 that 
directly  abut  uses  permitted  in  the  C‐3  zoning  district  such  as  custom  cabinet  making  and 
warehousing.   

2. Project Analysis  

Consistency  

The  requested  FLUM Amendment  appears  to be  consistent with  the  applicable  goals, objectives, 
and policies of  the Comprehensive Plan.   The site  is situated at  the  intersection of East Lancaster 
Road  and  South  Orange  Avenue  and  the  CSX  railroad.  The  site  is  located  within  an  area 
characterized by a mix of active industrial, commercial, and residential development.  The proposed 
FLUM  Amendment  to  change  the  site  from  Commercial  (C)  to  Industrial  (IND) would  bring  the 
existing  use  into  conformity  with  the  site’s  future  land  use  designation  as  well  as  permit  the 
proposed seventy thousand square foot (70,000 sq. ft.) expansion.        
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Future Land Use Objective FLU1.4 establishes location and development criteria of urban land uses 
to encourage  compatibility on non‐residential uses with existing neighborhoods. Policy FLU1.4.21 
encourages  the use of  land within  the Urban Service Area  for  redevelopment  to  improve existing 
conditions  on‐site.  The  applicant  is  proposing  to  expand  the  existing  facility  to  accommodate 
storage of raw and finished goods in order to eliminate the need for storing products off‐site, which 
will reduce transportation impacts the existing facility has on local roadways.  

Policy FLU1.4.16 supports the proposed FLUM Amendment by describing the appropriate  location 
for  industrial  uses.  Potentially  incompatible  land  use  designations,  such  as  residential  or 
neighborhood  commercial,  shall  not  be  established  adjacent  to  industrial  land  use  designations. 
There are no residential or neighborhood/retail commercial zoning districts abutting the petitioned 
site, as the abutting properties are Commercial (C) future land use and C‐3 (Wholesale Commercial 
District)  zoning. As mentioned,  there  are  existing  residences within  two hundred  eighty‐five  feet 
(285’)  of  the  petitioned  site,    but  these  homes  have  existed  since  the  facility  opened.  Policies 
FLU1.4.24 and   FLU1.4.25   ensure the protection of residential areas through prohibiting  industrial 
uses  proximate  to  homes  that  produce  or  emit  noises  or  noxious/hazardous wastes  unless  such 
impacts are mitigated and require appropriate design controls for each  industrial district to ensure 
compatibility with surrounding area.   

Policy FLU1.4.18 encourages the distribution of industrial areas throughout the Urban Service Area 
to  reduce  the  journey  to  work,  provide  sufficient  locations  for  industrial  uses  –  particularly  in 
existing  corridors  –  and  provide  a  variety  of  locations with  different  transportation  accessibility 
opportunities. The petitioned  site  is  located along East Lancaster Road and South Orange Avenue 
and  is  served  by  an  existing  rail  line.  Also,  the  petitioned  site  is  located  near  established 
neighborhoods  and  is  served  by  transit.  LYNX  bus  route  #11  South  Orange  Avenue/Orlando 
International Airport  operates  along  South Orange Avenue.  Bus  stops  are  located  approximately 
seven hundred feet (700’) north and five hundred sixty feet (560’) south of the petitioned site. This 
route  also  provides  connections  to  the  nearby  SunRail  station.  Oak  Ridge  Road  is  north  of  the 
petitioned site and is served by LYNX bus routes #7 South Orange Avenue/Florida Mall, #8 West Oak 
Ridge Road/International Drive, and #42 International Drive/Orlando International Airport. 

Compatibility 

According to Policy FLU8.2.1,  land use changes shall be compatible with existing development and 
the development trend in the area. 

The subject site  is  located  in an urbanized area characterized by active  industrial and commercial 
businesses.   Policy FLU8.2.11 states compatibility may not necessarily be determined to be a  land 
use  that  is  identical  to  those uses  that  surround  it and other  factors may be  considered,  such as 
design  attributes,  urban  form,  physical  integration,  and  the  project’s  function  in  the  broader 
community. In the case of International Paper, this facility has been part of the urban fabric of the 
surrounding area since the 1950s and is not a nuisance business that emits noise or noxious waste.  

At this time, the County  is also working to  implement a new vision for the Pine Castle community 
along  the  S.  Orange  Ave.  corridor  through  designating  the  community  as  a  Urban  Center 
(Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐1). The  intent  is to transform the corridor  into a walkable, mixed‐use 
area  that encourages  redevelopment with  flexible  code  standards. The new  standards and  future 
land use designations  associated with  the Urban Center designation  support  light  industrial uses 
along the S. Orange Ave. corridor and would allow for the expansion of this facility.   
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4. Division Comments: Environmental, Public Facilities and Services Analysis  

Environmental Protection Division    

Prior to earthwork or construction in the undeveloped vegetated areas, contact the Orange County 
Environmental  Protection  Division  (EPD)  at  407‐836‐1400  to  determine  if  a  Conservation  Area 
Determination  (CAD) and/or  Impact  (CAI) permit  is  required, consistent with Orange County Code 
Chapter 15, Article X, Wetland Conservation Areas. Approval of this request does not authorize any 
direct or indirect encroachments into wetlands or buffer areas.  

This  site  is  the  location of ongoing waste  cleanup. No activity will be permitted on  site  that may 
disturb,  influence or  interfere with: areas of  soil or groundwater  contamination, any  remediation 
activities,  or  within  the  hydrological  zone  of  influence  of  any  contaminated  area,  unless  prior 
approval has been obtained  through Florida Department of Environmental Protection  (FDEP) and 
such approval has been provided to the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) of Orange County. 
For additional information, contact the FDEP Central District at 407‐897‐4100 with regard to Facility 
Site ID No. COM_27446. 

Transportation Planning Division   

The  applicant  is  requesting  to  change  25.52  gross  acres  from  Commercial  use with  a maximum 
development program of 3,334,953 sq. ft. to Industrial use with a maximum development program 
of up to 833,788 sq. ft. The requested amendment will result in a reduction of pm peak hour trips by 
4,825 trips. 

The  subject  property  is  located  within  the  County’s  Alternative  Mobility  Area,  and  as  such, 
development of the subject property will be subject to the requirements of Transportation Element 
Objective  2.3,  particularly  Policies  T2.3.5  and  T2.3.7.  Per  Objective  T.2.3.2  of  the  County’s 
comprehensive  Plan,  the  proposed  development  is  exempt  from  meeting  transportation 
concurrency requirements. 

In  accordance with  Policy  2.3.7  of  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  a  Transportation  Context  Study was 
conducted to determine the availability of alternative modes of transportation in the area, the level 
of  connectivity among  the various modes  including  sidewalks, bicycle  facilities and  transit  service 
This  information will  be  used  to  help  identify  system  level  and  site  level  strategies  that would 
enhance mobility and accessibility within a quarter mile radius of the project site. Based on LYNX’s 
current bus schedule, transit service  is available within a quarter mile walk distance of the project 
and there are 3 transit routes within a half mile of the subject property. Links # 11 and 18 operate 
along Orange Avenue, adjacent  to  the property and Link #7 operates along Oakridge Road, a half 
mile from the site. The area is well served by an interconnected network of public sidewalks and the 
proposed  development will  connect  to  the  existing  sidewalk  network.  There  is  no  signed  bicycle 
route/lane within the project impact area. 

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval   by 
Transportation  Planning,  and  the  applicant  may  be  required  to  include  site  level  mobility 
enhancements on the development plan for this project. 

5. Policy References 

OBJ FLU1.4   The  following  location  and  development  criteria  shall  be  used  to  guide  the 
distribution, extent, and location of urban land uses, and encourage compatibility 
with existing neighborhoods as well as further the goals of the 2030 CP. 
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FLU1.4.16   The  Future  Land  Use Map  shall  reflect  appropriate  locations  for  industrial  use.  
Potentially incompatible land use designations, such as residential or neighborhood 
commercial,  shall not be  established  adjacent  to  industrial  land use designations.  
Proposed  land  use  changes  from  industrial  to  residential  or  commercial  shall  be 
evaluated  in  the context of potential  impacts  to  long‐term viability of surrounding 
industrial  uses  and  of  freight  transportation  corridors  included  in  the  National 
Highway Freight Network or  identified  in  state and  regional  freight plans,  such as 
the Florida Department of Transportation’s Freight Mobility and Trade Plan and the 
MetroPlan  Orlando  Regional  Freight  Study.  Proposed  industrial  changes  shall  be 
evaluated  relative  to  the  need  to maintain  adequate  industrial  sites  to  serve  the 
projected market  demand,  freight movement  and  efficiency,  and  corresponding 
needs for job creation and economic development.  

FLU1.4.18   The Future Land Use Map shall reflect a distribution of  industrial areas throughout 
the  Urban  Service  Area  to  reduce  the  journey  to  work,  ensure  efficient  freight 
movement  and  operations,  avoid  large  concentrations  of  freight  traffic,  provide 
adequate  and  sufficient  locations  for  industrial  uses  –  particularly  in  existing 
corridors  and  areas  in  proximity  to  Activity  Centers  –  and  provide  a  variety  of 
locations with different transportation accessibility opportunities (such as arterials, 
limited‐access highways, airports and railroad). 

FLU1.4.21   Orange County will encourage the use of vacant land within the Urban Service Area 
for redevelopment to improve existing conditions on‐site. 

FLU1.4.24   Orange  County  shall  not  approve  industrial  uses  that  produce  or  emit  noises, 
significant  vibrations  or  noxious/hazardous  wastes/fumes  resulting  in  adverse 
impacts to adjacent residential uses, unless such impacts are mitigated.  

FLU1.4.25   Orange County may require appropriate design controls  for each  industrial district 
such  as,  but  not  limited  to,  building  setbacks,  lot  size  building  coverage  ratios, 
impervious  surface  limitations  and  landscaping  provisions  to  ensure  industrial 
districts are compatible with surrounding areas.  

FLU8.2.1  Land use changes shall be required to be compatible with the existing development 
and development trend in the area. Performance restrictions and/or conditions may 
be  placed  on  property  through  the  appropriate  development  order  to  ensure 
compatibility. No  restrictions  or  conditions  shall  be  placed  on  a  Future  Land Use 
Map change. 

FLU8.2.11  Compatibility may not necessarily be determined to be a land use that is identical to 
those uses  that  surround  it. Other  factors may be  considered,  such as  the design 
attributes of the project, its urban form, the physical integration of a project and its 
function  in  the broader community, as well  its contribution  toward  the Goals and 
Objectives  in  the  CP.  The  CP  shall  specifically  allow  for  such  a  balance  of 
considerations to occur. 
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Notification Area 

500 ft. plus homeowner associations within a one (1) mile radius of the subject site  

448 notices sent 
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Staff Recommendation 

Make a finding of consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, determine that the proposed text and map 
amendments are in compliance, and TRANSMIT the proposed amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐1, amending 
the Future Land Use Element Goal 3 and creating Objective FLU3.3 and associated policies related to the 
establishment of the Urban Center designation and associated future land uses. 
 
 

Schedule and outcome of public meetings and hearings:    Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome    Title: Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐1 

 

Community Meeting held 
June 14, 2017; 44 
attendees. See public 
notification map for notice 
area 

Neutral   

Request: Text and map amendments to the Future Land 
Use Element to establish guiding policies for the Urban 
Center concept and create the Mixed‐Use (MU), Urban 
Neighborhood (UN), and Suburban Neighborhood (SN) 
Future Land Use designations 

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal 

 

 
LPA Transmittal 
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Transmittal 
(8‐0) 

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

  State Agency Comments  August 2017 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017  Revisions: FLU1.1.4(B), FLU8.1.1 

Creation: OBJ FLU3.3, Policies FLU3.3.1‐FLU3.3.7 and Map 
24 of the Future Land Use Map Series   BCC Adoption  November 14, 2017 
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A. Background Information 

The Orange County Comprehensive Plan 2010‐2030 requires mixed‐use projects to have the Planned 
Development (PD) Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designation and zoning district, unless the project is 
located in particular areas, such as Innovation Way, the I‐Drive Activity Center, or Holden Heights. As 
stated in Policy FLU8.1.3, the PD designation ensures compatibility with adjacent land uses and the 
efficient physical  integration of the project with existing  infrastructure. The development program 
of a project with a PD FLUM designation is added to Policy FLU8.1.4 and any changes to the adopted 
intensity/density  of  the  project  must  be  processed  as  a  Comprehensive  Plan  Amendment. 
Undoubtedly,  in comparison  to  the  traditional single‐use  future  land use designations  that do not 
require densities/intensities and design standards to be established at the beginning of the process, 
the  PD  designation  provides  heightened  predictability  to  residents  proximate  to  the  proposed 
development, County staff reviewing the project, and elected officials. 

The  process  proposed  by  this  amendment  enables mixed‐use  development  in  targeted  areas  by 
administratively applying new future land use designations and standards. The benefits are twofold. 
First, the property owner has the flexibility to redevelop with a streamlined process and second, the 
County can establish a unified vision for an area that increases predictability for residents, staff, and 
elected officials. This is achieved through administratively applying new designations and standards 
to  a  targeted  area.  This was  the  goal  of  the Mixed‐Use  Development  Activity  Centers  (MXDAC) 
concept  that was adopted  into  the Comprehensive Plan during  the 2009 Evaluation and Appraisal 
Report (EAR) update, but these policies have yet to be applied due to varying reasons. Furthermore, 
the MXDAC and Mixed Use Corridor  (MUC)  future  land use designation still require a PD rezoning 
process for individual property owners.  

Currently,  Orange  County  is  updating  the  Land  Development  Code  to  enable  a  form‐based 
regulatory approach. According  to  the  Form‐Based Codes  Institute  (FBCI), a  form‐based  code  is a 
land development regulation that fosters predictable built results and a high‐quality public realm by 
using physical form (rather than separation of uses) as the organization principle for the code. Form‐
based principles have been  introduced to the County’s development framework  in Innovation Way 
and  the  I‐Drive District. Methods  used  for  the  implementation  of  transects  and  form‐based  site 
development standards  in Innovation Way and the I‐Drive district have been refined to strengthen 
the proposed Urban Center text and map amendments, presented below. The Urban Center concept 
serves as a pilot to introduce the standards that will be enabled by the new Orange Code. 

B. Summary of Proposed Changes 

The  proposed  policies will  be  located  under  Future  Land Use  Element Goal  3, Urban  Form  that 
states, “The County will develop more urban tools to promote mixed uses, walkability and locations 
with multi‐modal access. These tools will include development regulations and incentives… that will 
result in more efficient land use and better coordination between land use and transportation.” The 
Urban Center  is defined and established  in proposed Objective FLU3.3 and the goal  is to promote 
mixed‐use  infill and redevelopment for areas connected to the region by transit. Areas suitable for 
the Urban Center classification are at least 100 acres in size, located within the Urban Service Area, 
served by transit, and identified by County staff as appropriate. 

Three new FLUM designations are created and to be applied within Urban Centers. The first, Mixed‐
Use (MU) provides a balanced mix of retail, services, office,  light  industrial, and residential uses at 
the highest density and intensity. The proposed residential density is a minimum of 21 dwelling units 
per acre  (DU/AC) and maximum of 150 DU/AC. Non‐residential  intensities will not be guided by a 
floor  area  ratio  (FAR),  but will  be  restricted  by  the  form‐based  site  development  standards  that 
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apply.  The Urban Neighborhood  (UN)  designation  is  a  transitional  designation  between MU  and 
lower intensity, residential‐only development. The minimum residential density is 11 DU/AC with a 
maximum  of  20  DU/AC.  Again,  non‐residential  entitlements  are  guided  by  site  development 
standards and not FAR. The third designation  is exclusively single‐family residential and provides a 
separation from more  intensive  land uses. The residential density  is a maximum of 10 DU/AC with 
no  minimum.  Communities  identified  as  appropriate  for  the  Urban  Center  designation  will  be 
identified on Map 24 of the Future Land Use Map Series.  

These future  land use designations have associated transect zones that perform as the new zoning 
districts and  include  site development  standards. Transects have been used as a planning  tool  in 
Innovation Way and  the  I‐Drive District  to allow  for  incremental, market‐based development and 
redevelopment  that  will  occur  over  time.  For  the  Urban  Center  future  land  use  designations, 
associated transect code standards will be adopted concurrently in November 2017.   

C. Proposed Policy Amendments 

Following  are  the  policy  changes  proposed  by  this  amendment,  which  are  shown  in 
underline/strikethrough  format.  Asterisks  (***)  represent  existing,  unchanged  policies.  Staff 
recommends TRANSMITTAL of the amendment. 

Future Land Use Element 
Goals, Objectives and Policies 
 

FLU1.1.4  In addition to FLU1.1.2(B), permitted densities and/or intensities for residential and 
non‐residential development can be established through additional Future Land Use 
designations. Density and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculation shall be defined as the 
language specified in Future Land Use Element Policy FLU1.1.2(C). The Future Land Use 
and Zoning Correlation is found in FLU8.1.1. 

*** 

B. URBAN MIXED USE OPTIONS – The following Future Land Use designations allow 
for a mix of uses. Per a settlement agreement with the State Department of 
Community Affairs, Orange County’s Planned Development Future Land Use 
designation now requires an adopted text amendment to specify the maximum 
intensity and density of a project. See Policy FLU8.1.4. Mixed‐Use Corridors are a 
staff initiated option intended to complement the County’s Alternative Mobility 
Areas and Activity Center policies.  

FLUM Designation  General Description  Density/Intensity  

Urban Mixed Use – Urban Service Area 

Planned 
Development (PD) 

The PD designation ensures that adjacent land use 
compatibility and physical integration and design. 
Development program established at Future Land Use 
approval may be single or multiple use. See FLU8.1.4.  

Innovation Way is another large planning area similar in 
some respects to the planning process for Horizon West. 
Developments within the Innovation Way Overlay 
(Scenario 5) are processed as Planned Developments. 
Innovation Way is being implemented through the 
policies found in Chapter 4. 

Must establish 
development program 
at Future Land Use 
amendment stage per 
FLU8.1.4. 
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FLUM Designation  General Description  Density/Intensity  

Traditional 
Neighborhood 
Development (TND) 

TND uses include mixed use communities with “towns 
and villages” designed to be within a walking distance of 
central commercial and transit stops. TNDs include a 
town center, public facilities and open space designed to 
integrate with the residential development. A PD is 
required. 

Office 1.7 FAR 

Commercial 1.0 FAR 

Industrial 0.5 FAR 

Mixed Use Corridor 
(MUC)  

  

MUCs are intended to promote redevelopment of 
suburban corridors and transit‐oriented development, 
including transit design standards, in conjunction with 
Activity Centers and transit planning efforts. See 
FLU2.2.6 – FLU2.2.7. MUC amendments are staff‐
initiated. 

Minimum 0.3 to 1.0 
FAR 

Up to 20 DU/AC 

Urban Center‐ 
Mixed‐Use (MU) 

Provides a balanced mix of retail, services, office, and 
residential uses at the highest density and intensity 

Up to 150 DU/AC  

Up to 65 DU/AC for T5

 

Up to 150 DU/AC for 

T6 and minimum 21 

DU/AC for T6 

Intensity guided by 

site development 

standards 

Urban Center‐ 
Urban 
Neighborhood (UN) 

A transition between higher density MU designation and 
the lower density SN designation with a mix of single‐
family detached and attached  housing types and small‐
scale retail 

Up to 20 DU/AC 

Minimum 11 DU/AC 

Intensity guided by 

site development 

standards 

Urban Center‐ 
Suburban 
Neighborhood (SN) 

An exclusively detached single‐ family land use that 
provides a comfortable separation from more intensive 
land uses while ensuring easy access to daily needs 

Up to 10 DU/AC 

 

*** 

OBJ FLU3.3   Encourage the creation of Urban Centers. An Urban Center is intended to promote 
mixed‐use infill and redevelopment at levels that will represent some of the most 
intensively developed areas of Orange County. It accommodates and is characterized 
by a variety of integrated uses including commercial, office, residential, transit 
centers, civic, health care, cultural, and open space. An Urban Center is oriented 
around a formal framework of streets and pedestrian ways with a high frequency of 
intersections. It is well connected to the region by transit, with development patterns 
promoting strong connections to and enhancement of transit stations.  

Station Area Community. This objective shall be implemented through the following 
development framework policies.  

POLICIES 

FLU3.3.1  Urban Center Goals. The regulations applied should be broadly interpreted to support 
the local community, protect the existing residential uses and add flexibility for future 
development, consistent with the following goals: 

 To achieve mixed‐use development that is appropriate in scale and intensity for the 
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neighborhood with a focus on sites proximate to transit stops and stations; 

 To establish a relationship between buildings, streets, and open spaces that is ideal 
for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit users; 

 To preserve and enhance the County’s natural resources, energy, water, and open 
spaces and to promote innovative development that sustainably manages these 
issues; 

 To ensure a variety of housing types and sizes can be developed to meet the needs 
of the entire community; and 

 To promote a variety of transportation options for residents and visitors within and 
without the Urban Center.  

FLU3.3.2  Applicability. For an area to qualify as an Urban Center, the following criteria must be 
met: 

 Be at least 100 acres in size; 

 Served by an existing or planned rail, bus “Super StopSuperstop” (as defined in 
Orange County Code) or similar region serving transit station; 

 Located within the Urban Service Area (USA) or special overlay planning area, such 
as Horizon West, Innovation Way, Holden Heights, etc.; and 

 SWith its planning sponsored by County staff With staff‐initiated planning. 

FLU3.3.3  Future Land Use. An Urban Center shall be composed of the following future land use 
designations, as described in FLU1.1.4B: 

 Urban Center‐Mixed‐Use (MU) 

 Urban Center‐ Urban Neighborhood (UN) 

  Urban Center‐ Suburban Neighborhood (SN) 

 The future land use designations have specific compatible development zones, known 
as transects, to guide the form of development. 

FLU3.3.4  Transects. Site development standards for Urban Centers shall be governed through the 
use of Transects specified in the Land Development Code. The transect zones shall guide 
building form, building placement, block configuration and connectivity. The transects 
are defined as follows: 

 T6 Core: Most dense zone, offering a vertical or horizontal mix of residential, office, 
and retail uses. The core includes a majority of the shops and workplaces within the 
neighborhood, along with public gathering spaces.  

 T5 Center: Located in neighborhood centers, near transit, and along corridors, 
provides a balance of uses and urban form similar to the Core Zone but with lower 
densities and limited heights.  

 T4 Edge: Provides a transition between the higher density Core and Center Zones 
and the lower density Suburban Zone. The Edge Zone allows a mix of housing types 
including townhomes, small lot houses, duplexes, and live/work units. The T4 Edge 
A allows some mix of small‐scale retail, office, and neighborhood service uses while 
the T4 Edge B is limited to residential uses. 
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 T3 Suburban: The Suburban Zone consists of low density residential neighborhoods 
with single‐family homes.  

 Special Zone Civic: includes a civic building and/or space that serves as a community 
focal point provides community‐oriented purposes or objectives, including those of 
not‐for‐profit organizations, or center and is dedicated to arts and culture, 
education, recreation, religion, social services, government, and the like, but not 
utilities.  
 

FLU3.3.5  Future Land Use and Transect Correlation. The land uses within this table have 
compatible transect zones as listed in the following table: 
 

Future Land Use and Transect Correlation 

Future Land Use  Density/Intensity  Transect Zones 

Urban Center‐ Mixed‐Use (MU)  Up to 150 DU/AC  

Up to 65 DU/AC for T5 

 

Up to 150 DU/AC for T6 and 

minimum 21 DU/AC for T6 

Intensity guided by site 
development standards 

T6 Core A 
T6 Core B 

T5 Center A 
T5 Center B 

SZ Civic 

Urban Center‐ Urban Neighborhood 
(UN) 

Up to 20 DU/AC  

Intensity guided by site 

development standards 

T4 Edge A 

T4 Edge B 

T3 Suburban A 

SZ Civic 

Urban Center‐ Suburban 
Neighborhood (SN) 

Up to 10 DU/AC  T3 Suburban A 

SZ Civic 

 

FLU3.3.6  The location of approved Urban Centers shall be depicted on Map 24 of the Future Land 
Use Map Series.  

*** 

FLU8.1.1  (a) The following zoning and future land use correlation shall be used to determine 
consistency with the Future Land Use Map. Land use compatibility, the location, 
availability and capacity of services and facilities; market demand and environmental 
features shall also be used in determining which specific zoning district is most 
appropriate. Density is restricted to the maximum and minimum allowed by the Future 
Land Use Map designation regardless of zoning. Density and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
calculation shall be defined as the language specified in Future Land Use Element Policy 
FLU1.1.2(C).  Orange County’s Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation is referenced 
herein as follows: 

 

Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation  Density/Intensity  Zoning Districts 



Orange County Planning Division  BCC Transmittal Staff Report 
Amy Bradbury, Project Planner    Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐1 

July 11, 2017  Countywide   Page | 67 

Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation  Density/Intensity  Zoning Districts 

*** *** *** 

Urban Mixed Use 

Planned Development (PD) See FLU8.1.2 and FLU8.1.4 PD 

I-Drive Activity Center Mixed 
Use (ACMU)  
I-Drive Activity Center 
Residential (ACR) 

See I-Drive Element PD 

 Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC) 
(Staff-initiated) 

3.0 FAR unless otherwise 
restricted by County policy or 
code (11 to 20 DU/AC) 

PD, (Mixed Use District – to be developed); 
Staff-initiated; Urban Service Area only 

Urban Center- Mixed Use (MU) Up to 150 DU/AC  
Up to 65 DU/AC for T5 
 
Up to 150 DU/AC for T6 and 
minimum 21 DU/AC for T6 

Intensity guided by site 
development standards 

T6 Core A, T6 Core B, T5 Center A, T5 
Center B, SZ Civic 

Urban Center- Urban 
Neighborhood (UN) 

Up to 20 du/ac 
Intensity guided by site 
development standards 

T4 Edge A, T4 Edge B, T3 Suburban A, SZ 
Civic 

Urban Center- Suburban 
Neighborhood (SN) 

Up to 10 du/ac T3 Suburban A, SZ Civic 

 

*** 
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Map 24 of Future Land Use Map Series – Urban Centers 
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Staff Recommendation 

Make  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  determine  that  the  proposed  map 
amendments  are  in  compliance,  and  TRANSMIT  proposed  amendment  2017‐2‐B‐FLUM‐1,  from 
Industrial  (IND),  Commercial  (C),  Office  (O),  Low‐Medium  Density  Residential  (LMDR),  Planned 
Development‐Commercial  (PD‐C)  and  Planned  Development‐Office/Commercial/Medium  Density 
Residential (PD‐O/C/MDR) to Urban Center‐Mixed‐Used (MU), Urban Center‐Urban Neighborhood (UN) 
and Urban Center‐Suburban Neighborhood (SN). 

Schedule and outcome of public meetings and hearings:    Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome    Title: Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUM‐1 

 

Community Meeting held 
June 14, 2017; 44 
attendees. See public 
notification map for notice 
area 

Neutral    Request: To change the future land use for 679 
parcels from Industrial (IND), Commercial (C), 
Office (O), Low‐Medium Density Residential 
(LMDR), Planned Development‐Commercial (PD‐C) 
and Planned Development‐
Office/Commercial/Medium Density Residential 
(PD‐O/C/MDR) to Urban Center‐Mixed‐Used (MU), 
Urban Center‐Urban Neighborhood (UN) and 
Urban Center‐Suburban Neighborhood (SN) 

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal 

 

 
LPA Transmittal 
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Transmittal (8‐0)  
* Considered with Amendment 
   2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐1 

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

  State Agency Comments  August 2017 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017 
Parcel ID Numbers On‐File with Planning Division 

  BCC Adoption  November 14, 2017 
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SITE AERIAL 
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FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ CURRENT   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FUTURE LAND USE  ‐ AS PROPOSED  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Current Future Land Use 
Designations:  
 

Industrial (IND) 

Commercial (C) 

Office (O) 

Low‐Medium Density 
Residential (LMDR) 

Planned Development‐
Commercial (PD‐C) 

Planned Development‐
Office/Commercial/Mediu
m Density Residential  
(PD‐O/C/MDR) 

 

 
 
  

Proposed Future Land Use 
Designations: 

Urban Center‐ Mixed‐Use 
(MU) 

Urban Center‐ Urban 
Neighborhood (UN) 

Urban Center‐ Suburban 
Neighborhood (SN) 
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ZONING ‐ CURRENT 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Current Zoning Districts: 

C‐1 (Retail Commercial District) 

C‐2 (General Commercial District) 

C‐3 (Wholesale Commercial District) 

I‐1A (Restricted Industrial District) 

I‐1/I‐5 (Industrial District) 

I‐2/I‐3 (Industrial District)  

I‐4 (Industrial District) 

P‐O (Professional Office District) 

R‐1 (Single‐Family Dwelling District) 

R‐1A (Single‐Family Dwelling District)

R‐2 (Residential District) 

R‐3 (Multiple‐Family Dwelling 

District) 

PD (Planned Development District) 
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D. Background Information 

The Orange County Comprehensive Plan 2010‐2030 requires mixed‐use projects to have the Planned 
Development (PD) Future Land Use Map (FLUM) designation and zoning district, unless the project is 
located in particular areas, such as Innovation Way, the I‐Drive Activity Center, or Holden Heights. As 
stated in Policy FLU8.1.3, the PD designation ensures compatibility with adjacent land uses and the 
efficient physical  integration of the project with existing  infrastructure. The development program 
of a project with a PD FLUM designation is added to Policy FLU8.1.4 and any changes to the adopted 
intensity/density  of  the  project  must  be  processed  as  a  Comprehensive  Plan  Amendment. 
Undoubtedly,  in comparison  to  the  traditional single‐use  future  land use designations  that do not 
require densities/intensities and design standards to be established at the beginning of the process, 
the  PD  designation  provides  heightened  predictability  to  residents  proximate  to  the  proposed 
development, County staff reviewing the project, and elected officials. 

The  process  proposed  by  this  amendment  enables mixed‐use  development  in  targeted  areas  by 
administratively applying new future land use designations and standards. The benefits are twofold. 
First, the property owner has the flexibility to redevelop with a streamlined process and second, the 
County can establish a unified vision for an area that increases predictability for residents, staff, and 
elected officials. This is achieved through administratively applying new designations and standards 
to  a  targeted  area.  This was  the  goal  of  the Mixed‐Use  Development  Activity  Centers  (MXDAC) 
concept  that was adopted  into  the Comprehensive Plan during  the 2009 Evaluation and Appraisal 
Report (EAR) update, but these policies have yet to be applied due to varying reasons. Furthermore, 
the MXDAC and Mixed Use Corridor  (MUC)  future  land use designation still require a PD rezoning 
process for individual property owners.  

Currently,  Orange  County  is  updating  the  Land  Development  Code  to  enable  a  form‐based 
regulatory approach. According  to  the  Form‐Based Codes  Institute  (FBCI), a  form‐based  code  is a 
land development regulation that fosters predictable built results and a high‐quality public realm by 
using physical form (rather than separation of uses) as the organization principle for the code. Form‐
based principles have been  introduced to the County’s development framework  in Innovation Way 
and  the  I‐Drive District. Methods  used  for  the  implementation  of  transects  and  form‐based  site 
development standards  in Innovation Way and the I‐Drive district have been refined to strengthen 
the proposed Urban Center text and map amendments, presented below. The Urban Center concept 
serves as a pilot to introduce the standards that will be enabled by the new Orange Code. 

E. Summary of Proposed Changes 

The  proposed  policies will  be  located  under  Future  Land Use  Element Goal  3, Urban  Form  that 
states, “The County will develop more urban tools to promote mixed uses, walkability and locations 
with multi‐modal access. These tools will include development regulations and incentives… that will 
result in more efficient land use and better coordination between land use and transportation.” The 
Urban Center  is defined and established  in proposed Objective FLU3.3 and the goal  is to promote 
mixed‐use  infill and redevelopment for areas connected to the region by transit. Areas suitable for 
the Urban Center classification are  identified by staff, at  least 100 acres  in size,  located within the 
Urban Service Area, and served by transit, and identified by County staff as appropriate. 

Three new FLUM designations are created and to be applied within Urban Centers. The first, Mixed‐
Use (MU) provides a balanced mix of retail, services, office,  light  industrial, and residential uses at 
the highest density and intensity. The proposed residential density is a minimum of 21 dwelling units 
per acre  (DU/AC) and maximum of 150 DU/AC. Non‐residential  intensities will not be guided by a 
floor  area  ratio  (FAR),  but will  be  restricted  by  the  form‐based  site  development  standards  that 
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apply.  The Urban Neighborhood  (UN)  designation  is  a  transitional  designation  between MU  and 
lower intensity, residential‐only development. The minimum residential density is 11 DU/AC with a 
maximum  of  20  DU/AC.  Again,  non‐residential  entitlements  are  guided  by  site  development 
standards and not FAR. The third designation  is exclusively single‐family residential and provides a 
separation from more  intensive  land uses. The residential density  is a maximum of 10 DU/AC with 
no  minimum.  Communities  identified  as  appropriate  for  the  Urban  Center  designation  will  be 
identified on Map 24 of the Future Land Use Map Series.  

These future  land use designations have associated transect zones that perform as the new zoning 
districts and  include  site development  standards. Transects have been used as a planning  tool  in 
Innovation Way and  the  I‐Drive District  to allow  for  incremental, market‐based development and 
redevelopment  that  will  occur  over  time.  For  the  Urban  Center  future  land  use  designations, 
associated transect code standards will be adopted concurrently in or around November 2017.   

D.  Pine Castle Urban Center 

Pine  Castle  is  a  historic  neighborhood  located  south  of  downtown  Orlando  that  has  received 
significant consideration as an area  ripe  for  redevelopment  since  the opening of Central Florida’s 
Commuter Rail, SunRail. The focus of this amendment  is the portion of the Pine Castle community 
that  is  anchored  by  the  Sand  Lake  Road  SunRail  station  and  situated  along  the  S.  Orange  Ave. 
corridor. The  following studies have  focused on  the potential  transformation of Pine Castle  into a 
thriving,  active,  walkable  community  that  serves  its  established  neighborhoods,  supports  local 
businesses, and acts as a destination for commuters: 

‐ 2006 Orange County Commuter Rail Station White Paper (Orange County) 
‐ 2008  Central  Florida  Commuter  Rail  System  Orange  County  Transit  Station Market  Analysis 

(Orange County, Planning Design Group, Florida Economic Advisors) 
‐ 2008 Infill Master Plan (Orange County) 
‐ 2009 Transit Oriented Development Business Strategy (Orange County) 
‐ 2010 Sand Lake Road Commuter Rail Station Area Plan (AECOM) 
‐ 2013 Orange Avenue Corridor Study (FDOT) 
‐ 2013 Sand Lake Road Implementation & Action Plan (FDOT) 
‐ 2016 Safe Neighborhood Pine Castle Action Plan (Orange County) 

In 2016, District 3 County Commissioner Pete Clarke tasked Planning Division staff to implement the 
vision  set  forth  by  these  past  studies.  A  Review  Group was  formed  by  Commissioner  Clarke  of 
stakeholders from the Pine Castle community that guided County staff during the formation of the 
implementation  strategy.  In addition  to  the Review Group,  several other outreach meetings have 
been  held  with  members  of  the  Pine  Castle  community  to  continually  gather  feedback.  The 
following meetings have been held with the public: 

Date of Meeting  Stakeholder Group

October 27, 2016  Review Group

November 18, 2016  Review Group

December 16, 2016  Review Group

February 6, 2017  Safe Neighborhoods

February 17, 2017  Review Group

March 17, 2017  Review Group
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There are three deliverables necessary to effectively spur redevelopment and investment along the 
S.  Orange  Ave.  corridor  of  Pine  Castle:  Comprehensive  Plan  Amendment,  Code  Update, 
Infrastructure Plan. The  first  is a Comprehensive Plan Amendment  to change  the Future Land Use 
Map  (FLUM) designations  for properties within  the defined Pine Castle Urban Center. Guided by 
proposed Objective  FLU3.3  and  its  associated  policies,  the  new  future  land  use designations will 
enable  a  form‐based planning  approach  that offers heightened predictability  for  residents of  the 
community, County review staff, and elected officials. Flexibility is now provided to property owners 
looking to redevelop because residential densities are increased for parcels with the Urban Center‐ 
Urban Neighborhood (UN) designation and introduced as a new use for many of the Urban Center‐ 
Mixed‐Used  (MU) designated parcels. The applied  FLUM designations enable  transect  zones with 
specific building and site standards that will be  found  in the second deliverable, the Code update. 
The Code document will be considered for adoption concurrently with this amendment in or around 
October and November of 2017. The third deliverable is an infrastructure plan that will include the 
S.  Orange  Ave.  improvements  led  by  the  Florida  Department  of  Transportation  (FDOT),  a 
brownfields program led by the Environmental Protection Division, and a Green Infrastructure Plan.  

The  area  of  Pine  Castle  proposed  for  the  Urban  Center  concept  is  composed  of  679  parcels 
proximate to S. Orange Ave. that would have direct  impact on the transformation of the corridor. 
The  size  of  the  district  is  ~558  acres  and  the  future  land  use  designations within  the  area  are 
Industrial  (IND), Commercial  (C),  Low‐Medium Density Residential  (LMDR), and a  small portion of 
Office  (O),  Planned  Development‐Commercial  (PD‐C)  and  Planned  Development‐
Office/Commercial/Medium Density Residential (PD‐O/C/MDR). The majority of these are single‐use 
designations that do not allow for a mixture of uses.  

Analysis of the properties within the proposed Pine Castle Urban Center  indicates 48% (330 out of 
679)  of  the  parcels  have  inconsistent  future  land  use  and  zoning,  as  shown  on  Figure  1  below. 
Property owners must reconcile inconsistencies through a Future Land Use Amendment or rezoning 
prior to redeveloping a site. A primary benefit of applying the new future land use designations and 
transects  to  these  properties  is  these  inconsistencies  will  be  resolved  and  redevelopment  of 
properties will be much more streamlined.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

April 3, 2017  Safe Neighborhoods

May 25, 2017  Pine Castle Chamber of Commerce 

June 14, 2017  Community Meeting
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Figure 1. Pine Castle District ‐ Future Land Use and Zoning Consistency  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analysis of the current use of the properties in comparison to their zoning district indicates 42 out of 
the 679 are non‐conforming (6%) and 35 out of the 679 are vacant (5%), as shown in Figure 2. Again, 
the Urban Center concept will bring many of the uses on these properties into conformity and allow 
for a streamlined process when property owners wish to redevelop or expand existing buildings and 
homes.  
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Figure 2. Pine Castle Non‐Conforming Uses 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Analysis 

  Consistent with the proposed Urban Center policies, this portion of Pine Castle along S. Orange Ave. 
is at  least 100 acres  in  size,  connected  to  the  region by SunRail, and  its designation as an Urban 
Center  with  conforming  Urban  Center  future  land  use  designations  is  staff‐initiated.  The  three 
proposed future land use designations within the Pine Castle Urban Center are positioned based on 
the existing conditions of the area. The Urban Center‐ Suburban Neighborhood (SN) designation  is 
located  along  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  study  area,  on  properties with  a  strong  single‐family 
residential character. These properties currently have the Low‐Medium Density Residential (LMDR) 
FLUM designation, which permits up to 10 DU/AC, and the SN designation retains the same density. 
The goal is to preserve this existing single‐family residential area, while bringing the future land use 
and zoning into consistency. 

The Urban Center‐ Urban Neighborhood (UN) designation has a proposed residential density of 11‐
20 DU/AC and the vision is to enable attached single‐family residential development that will act as 
a transition from the single‐family area to the higher intensity MU properties. Many of these parcels 
are already developed with duplexes and property owners will be able to redevelop consistent with 
the existing character. The UN designation enables limited amounts of non‐residential for properties 
proximate to the MU designation.  

Finally, the Urban Center‐ Mixed‐Use (MU) designation is applied to properties along the S. Orange 
Ave. corridor  in order  to encourage  redevelopment with  the most  flexible building  standards and 
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permitted  uses.  Existing  businesses  along  the  S.  Orange  Ave.  corridor  are  quasi‐industrial  in 
character  with  many  light  manufacturing,  warehousing,  wholesale  commercial,  and  retail 
commercial  uses.  As mentioned  before, many  of  these  properties  have  inconsistent  zoning  and 
future  land use, which makes  redevelopment of  the properties difficult due  to  the  lengthy  future 
land use amendment or  rezoning processes. The proposed  residential density  is 21‐150 DU/AC  to 
enable high density residential that will be supported by local businesses and transit.  
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION MAP 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notification Area 

500 ft. buffer plus homeowner associations within a one (1) mile radius of the subject site  

1,869 notices sent 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for 
this proposal: 

 

Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome 
Title:  Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐2 

  Staff Report  Recommend  Transmittal 

 
LPA Transmittal 
 

Recommend Transmittal (8‐0) 
 

Divisions:  Planning 

 
BCC Transmittal 
 

July 11, 2017 

Request:  Text amendments to the Future Land Use 
Element establishing the maximum floor area ratio 
intensities for the Commercial (C)and Office (O) Future 
Land Use designations 
 

 
Agency Comments 
 

August 2017 
Revision:  FLU1.1.4 (A), FLU1.4.6, FLU8.1.1 (a) 

 
LPA Adoption 
 

October 19, 2017 

 
BCC Adoption 
 

November 14, 2017 

 

 

Orange County, FL
2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐2 

 



Orange County Planning Division  BCC Transmittal Staff Report 
Nicolas Thalmueller, Project Planner    Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐2 

July 11, 2017  Countywide   Page | 82 

Staff Recommendation 

Make a finding that the proposed plan amendment is complete, is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan and in compliance and TRANSMIT Amendment  2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐2. 

A. Background 
The  Future  Land  Use  Element  of  the  Orange  County  Comprehensive  Plan  specifies  the  maximum 

permitted  densities  and  intensities  for  residential  and  non‐residential  development.    Maximum 

residential densities are represented for each residential Future Land Use (FLU) Designation as a specific 

number of dwelling units  allowed per  acre. Maximum non‐residential  intensities  are  represented  for 

each non‐residential Future Land Use designation as a specific floor area ratio (FAR). The Orange County 

Comprehensive Plan calculates  the FAR by dividing  the  total square  footage of a structure by  the net 

developable  land area of  the  subject property. The net developable  land area  is defined as  the gross 

land  area,  with  any  surface  waters,  certain  conservation  areas,  and  other  non‐developable  land 

removed from consideration. 

Each year the Comprehensive Planning Section of the Orange County Planning Division reviews between 

30 and 50  large and small scale Future Land Use Amendment  requests  throughout  the County. Many 

such requests  involve changing  the FLU designation of a subject property  to Office  (O) or Commercial 

(C).  The  Comprehensive  Plan  identifies  the  maximum  allowable  FAR  as  3.0  for  the  Office  (O)  and 

Commercial  (C)  FLU designations.  In  reviewing  such  requests, County  staff base  their analysis on  the 

worst case or maximum amount of development  that could be allowed under  the requested FLU. For 

example, if a property owner were to request to amend the FLU designation of a one (1) acre property 

to  Office  (O)  or  Commercial  (C),  the  County  staff  would  base  their  review  of  the  request  on  the 

assumption  that  the  property  owner  could  construct  up  to  130,680  square  feet  of  non‐residential 

development on the subject property (i.e. 43,560 sq. ft. X 3.0 = 130,680). However, site constraints such 

as the presence of wetland areas and development standards such buffers, setbacks, parking minimums, 

maximum building height, and drainage make such an intense development program unachievable, and 

perhaps not even in line with the applicant’s desired development plans. 

Orange County Planning Division Staff have evaluated 3,400 existing Commercial developments within 

unincorporated Orange County. Figure 1  shows  that only 10 properties developed  to a FAR of higher 

than 1.0, with  four exceeding a 1.5 FAR. All  four of  those properties are hotels  in  the  I‐Drive/Orange 

County  Convention  Center  area.  Overall,  the  average  FAR  was  0.18  for  those  3,400  commercial 

developments.  Similarly,  Figure  2  shows  that  out  of  569  existing  Office  developments  within 

unincorporated Orange  County,  only  31  developed  to  a  FAR  of  higher  than  1.0, with  an  average  of 

0.21FAR.  

Additionally, staff looked at the comprehensive plans of 20 counties and municipalities in the extended 

Central  Florida  region  and  identified  the maximum  allowable  intensities  for  commercial  and  office 

Future Land Uses under their respective standards. Table 1 shows that the maximum allowable FARs for 

these jurisdictions was generally much lower, with only Lake County, the City of Ocoee, and certain parts 

of the City of Orlando matching the 3.0 FAR allowed in Orange County’s Comprehensive Plan.    
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The  proposed  text  amendment would  change  the maximum  allowable  FAR  for  the  Commercial  (C) 

Future Land Use to 1.50 and the maximum allowable FAR for the Office (O) Future Land Use to 1.25 to 

be more consistent with the existing development trends and the policies of surrounding  jurisdictions. 

An exception  is provided  for both commercial and office  intensity  if other policies or special planning 

areas identify circumstances where exceptionally high densities are desired. 

Figure 1 – FAR for Developed Commercial Space, Orange County 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   *3,400 parcels analyzed 

Figure 2 – FAR for Developed Office Space, Orange County 
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Table 1 

Maximum FAR by Florida Jurisdiction 

   Commercial  Office  Mixed Use 

Orange County  3.0  3.0    

Orlando 

(Neighborhood AC)‐0.3, (Community 
AC AC)‐0.7, (Urban AC)‐1.0, (Metro 
AC)‐3.0, (Downtown AC)‐4.0,  

(Low Intensity)‐0.4, (Med 
Intensity)‐0.7, (High 
Intensity)‐1.0 

(M/U High)‐1.0, (M/U 
Med)‐0.5 

Winter Park  0.45  0.45  0.6 

Apopka  0.3  0.25    

Ocoee  3.0  3.0    

Winter Garden 
(Neighborhood)‐0.35, (Activity 
Center)‐0.5, (Downtown)‐0.75 

(General)‐0.35, (Activity 
Center)‐0.75 

  

Seminole County  0.35  0.35    

Altamonte Springs  (Commercial/Office)‐0.35  (Office Residential)‐0.3    

Lake County  3.0  3.0    

Clermont  0.25  1    

Mount Dora  1  0.65    

Osceola County  0.35  2.0    

Kissimmee 

2.5  1.0 

Downtown: 1.5, 
Commercial Corridor 
Main Street: 2.0, 
Downtown Transit 
Station Area: 2.5, 
Medical Campus Area: 
3.0, Commercial 
Core/Wine St.: 2.0, Lake 
TOHO Waterfront: 0.1 

Volusia County  0.55  0.55    

Pinellas County 
(Neighborhood)‐0.30, (General)‐0.50 

(Neighborhood)‐0.30,  
(General)‐0.50 

  

Palm Beach 

Commercial Low (Neighborhood 
Commercial) ‐ 0.10 to 1.0 
Commercial High 
(Community/Regional Commercial)‐ 
0.35 to 1.0 

Commercial Low / Office  
‐ 0.20 to 0.35 
Commercial High / Office 
‐ 0.35 to 0.85    

Brevard County 

Community Commercial (Regional 
serving) – 1.0 
Neighborhood Commercial 
(Neighborhood serving) ‐ .75 
Viera (Town Center) ‐3.0 
Viera (Outside Town Center) – 2.0 

Community Commercial 
(Regional serving) – 1.0 
Neighborhood 
Commercial 
(Neighborhood serving) ‐ 
.75 
Viera (Town Center) ‐3.0 
Viera (Outside Town 
Center) – 2.0    

Polk County  0.35 to 0.50  0.3 to 0.35  0.25 to 0.30 

Sarasota County  1.2  1.2 

Mixed use projects, 
industrial developments 
and targeted 
redevelopment areas 
may exceed the 
maximum FAR of 1.2 by 
up to an additional 50% 
pursuant to an approved 
Critical Area Plan,  

Flagler County 
Low Intensity ‐ 0.30, High Intensity ‐ 
0.40 

Low Intensity ‐ 0.30, High 
Intensity ‐ 0.40 

Low Intensity ‐ 0.20, High 
Intensity ‐ 0.40 
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B. Policy Amendments 

Following are the policy changes proposed by this amendment. The proposed revisions are shown 

in strikethrough/underline format. Staff recommends adoption of this amendment.    

FLU1.1.4 A. OTHER URBAN RELATED OPTIONS – The following are non‐residential Future Land Use 
designations  that are predominately  found  in  the Urban Service Area. These may also be  located 
within Rural Settlements on a limited basis. (See specific policies within Chapter 5) 
 
FLUM Designation  General Description  Density/Intensity 

Urban Non‐Residential – Predominantly urban in use 

Office (O)  Office uses include professional office 
and office park‐style development. 
Office uses can be considered as a 
transitional use between two different 
types of land use or land use 
intensities. 

3.0  1.25  FAR  (0.15  FAR  for  Rural 
Settlements  per  FLU6.2.9)  unless 
otherwise    or  increased  by  County 
policy or code 
 

Commercial (C)  Commercial uses include 
neighborhood and commercial scale 
commercial and office development 
that serves neighborhood or 
community or village needs. Examples 
include neighborhood center, 
community center and village 
commercial. 

3.0  1.50  FAR  (0.15  FAR  for  Rural 
Settlements  per  FLU6.2.9)    unless 
otherwise  or  increased  by  County 
policy or code 
 

*** 

 

FLU1.4.6 The  following guidelines  illustrate different  types of  commercial and  retail development 

consistent with  the Orange County Comprehensive Plan.  It  is  the goal of  the 2030 CP  to  increase 

densities and intensities in the Urban Service Area in order to accommodate projected growth. The 

Commercial  floor  area  ratio  (FAR)  shall  be  3.0  1.50  unless  otherwise  restricted  or  increased  by 

County policy or code (See FLU1.1.4A, FLU2.2.4 – FLU2.2.7, and FLU3.2.1 – FLU3.2.13). The basis for 

increasing densities and intensities is the finding that productive use of vacant land within the Urban 

Service  Area  is  critical  to  the  County’s  future  urban  form.  Therefore,  with  respect  to  new 

development and redevelopment, the County  is seeking more  integrated forms of commercial and 

non‐residential development,  including vertical mixed use design and complementary  land uses  in 

close proximity to one another,  in  its desired development pattern for the County’s Urban Service 

Area. (Policy 3.2.4 and 3.2.5‐r; Amended 10/10, Ord. 10‐13) 

FLU8.1.1  (a)  The  following  zoning  and  future  land  use  correlation  shall  be  used  to  determine 

consistency with  the  Future  Land Use Map.  Land  use  compatibility,  the  location,  availability  and 

capacity of services and facilities; market demand and environmental features shall also be used in 

determining which specific zoning district is most appropriate. Density is restricted to the maximum 

and minimum allowed by  the Future Land Use Map designation  regardless of zoning. Density and 

Floor Area Ratio  (FAR)  calculation  shall be defined  as  the  language  specified  in  Future  Land Use 

Element Policy FLU1.1.2(C). Orange County’s Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation is referenced 

herein as follows: 
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Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation  Density/Intensity  Zoning Districts 

*** 

Urban and/ or Non‐Residential 

Office (O)  3.0  1.25  FAR  (0.15  FAR  for  Rural 
Settlements  per  FLU6.2.9)  unless 
otherwise  restricted  or  increased  by 
County policy or code 

P‐O, PD 

Commercial (C)  3.0  1.50  FAR  (0.15  FAR  for  Rural 
Settlements  per  FLU6.2.9)  unless 
otherwise  restricted  or  increased  by 
County policy or code 

C‐1, C‐2, C‐3, P‐O, PD 

*** 
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Schedule and outcome of public meetings and hearings:    Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome    Title: Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐3 

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal 

 

Division: Planning 

 
LPA Transmittal 
June 15, 2017 

Recommend Transmittal (6‐2) 
Request: Text amendments to the Future Land Use 
Element incorporating the recommendations of the Rural 
Residential Enclaves Small Area Study    

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

 
State Agency 
Comments 

August 2017 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017  Revisions: FLU4.1.9, FLU8.1.1 

Creation: FLU2.4.7, FLU2.4.8, FLU2.4.9, Map 25 of FLUM 
Series   BCC Adoption  November 14, 2017 

 

 

Staff Recommendation 

Make a finding of consistency with the Comprehensive Plan; determine that the proposed text and map 
amendments are  in compliance, and TRANSMIT proposed amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐3 related to the 
Rural Residential Enclaves Small Area Study.  
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A. Background Information 

Stable neighborhoods are at the core of Orange County’s enduring desirability. They are essential in 
creating a more sustainable future, and play a critical role in supplying a variety of lifestyles and 
housing choices that foster rich, diverse, and vibrant places. 

As suburban land development intensified since the 1970s, older rural or semi‐rural areas in Orange 
County have transitioned towards comparatively denser patterns of development. Consequently, 
some of those established communities began to experience a mismatch between local 
expectations of a rural lifestyle, and the predominantly suburban character of their neighbors. 

Small Area Studies are a proven and effective method by which planning interfaces directly with the 
public at the neighborhood scale: These studies are narrowly scoped to address place‐specific 
challenges, and tailored to achieve place‐specific outcomes. 

The Rural Residential Enclaves Standards and Guidelines is a Small Area Study that has been 
developed to support and enhance local communities by addressing compatibility challenges, while 
maintaining the necessary consistency with the County’s long‐term goal of achieving a more 
compact and efficient urban fabric.  

B. Summary of Proposed Change 

The  immediate purpose of this text amendment  is to enable the  implementation of the standards 
and guidelines associated with the Rural Residential Enclaves Standards and Guidelines, which will 
be considered for adoption concurrent with this text amendment in October and November of 2017. 
However,  the Neighborhood  Planning Overlay will  also  facilitate  future  implementation  of  other 
small area  studies once  they are  recognized by  the Board of County Commissioners. The overlay 
boundaries will be depicted on Map 25 of the Future Land Use Map Series and Policy FLU2.4.10, and 
these would be amended  in the future to include additional study areas. This amendment includes 
the  establishment  of  the  Rural  Residential  Enclaves  Overlay  which  defines  the  geographic 
boundaries of Rural Residential Enclaves, which are shown on as proposed Map 25 of  the Future 
Land Use Map Series. 

This  amendment  is  supported by  three new  Future  Land Use  Element policies  (FLU2.4.7  through 
FLU2.4.9)  that  implement  the  new  overlay  and  require  properties within  to  abide  by  the  Rural 
Residential  Enclaves  Standards  and  Guidelines.  Also,  revisions  to  existing  policies  (FLU4.1.9  and 
FLU8.1.1) address consistency and compatibility challenges. 

The small area study considered the County’s Rural Country Estate (R‐CE) standards as a baseline for 
compatibility, even while acknowledging that the actual historic pattern in certain cases may in fact 
be of a lower density than the 1‐acre minimum required associated with R‐CE districts. 

However, since R‐CE is currently not allowed as a development option within the Urban Service Area 
(USA), amendments  to policy 8.1.1 are  required  to allow  future  lower‐intensity development  that 
would be compatible with the existing character of these areas. 

The  specific  challenges  experienced  by  Lake Mable  residents meanwhile,  are  addressed  through 
amendments  to  policy  FLU4.1.9,  which  will  allow  greater  consistency  of  development  with  the 
neighborhood’s underlying R‐CE zoning. 

Revisions to Future Land Use Element Policies FLU4.1.9 and FLU8.1.1 are required to address specific 
circumstances presented by the Rural Residential Enclaves Small Area Study. Properties within the 
Lake Mable enclave have Village (V) Future Land Use and this must be addressed in FLU4.1.9. One of 
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the primary recommendations of the study  is to enable R‐CE  (Rural Country Estate) zoning district 
standards  for  properties  with  Low  Density  Residential  (LDR)  Future  Land  Use  within  a  Rural 
Residential Enclave. Therefore, FLU8.1.1 is to be revised to make the R‐CE zoning district consistent 
with LDR future land use for properties within a recognized Rural Residential Enclave. 

C. Proposed Policy Amendments 

Following are  the policy  changes proposed by  this amendment. The proposed policy  changes are 
shown in underline/strikethrough format and asterisks (***) represent existing, unchanged policies. 
Staff recommends transmittal of the amendment. 

Future Land Use Element 
Goals, Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJ FLU2.4   SMALL AREA STUDIES. Orange County shall use Small Area Studies as an appropriate 

urban strategy to facilitate infill, mixed use development, and redevelopment in a 
manner compatible with existing communities. Small Area Studies shall incorporate 
public outreach techniques, such as charrettes, community meetings, and other public 
involvement, to ensure they reflect the community’s preferred vision for the area’s 
future. 

POLICIES 

State Road 436/State Road 50 Area Redevelopment Plan 

*** 

Rural Residential Enclaves 

FLU2.4.7   The Rural Residential Enclaves Standards and Guidelines, as adopted by the Board of 
County Commissioners on [November XX, 2017], supports local communities by 
addressing land development compatibility challenges and guiding future development 
within Rural Residential Enclaves. These neighborhoods are generally characterized by a 
homogenous and stable pattern of development, well‐defined boundaries, and densities 
that are commonly associated with rural settings. 
 

  A Neighborhood Planning Overlay is hereby established to allow predictable, context‐
sensitive development and redevelopment within specific neighborhoods of 
unincorporated Orange County. The overlay boundaries are defined on Map 25 of the 
Future Land Use Map Series.  

FLU2.4.8  The Rural Residential Enclaves Overlay is hereby established, to be included as Map 25 

of the Future Land Use Map Series. Future overlay designations shall only be considered 

as staff‐initiated amendments as directed by the Board of County Commissioners. 

  Development and redevelopment within Neighborhood Planning Overlay boundaries 
must be consistent with the associated standards and guidelines. 

FLU2.4.9  Development within designated Rural Residential Enclaves shall be consistent with the 
adopted Rural Residential Enclaves Standards and Guidelines. 
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  The following small area studies are recognized by the Board of County Commissioners 
for inclusion in the Neighborhood Planning Overlay: 

Small Area Study  Date  Standards & Guidelines / County Code 

Rural Residential Enclaves Small Area Study  [Insert 
Hearing 
Date] 

[Insert final Division, Section, Article of Orange 
County Land Development Code Reference] 

 

*** 

FLU4.1.9  Beyond the approved boundaries of the six Villages, the property Until and unless an 
SAP is approved by the Board of County Commissioners, property in the Village Land 
Use Classification shall maintain the future land use designation existing prior to the 
Village Land Use Classification Amendment (e.g. Rural: 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres, 
Conservation, Rural Settlement), except for those vested projects that are vested, or 
properties included in a Neighborhood Planning Rural Residential Enclaves Overlay. All 
applications for development approval (i.e. lot splits, special exceptions, variances, etc.) 
on any property within the Village Land Use Classification shall be reviewed on a case‐
by‐case basis for the effects of such development approval on adopted Villages. 

  The property in the Village Land Use Classification that is adjacent to the boundaries of 
an approved Village may apply to amend the Village boundary to include said property 
through a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Addition or deletion of properties to/from 
an existing Village shall not result in creation of remnant areas or fragmented Villages. 

Within the approved Village boundaries, all applications for development approval (i.e. 
lot splits, special exceptions, variances) under the existing zoning shall be evaluated for 
compatibility with all applicable policies of the Comprehensive Plan. 

Changes and adjustments to the land use designations for each Village shall be 
processed as a Planned Development (PD) rezoning (if property does not yet have a PD 
zoning designation), or PD Land Use Plan Amendment, or Change Determination 
Request (CDR) to the existing PD. Such changes and adjustments shall be evaluated for 
consistency with the following, and shown on the Horizon West Special Planning Area 
Land Use Map when approved: 

 General Village principles outlined in FLU4.1.1; 

 Minimum densities for each Village summarized in FLU4.1.4; 

 Consistency with Adequate Public Facilities (APF) and open space requirements 
for each Village identified in FLU4.2.2, FLU4.6.8 and/or APF Ordinance; and 

  Consistency with Village Greenbelt requirements of FLU4.5.1 and Transfer of 
Development Rights (TDR) provisions for each Village identified in FLU4.5.3, FLU4.5.4 
and/or TDR Ordinance. 

*** 

FLU8.1.1  (a) The following zoning and future land use correlation shall be used to determine 
consistency with the Future Land Use Map. Land use compatibility, the location, 
availability and capacity of services and facilities; market demand and 
environmental features shall also be used in determining which specific zoning 
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district is most appropriate. Density is restricted to the maximum and minimum 
allowed by the Future Land Use Map designation regardless of zoning. Density and 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculation shall be defined as the language specified in 
Future Land Use Element Policy FLU1.1.2(C).  Orange County’s Zoning and Future 
Land Use Correlation is referenced herein as follows: 

Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation   Density/Intensity   Zoning Districts 

Urban Residential 

Low Density Residential (LDR)  (0 to 4 du/ac)  R‐CE* R‐1, R‐2**, R‐1A, R‐1AA, R‐1AAA, R‐
1AAAA, R‐T‐1, R‐T‐2, R‐L‐D, PD, U‐V 

* R‐CE is not available as a rezoning request in 
USA. 

***  ***  *** 

Area Specific  

Neighborhood Center (NC) 

Neighborhood Activity Corridor 
(NAC) 

Neighborhood Residential (NR) 

40 DU/AC (2.0) 

25 DU/AC (1.0)  

20 DU/AC (.40)  

Study required per FLU8.3.1 

NC 

NAC 

NR 

Village Classification (V) (Horizon 
West) 

See SAP 

See: Policy FLU4.1.9 

PD within adopted Specific Area Plan (SAP) 

Densities and Intensities determined at PD 
based on the adopted SAP. 

See: Policy FLU4.1.9 

Traditional Neighborhood 
Development (TND) 

  PD 

Growth Center (GC)  See FLUE  PD 

Innovation Way Overlay (Scenario 5)  See Chapter 4  PD within adopted Detailed Area Plan 

(DAP) or PD consistent with DRI Development 
Order or Future Land Use Map amendment. 
Compliance with FLU8.1.4. 

I‐Drive District Overlay  See Conceptual Regulating 
Plan, Map 23 of Future Land 
Use Map Series 

PD, C‐1, C‐2, I‐2/I‐3 

Neighborhood Planning Overlay    PD‐RP, R‐CE 

***  ***  *** 

*  Rural Settlement only. R‐CE is not available as a rezoning request in the USA, except where permitted by the Board of 
County Commissioners, through their inclusion in the Neighborhood Planning Rural Residential Enclave Overlay. 

** Limited to 4 dwelling units per acre. 

*** Consistent with FLU6.2.3.  

Note. As of adoption of the 2030 update, the CVC FLUM designation no longer will be available as a FLUM request. Existing 
CVC‐designated properties shall not be considered inconsistent as a result of this change. See FLU8.5.8.  

Note: Please see FLU8.2.5, FLU8.2.5.1, and FLU8.2.5.2 to determine whether a rezoning is required prior to a special 
exception, or to determine whether a rezoning is required in specific cases of inconsistent zoning and future land use. 

Note: Consistency of A‐1, A‐2 and A‐R zoning districts with a Rural Settlement FLUM designation is limited to: residential 

uses permitted by right or by special exception approval; and, non‐residential uses requiring approval by special exception 

and which are common to all zoning districts consistent with a Rural Settlement FLUM designation. A use that is not 

common to all listed districts is not consistent with a Rural Settlement designation. 

Note: Uses that may be permitted in a Planned Development zoning district are limited to those uses permitted by right or 

by special exception approval for districts consistent with the specific FLUM designation. 
  

(b)  In making the transition from the Future Land Use Map designation to the most 
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appropriate zoning district classification, it shall be permissible to require use of a 
PD District that provides for fewer uses than permitted with a standard zoning 
district classification. Furthermore, in making the transition for residential 
development, the Future Land Use Map shall establish only the maximum permitted 
density and intensity of development. It is permissible to impose a more restrictive 
zoning district classification as an interim use until such time as the property is 
found through an administrative decision‐making process to be suitable and ready 
for ultimate development. 

(c)  In determining consistency with the Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning and Future 
Land Use Policy Correlation in FLU8.1.1 shall be coordinated and considered in 
conjunction with FLU8.2.5, FLU 8.2.5.1, FLU8.2.5.2 and other applicable policies of 
the CP.  The zoning categories indicated in the Zoning and Future Land Use 
correlation are those in effect as of the date of the consistency determination.  
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Map 25 of Future Land Use Map Series – Neighborhood Planning Overlay 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for 
this proposal: 

 

Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome 
Title:  Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐4 

  Staff Report  Recommend Transmittal 

 
LPA Transmittal 
 

Recommend Transmittal (8‐0) 
Divisions:  Planning 

 
BCC Transmittal 
 

July 11, 2017 

Request:  Text amendment to the Future Land Use Element 
establishing a new residential Future Land Use designation 
between Medium Density Residential (MDR) and High 
Density Residential (HDR) 

 
Agency Comments 
 

August 2017 
Revision:  FLU1.1.2B, FLU8.1.1(a) 

 
LPA Adoption 
 

October 19, 2017 

 
BCC Adoption 
 

November 14, 2017 

 

 

Orange County, FL
2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐4 
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Staff Recommendation 

Make a finding that the proposed plan amendment is complete, is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan and in compliance and TRANSMIT Amendment  2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐4. 

A. Background 
The Orange County Comprehensive Plan recognizes four (4) urban residential future land uses: 

o Low Density Residential (LDR) allows a maximum density of 4 dwelling units per acre 
o Low‐Medium Density Residential (LMDR) allows a maximum density of 10 dwelling units 

per acre 
o Medium Density Residential (MDR) allows a maximum density of 20 dwelling units per 

acre 
o High Density Residential (HDR) allows a maximum density of 50 dwelling units per acre 

 
The  current  urban  residential  land uses  that  permit multi‐family  residential  development  increase  in 
density  from  twenty  (20) dwelling units per acre  to  fifty  (50) dwelling units per acre, a  sixty percent 
(60%)  increase  in density.   This  increase  is  illustrated  in  the  images below  that compare  the different 
densities.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Staff is proposing a residential Future Land Use, Medium‐High Density Residential (MHDR), which would 
provide  additional  flexibility  to provide multi‐family housing.    This  category would  allow  a maximum 
density of thirty‐five (35) dwelling units and acre.  Medium‐High Density Residential development will be 
less dense  than High Density Residential and would allow  for development  that  could  support public 
transit and neighborhood  serving amenities within  a  reasonable pedestrian walk  shed.     This  type of 
development  is suited for an area where High Density Residential  is too  intense to be compatible with 
the surrounding area but Medium Density Residential does not provide the density needed to support 
neighborhood serving amenities.  This provides an opportunity to provide walkable neighborhood living 
as opposed  to suburban development or high‐intensity urban‐style development.   Further,  this allows 
the High Density Residential land use to be reserved for more highly urbanized areas.  
 
   

Medium Density Residential (MDR) 20 du/ac  High Density Residential (HDR) 50 du/ac 

  

Medium‐High Density Residential (MHDR) 35 du/ac 
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Staff reviewed the maximum allowable densities for the urban residential Future Land Use designations 
of  the municipalities within  Orange  County,  those  counties which  share  a  county  line with  Orange 
County, and  the ten most populous Florida counties.   With the exception of Broward County, all other 
jurisdiction’s High Density Residential  Future  Land Use permits densities below 50 dwelling units per 
acre.  Staff finds that the proposed MHDR land use which would allow up to 35 dwelling units per acre 
would be appropriately in line with the High Density Residential development standards of surrounding 
and similar jurisdictions. The table below illustrates the findings.   
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Orange County   4  10  20    50     

Brevard1  4  6  10  15  30     

Broward  3  10  16  25  50     

Duval   5    15    45     

Hillsborough  9  12  16  20  35     

Lake   4    7    4‐12     

Lee  4    10    15     

Leon   3    4‐10    4‐20     

Miami/Dade  2.5‐6  6‐13  13‐25  25‐60  60‐125     

Osceola   3‐8    8‐18    18+  5‐25   

Palm Beach  2‐3  4‐5  6‐8  8‐12  18     

Pinellas   5  7.5  10  15  30     

Polk   5    7    15     

Seminole   4    10    20  30  20‐502 

Volusia   4    4‐8    8‐20     

Municipalities within Orange County  

Apopka  5  7.5  10    15  15   

Edgewood  0‐4    4‐7    7‐16     

Maitland  4.5  4.5‐10  10‐19.8         

Oakland  3.49  3.5‐8  8.1‐35         

Ocoee  0‐4    4‐8    8‐16     

Orlando  12    12‐30    30‐200     

Windermere 
75' lots 1 du per 0.288 acre / 80' lots 1 du per 0.303 acre / 100' or larger 1 du per 0.385 
acre / 1 acre lots 1 du/ac

Winter Garden  2‐6    3‐10  13      253 

                                                            
 

Brevard County Future Land Use categories are named for the density they allow, for example, Residential 30 
allows up to 30 du/ac 
2 Seminole County has four (4) Planned Development Future Land Use categories with maximum density ranging 
from 20 du/ac to 50 du/ac. 
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Winter Park  10    17    25     

 
 Policy Amendments 

Following are the policy changes proposed by this amendment. The proposed revisions are shown 

in strikethrough/underline format. Staff recommends transmittal of this amendment.    

FLU1.1.2  (B)  The  following  are  the  maximum  residential  densities  permitted  within  the  Urban 

Service  Area  for  all  new  single  use  residential  development  or  redevelopment.  Future  Land Use 

densities for the following categories shall be: 

 
FLUM Designation  General Description Density

Urban Residential – Urban Service Area 

Low Density Residential (LDR)  Intended for new residential projects within 
the  USA  where  urban  services  such  as 
water and wastewater facilities are present 
or planned. This category generally includes 
suburban  single  family  to  small  lot  single 
family development. 

0 to 4 du/ac 

Low Medium Density Residential (LMDR)  Recognizes  low‐ to  medium‐density 
residential  development  within  the  USA, 
including  single  family  and  multi‐family 
residential development. 

0 to 10 du/ac 

Medium Density Residential (MDR)  Recognizes  urban‐style  multifamily 
residential densities within the USA. 

0 to 20 du/ac 

Medium High Density Residential (MHDR)  Recognizes a  transition in density between 
highly urbanized areas and medium density 
residential development that support public 
transit and neighborhood serving amenities 
within a reasonable pedestrian walk shed 

0 to 35 du/ac 

High Density Residential (HDR)  Recognizes  high‐intensity  urban‐style 
development within the USA. 

0 to 50 du/ac 

 

FLU1.1.2 (F) Student  housing  may  be  permitted  only  on  property  with  a  future  land  use 

designation  of  Medium  Density  Residential,  Medium‐High  Density  Residential,  High  Density 

Residential, or Planned Development (in which medium or high density student housing is included 

as  a  single  use  or  part  of  a mix  of  uses).  A  Planned  Development  zoning  classification  shall  be 

required for all student housing projects. 

***FLU8.1.1 (a) The following zoning and future land use correlation shall be used to determine 

consistency with the Future Land Use Map. Land use compatibility, the location, availability and 

capacity of services and facilities; market demand and environmental features shall also be used in 

determining which specific zoning district is most appropriate. Density is restricted to the maximum 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
 

3 Winter Garden has special land use categories that permit a mix of residential and commercial use with 
maximum densities of 4 du/ac, 6 du/ac, 10 du/ac, and 25 du/ac 
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and minimum allowed by the Future Land Use Map designation regardless of zoning. Density and 

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculation shall be defined as the language specified in Future Land Use 

Element Policy FLU1.1.2(C). Orange County’s Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation is referenced 

herein as follows: 

 
Zoning and Future Land Use Correlation 

FLUM Designation  Density/Intensity Zoning Districts 

Urban Residential 

Low Density Residential (LDR)  (0 to 4 du/ac) R‐CE* R‐1, R‐2**, R‐1A, R‐1AA, R‐1AAA, R‐
1AAAA, RT‐1, R‐T‐2, R‐L‐D, PD, U‐V* R‐CE is 
not available as a rezoning request in USA. 

Low‐Medium Density Residential (LMDR)  (0 o 10 du/ac) + workforce housing bonus R‐1, R‐1A, R‐2, R‐T, R‐T‐1, PD, U‐V

Medium Density Residential (MDR)  (0 to 20 du/ac) + workforce housing bonus R‐32, R‐23, UR‐3, PD, U‐V 

Medium‐High Density Residential (MHDR)  (0 to 35 du/ac) + workforce housing bonus R‐2, R‐3, UR‐3, PD, U‐V 

High Density Residential (HDR)  (0 to 50 du/ac) + workforce housing bonus R‐32, R‐23, UR‐3, PD, U‐V 

*** 

Area Specific 

Neighborhood 
Center (NC) 
Neighborhood 
Activity Corridor 
(NAC) 
Neighborhood 
Residential (NR) 

40 DU/AC (2.0)
25 DU/AC (1.0) 
20 DU/AC (.40) 
Study required 
per FLU8.3.1 

NC
NAC 
NR 

Village 
Classification (V) 
(Horizon West) 

See SAP PD within adopted Specific 
Area Plan (SAP) Densities and Intensities 
determined at PD based on the adopted 
SAP. 

Traditional 
Neighborhood 
Development 
(TND) 

  PD

Growth Center 
(GC) 

See FLUE PD

Innovation Way 
Overlay 
(Scenario 5) 

See Chapter 4 PD within adopted Detailed Area Plan (DAP) 
or PD consistent with DRI Development 
Order or Future Land Use Map 
amendment. Compliance with FLU8.1.4. 
Innovation Way – Planned Development – 
Regulating Plan (IW‐PD‐RP) 

I‐Drive District Overlay  See Conceptual Regulating
Plan, Map 23 of Future Land 
Use Map Series 

PD, C‐1, C‐2, I‐2/I‐3 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held 
for this proposal: 

 

Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome 
Title:  Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐CP‐1 

  Staff Report  Recommend  Transmittal 

  LPA Transmittal 
Recommend  Transmittal
(8‐0) 

Divisions:  Planning

  BCC Transmittal  July 11, 2017 

Request:  Text amendments to the Future Land Use, 
Public Schools Facilities, Capital Improvements, 
Intergovernmental Coordination and Potable Water, 
Wastewater and Reclaimed Water elements to clarify 
the locations for public school siting and to promote 
public school siting coordination between Orange 
County and Orange County Public Schools (OCPS). 

 
Agency 
Comments 

August 2017 
Revision:  FLU1.1.4 (A), FLU1.4.22, FLU6.2.12, FLU 
8.7.1, FLU8.7.4, FLU8.7.5, FLU8.7.6, FLU8.7.7, 
FLU8.7.8, FLU8.7.9, FLU8.7.10, PS2.2.2, PS5.1.3, 
PS5.1.5, PS5.1.10, PS5.1.12, PS5.2.1, PS5.2.2, 
PS5.2.4, PS5.2.5, P#5.3.5, PS6.1.4, PS6.1.7, OBJPS6.2, 
PS6.3.7, PS6.4.3, CIE1.3.18, ICE1.14.4ICE1.15.1‐
1.15.3, ICE1.16.3, ICE1.16.4, ICE1.16.6, ICE1.16.7, 
PW1.4.2, PW1.5.2, WW1.4.3, WW1.5.2 

  LPA Adoption  October 19, 2017 

  BCC Adoption  November 14, 2017 

Orange County, FL
2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐2 

 

Orange County, FL 

2017‐2‐B‐CP‐1
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Staff Recommendation 

Make a finding that the proposed plan amendment is complete, is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan and in compliance and recommend TRANSMITTAL of Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐FLUE‐2. 

A. Background 
A review of public, i.e. Orange County Public Schools (OCPS), school siting criteria in the Orange County 

Code led to an ordinance amending Chapter 38 of the Code, which was adopted by the BCC on April 25, 

2017. These changes modified zoning categories where schools are permitted or are a special exception, 

prohibited new high schools in rural settlements, reduced the minimum acreage required for schools by 

type of public school types, reflected more commonly recognized standards for school siting, modified 

school location and site development criteria and made other adjustments to the Code. Further review 

of land use, public school and intergovernmental coordination policies of the Comprehensive Plan found 

some  redundancies  and  needed  siting  modifications  to  help  effectuate  code  revisions  and  to  be 

consistent with current siting practices. 

B. Summary of Proposed Changes 

More specifically, the Future Land Use Element policy FLU1.4.22 is proposed to be modified to indicate 

that the policy applies to traditional utilities and public facilities and not schools, though schools may be 

allowed in some Institutional land use designations. Policy FLU8.7.1 recognizes the current configuration 

of  campuses  to allow grades K‐8 at a  single  facility. Amendments  to  recognize K‐8  schools appear  in 

other policies as well. 

Policy  FLU8.7.5  has  been  reorganized  to  identify  land  use  categories within  the Urban  Service  Area 

where  schools  may  be  located,  either  as  permitted  uses  or  as  special  exceptions.  Policy  FLU8.7.6 

addresses where  schools may  be  located within  a  Rural  Settlement  and  prohibits  high  schools  from 

locating  in a Rural Settlement.   Policy FLU8.7.7 calls for new schools to have a  land use designation of 

EDU  if  allowed  in  Rural/Agricultural  and  Policy  FLU8.7.9  would  allow  existing  schools  in  a  Rural 

Settlement or Rural Service Area to be amended to be Institutional or Educational. 

The Public School Facilities Element has had several policies modified to reflect OCPS and Orange County 

coordination for planning purposes, as called for by an existing  interlocal agreement between the two 

parties which was adopted  in 2011. Since policies PS5.2.1, PS5.2.2 and PS5.2.5 were redundant to the 

school siting policies of the Future Land Use Element, the Public School Element policies were revised to 

simply refer back to the corresponding Future Land Use policies. Additional policy changes were made 

to recognize that County staff and OCPS staff are entitled to participate on specific planning committees 

as non‐voting members where their particular interests were involved. 
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C. Policy Amendments 

Following are  the policy changes proposed by  this amendment and organized by Plan Element. The 

proposed revisions are shown  in strikethrough/underline format. Staff recommends adoption of this 

amendment.    

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT 

FLU1.1.4  In addition to FLU1.1.2(B), permitted densities and/or intensities for residential 

and non‐residential development can be established through additional Future 

Land Use designations. Density and Floor Area Ratio  (FAR) calculation shall be 

defined  as  the  language  specified  in  Future  Land  Use  Element  Policy 

FLU1.1.2(C).  The  Future  Land  Use  and  Zoning  Correlation  is  found  in 

FLU8.1.1.(Added 8/92, Ord. 92‐24 8/93, Ord. 93‐19, Policy 1.1.11‐r; Amended 

6/10, Ord. 10‐07)  

  A. OTHER URBAN RELATED OPTIONS – The following are non‐residential Future 

Land Use designations that are predominately found in the Urban Service Area. 

These may  also  be  located within  Rural  Settlements  on  a  limited  basis.  (See 

specific policies in Chapter 5 within OBJ FLU6.2). 

* * * 

FLUM Designation   General Description   Density/Intensity  

Educational (EDU)   Educational  recognizes 

includes  public  elementary, 

K‐8,  middle,  and  high 

schools  and  ninth  grade 

centers. Future Land Use 

change  required  for  all 

schools  proposed  for  RSA, 

and  for  high  schools  and 

ninth  grade  centers 

proposed  in  Rural 

Settlements. 

2.0 FAR 

 

* * * 

FLU1.4.22  Electrical, natural gas, telecommunication, solid waste, water, wastewater, and 

similar  Uutilities  and  public  facilities,  excluding  pipes  and  lines,  shall  have  a 

Future  Land Use Map designation of  Institutional.  If permitted  to  locate  in or 



Orange County Planning Division                                                           BCC Transmittal Staff Report 
Gregory Golgowski, Chief Planner  2017‐2‐B‐CP‐1                           
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

July 11, 2017  Countywide   Page | 104 
 

through conservation areas, mitigation shall be required consistent with County, 

State and Federal regulations. Pipes and lines shall be allowed in all Future Land 

Use designations, consistent with applicable zoning restrictions. (Policies 4.1.15 

and 4.3.1) 

* * * 

FLU6.2.12 4  Any proposed use within a Rural Settlement intended for the new construction 

of a structure(s) with a Gross Buildable Area of 50,000 SF (on a cumulative basis) 

or more or projected  to have  a weekly  trip  rate of 10,000  total  trips may be 

considered inappropriate for a Rural Settlement if the following conditions exist:  

 The proposed use is located in a Rural Settlement that has maintained a 

rural  and  historic  character,  consistent  with  the  intent  of  Rural 

Settlements.  

 It  is determined  that  the proposed use(s) by  size, massing and  traffic, 

will  unduly  impact  the  historic  and  rural  character  of  the  Rural 

Settlement;  

 The  use,  as  determined  by  a market  study,  is  primarily  intended  for 

those  whose  daily  life  activities  do  not  occur  within  the  Rural 

Settlement.  

 It  is  not  demonstrated  that  other  potential  sites  were  evaluated  as 

being suitable. 

* * * 

OBJ FLU8.7  SCHOOLS.  Orange  County  shall  promote  safe  and  adequate  school  site 

locations. 

FLU8.7.1  Orange County shall support and encourage the location of new elementary, K‐

8,  and  middle  schools,  unless  otherwise  required,  internal  to  residential 

neighborhoods (Added12/00, Ord. 00‐25, Policy 3.2.18) 

* * * 

FLU8.7.4  To the extent feasible, Eeducational facilities shall be accessible from sidewalks 

and bikeways. (Policy 3.2.20) 

FLU8.7.5  Public elementary  schools  shall be allowed as permitted uses  in  the  following 

land use categories located in the Urban Service Area: Low Density Residential, 

Low‐Medium  Density  Residential,  Medium  Density  Residential,  High  Density 

                                                            
 

4 FLU6.2.12 is not proposed for amending and so will not be included in the eventual adopted ordinance, but is 
included here as a reference for Policy FLU8.7.6. 
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Residential,  Institutional,  Activity  Center  Residential  and  Educational.  Public 

middle  schools  and  free‐standing  ninth‐grade  centers  shall  be  allowed  as 

permitted uses in the following land use categories located in the Urban Service 

Area:  Medium  Density  Residential,  High  Density  Residential,  Institutional 

Activity  Center  Residential  and  Educational.  Public middle  schools  and  free‐

standing  ninth‐grade  centers  shall  be  allowed  as  special  exceptions  in  the 

following  land use  categories  located  in  the Urban  Service Area:  Low Density 

Residential  and  Low‐Medium  Density  Residential.  Public  elementary  schools, 

middle  schools,  and  free‐standing  ninth‐grade  centers  shall  be  allowed  as 

special  exceptions  in  the  following  land  use  categories  located  in  the  Rural 

Settlement Areas: 1/1, 1/2, 1/5, Low Density Residential, Low‐Medium Density 

Residential,  and  Institutional. Within  the  Urban  Service  Area, Orange  County 

Public  Schools’  (OCPS) elementary, K‐8, middle, high  schools, and ninth‐grade 

centers  developed  in  conjunction  with  high  schools  shall  be  allowed  as 

permitted uses or may be allowed as special exceptions as stated  in the Public 

School  Siting Regulations  of Article  XVIII,  Chapter  38, Orange  County  Code  in 

each  of  the  following  future  land  use  designations:  Low  Density  Residential, 

Low‐Medium  Density  Residential, Medium  Density  Residential, Medium‐High 

Density  Residential,  High  Density  Residential,  Institutional,  Activity  Center 

Residential,  and  Educational.  OCPS  high  schools  and  ninth‐grade  centers 

developed  in conjunction with high schools shall also be allowed as permitted 

uses  or may  be  allowed  as  special  exceptions  as  stated  in  the  Public  School 

Siting  Regulations  of Article  XVIII,  Chapter  38, Orange  County  Code  in Office, 

Commercial,  and  Industrial  future  land  use  designations.  In  addition  to  the 

locations identified above, public OCPS elementary schools, middle schools and 

freestanding ninth‐grade centers shall be allowed as a permitted uses or may be 

allowed as special exceptions in all future land use categories if identified in an 

area‐specific  Future  Land  Use  overlay,  regulating  plan,  special  planning  area, 

(e.g. Horizon West, Innovation Way, Holden Heights, International Drive, etc.) or 

a  Planned  Development  Land  Use  Plan  approved  by  the  Board  of  County 

Commissioners.  (Added  9/96, Ord.  96‐28; Amended  10/02, Ord.  02‐16,  Policy 

3.2.21)  

  

FLU8.7.6   Within a Rural Settlement, Orange County Public Schools’ (OCPS) elementary, K‐

8, middle schools, and freestanding ninth‐grade centers may be allowed within 

Planned  Development  Land  Use  Plans  or  as  special  exceptions  in  any  Rural 

Settlement Future Land Use designation provided  for  in Policy FLU1.1.4H. Any 

such school  in a Rural Settlement  is exempt  from policy FLU6.2.12. OCPS high 

schools shall not be permitted in a Rural Settlement. Within a Rural Settlement, 

Orange  County  Public  Schools’  (OCPS)  elementary,  K‐8, middle  schools,  and 
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freestanding ninth‐grade centers may be allowed within Planned Development 

Land Use Plans or as special exceptions in any Rural Settlement Future Land Use 

designation  provided  for  in  Policy  FLU1.1.4H.  Any  such  school  in  a  Rural 

Settlement  is  exempt  from  policy  FLU6.2.12. OCPS  high  schools  shall  not  be 

permitted in a Rural Settlement. (Added 9/96, Ord. 96‐28; Amended 10/02, Ord. 

02‐16. Policy 3.2.21.1)  

FLU8.7.7  In the event that the School Board determines a public school facility is required 

in  an  area  designated  Rural/Agricultural  on  the  Future  Land  Use  Map,  an 

amendment to the Future Land Use Map as EDU or INST shall be required. The 

School Board may  request an amendment  to  the Future  Land Use Map at no 

cost. (Added 9/96, Ord. 96‐28, Policy 3.2.21.2) 

FLU8.7.8  All  new  public  school  locations  shall  be  subject  to  the  terms  and  limitations 
established  in  the  sSchool  sSiting  Regulations  ordinance  developed  jointly  by 
Orange County and the School Board, as it may be amended from time to time. 
The expansion of water and wastewater facilities in a Rural Settlement to serve 
public  school  sites  shall  not  be  the  justification  or  impetus  for  future 
development in a Rural Settlement. (Added 9/96, Ord. 02‐16, Policy 3.2.21.3) 

 
FLU8.7.9  Public  educational  facilities  shall  be  allowed  in  future  land  use  designations 

specified in Policies FLU8.7.5 through FLU8.7.7 as amended. Subsequent to their 

construction,  the  Future  Land  Use Map  shall may  be  amended  to  reflect  an 

Educational  designation  to  EDU.  Such  plan  amendments  in  the  Rural  Service 

Area or  in a Rural Settlement shall be designated EDU or  INST.    (Added 10/02, 

Ord. 02‐16, Policy 3.2.21.5‐r).   

FLU8.7.10  Reserved. Orange County shall implement the School Siting Criteria contained in 

the Land Development Code. (Added 12/00, Ord. 00‐25, Policy 3.2.22) 

            * * * 

PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES ELEMENT 

PS2.2.3  Support  and  encourage  the  location  of  new  elementary,  K‐8,  and  middle 

schools, unless otherwise required, internal to residential neighborhoods. 

* * * 

PS5.1.3  The Board of County Commissioners and the Orange County School Board shall 

endeavor to meet annually, and publicly to review and discuss the Public School 

Facilities  Element  and other  issues of but  shall meet  at  least once  every  two 

years to review and discuss any issues of mutual concern. 

* * * 
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PS5.1.5  Orange County  shall Aassign a County  representative  to  serve as an ex‐officio 

member  on  the  School  Board  Facilities  Review  Committee.  a  non‐voting 

member on the School Board Advance Planning Committee. Per s. 163.3174(1), 

F.S., Orange County’s Local Planning Agency shall include a representative of the 

School Board as a non‐voting member  to attend  those meetings at which  the 

Agency considers comprehensive plan amendments and rezonings that would, if 

approved, increase residential density on the property that is the subject of the 

application. School Board representatives shall also be authorized to participate 

as non‐voting members of the County’s Development Review Committee.  

* * * 

PS5.1.10  Pursuant  to  the  adopted  Amended  Interlocal  Agreement  for  Public  School 
Facility Planning and School Concurrency First Amended and Restated Interlocal 
Agreement  for  Public  School  Facility  Planning  and  Implementation  of 
Concurrency, adopted in 2011, as may be amended from time to time (Interlocal 
Agreement), a Technical Advisory Committee comprised of representatives from 
the  County, Municipalities,  OCPS  and  the  Regional  Planning  Council  shall  be 
established  to discuss  issues of mutual concern. OCPS  shall be  responsible  for 
making  arranging  meetings  arrangements,  providing  notification  and 
maintaining a written summary of meeting actions. (Added 6/08, Ord. 08‐11) 

* * * 

PS5.1.12  Pursuant  to  the  Interlocal  Agreement  referenced  in  Policy  PS5.1.10,  Orange 
County  shall  provide  an  update  of  information  on  approved  developments, 
phases of development and estimated build out by phase to the OCPS Planning 
Department on an annual as needed basis. (Added 6/08, Ord. 08/11)  

 
* * * 

PS5.2.1  Within  the Urban Service Area, public  schools  shall be allowed as  set  forth  in 

Policy FLU8.7.5.   

PS5.2.2  Within  a  Rural  Settlement  or  the  Rural  Service  Area,  public  schools  shall  be 

allowed  as  set  forth  in Policy  FLU8.7.6  and  FLU8.7.7,  respectively. Public high 

schools  and  ninth‐grade  centers  developed  in  conjunction  with  high  schools 

shall be allowed as permitted uses  in the following  land use categories  located 

in  the  Urban  Service  Area:  Commercial,  Industrial,  Institutional,  and  Activity 

Center Mixed Use.  Public  high  schools  and  ninth‐grade  centers  developed  in 

conjunction  with  high  schools  shall  be  allowed  as  special  exceptions  in  the 

following  land use  categories  located  in  the Urban  Service Area:  Low Density 

Residential, Low‐Medium Density Residential, Medium Density Residential, High 

Density Residential, Office, and Activity Center Residential. Public high schools 

and  ninth‐grade  centers  developed  in  conjunction with  high  schools  shall  be 

allowed as a special exception in the following land use categories located in the 
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Rural  Settlement  Areas:  1/1,  1/2,  1/5,  Low  Density  Residential,  Low‐Medium 

Density Residential, Office, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional. In addition 

to  the  locations  identified above, public high  schools and ninth‐grand  centers 

developed in conjunction with high schools shall be allowed as a permitted use 

in all future land use categories if identified in a Planned Development Land Use 

Plan approved by the Board of County Commissioners. 

* * * 

PS5.2.4   All  new  public  school  locations  shall  be  subject  to  the  terms  and  limitations 

established in the Public sSchool sSiting Regulations ordinance developed jointly 

by Orange County and  the School Board, as  it may be amended  from  time  to 

time. 

PS5.2.5  Orange County shall amend the Land Development Regulations to allow schools 

as permitted uses and special exceptions  in appropriate categories, consistent 

with  Future  Land  Use  Policies  FLU3.2.21,  FLU3.2.21.1,  and  FLU3.2.21.2. 

Reserved 

* * * 

PS5.3.5  Where central water and sewer service is not available to a public school site, a 

temporary on‐site water  and  sewer  system may be  approved  consistent with 

Potable Water Policy PW1.2.8 and Wastewater Policy WW1.2.9, provided  that 

connection to public supply shall be required when utilities are available to the 

site. Schools located in a Rural Settlement are also subject to FLU8.7.8. 

* * * 

PS6.1.4  Any changes or modifications  to  the adopted LOS shall  follow  the process and 

guidelines as outlined  in Section 13 of  the  Interlocal Agreement  referenced  in 

Policy PS5.1.10. (Added 6/08, Ord. 08‐11) 

* * * 

PS6.1.7  Any changes or modifications to the adopted CSAs shall follow the process and 

guidelines as outlined  in Section 14 of  the  Interlocal Agreement  referenced  in 

Policy PS5.1.10. (Added 6/08, Ord. 08‐11) 

* * * 

OBJ PS6.2   OCPS,  in  conjunction  with  the  County,  consistent  with  Section  14  of  the 

Interlocal Agreement referenced in Policy PS5.1.10 shall establish, and annually 

review, school Concurrency Service Areas (CSA), which will be used to evaluate 

capacity of schools available to accommodate students generated by proposed 

development. (Added 6/08, Ord. 08‐11) 
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* * * 

PS6.3.7   Consistent with  Section 16.2 of  the  Interlocal Agreement  referenced  in Policy 

PS5.1.10, the following residential uses shall be exempt from the requirements 

of school concurrency: 

a. Any proposed residential development considered de minimis as defined by 

PSFE Policy PS6.3.5.   

b.   One single‐family house, one (1) duplex, and/or one accessory dwelling unit 

being developed on an existing platted residential lot of record.   

c.   Any  building  or  structure  that  has  received  a  building  permit  as  of  the 

effective  date  of  the  Interlocal  Agreement,  or  is  described  in  section 

163.3167(8), Florida Statutes.   

d.   Any  new  residential  development  that  has  site  plan  approval  for  a  site 

pursuant  to  a  specific development order  approved prior  to  the  effective 

date of  school  concurrency,  including  the portion  of  any project  that  has 

received final subdivision plat approval as a residential subdivision into one 

(1) dwelling unit per lot.   

e.   Any  amendment  to  any  previously  approved  residential  development, 

which does not increase the number of dwelling units or change the type of 

dwelling units (e.g., converts single‐family to multi‐family, etc.).   

f.   Any  age‐restricted  community  that  qualifies  as  one  of  the  three  types  of 

communities   designed for older persons as “housing for older persons”  in 

the Housing  for Older   Persons Act, 42 USC §3607(b). This exemption shall 

be applied  in conformity with  the principles  set  forth  in Volusia County v. 

Aberdeen  at  Ormond  Beach,  L.P.,  760  So.  2d,  126  (Fla.  2000).  Provided, 

however, that any senior housing community or dwelling unit that  loses  its 

qualification  as  housing  for  older  persons  shall  be  required  to  meet 

applicable  school  concurrency  requirements  in  effect  at  the  time  the 

qualification as  housing for older persons is lost.   

g.   Alterations  or  expansion  of  an  existing  dwelling  unit where  no  additional 

dwelling units are created.   

h.   The construction of accessory buildings or structures which will not create 

additional dwelling units.   

i.   The replacement of a dwelling unit where no additional dwelling units are 

created and where the replacement dwelling unit is located on the same lot. 

If the type of dwelling unit  is different from the original dwelling unit type, 
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the  exemption  shall  be  limited  to  an  exemption  based  on  the  current 

student generation rate  for  the original dwelling unit  type, documentation 

of  the  existence  of  the  original  dwelling  unit must  be  submitted  to  the 

concurrency management official.   

j.   School  concurrency  shall  not  apply  to  property within  a  Development  of 

Regional    Impact  (DRI) for which a Development Order was  issued prior to 

July 1, 2005, or  for which a DRI application was submitted prior  to May 1, 

2005, unless the developer elects otherwise or unless the developer files a 

Notice of Proposed Change (NOPC) and/or Substantial Deviation to increase 

the  total  number  of  residential  dwelling  units;  however,  such  exemption 

shall expire upon withdrawal, denial, or expiration of  the application  for a 

Development  Order.  If  such  Development  of  Regional  Impact  has    been 

approved, or  is  approved,  through  a  development  order,  such  exemption 

shall  expire for any phase of the Development Order upon expiration of the 

Development  Order  build‐out  date  for  such  phase,  or  for  the  entire 

Development Order upon   expiration of  the Development Order, or upon 

any  material  default  of  the  school    mitigation  conditions  of  the 

Development  Order  or  a  related  development  agreement,  unless  such 

project, or portions of  such project,  remains exempt pursuant  to  another 

exemption provision.   

k.   The portion of any residential development that, prior to July 1, 2005, is the 

subject of   a binding and enforceable development agreement or Capacity 

Enhancement    Agreement  designated  as  a  Capacity  Commitment 

Agreement by  resolution of  the    School Board; however,  such  exemption 

shall  expire  upon  expiration  of  the    development  agreement,  Capacity 

Enhancement  Agreement,  or  upon  any  material    default  of  the  school 

impact mitigation conditions of such development agreement or   Capacity 

Enhancement Agreement, unless such project, or portions of such project, 

remains exempt pursuant to another exemption provision.   

l.   Any  residential  development  with  a  letter  vesting  it  for  purposes  of 

complying with school concurrency, or which would be vested at common 

law  for  purposes  of  such  concurrency  requirement  implemented  by  this 

Agreement,  provided  that  the  School  Board may  contest  a  vested  rights 

determination as provided in the land development regulations.   

m. Group living facilities that do not generate students and including residential 

facilities such as local jails, prisons, hospitals, bed and breakfast, motels and 

hotels,  temporary  emergency  shelters  for  the  homeless,  adult  halfway 

houses,  firehouse  sleeping  quarters,  dormitory‐type  facilities  for  post‐

secondary students, and religious non‐youth facilities, regardless of whether 
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such facilities may be classified as residential uses. (Added 06/08, Ord. 08‐

11)   

* * * 

PS6.4.3   Proportionate Share Mitigation may  include payments of money, construction 

of  schools,  donations  of  land,  expansion  of  permanent  capacity  of  existing 

school campuses, payment of funds necessary to advance schools contained  in 

the  ten  (10)  year  DCOP,  establishment  of  charter  schools  that  meet  State 

Requirements  for  Educational  Facilities  (SREF)  standards,  payments  into 

mitigation  banks,  establishment  of  an  Educational  Facilities  Benefit  District, 

Community Development District, or other methods identified in Section 17.6(b) 

of  the  Interlocal  Agreement  referenced  in  Policy  PS5.1.10  and  as  may  be 

negotiated between developer and OCPS and, as appropriate, Orange County. 

(Added 06/08, Ord. 08‐11) 

* * * 

CAPTIAL IMPROVEMENTS ELEMENT 

CIE1.3.18   Consistent  with  Section  15  of  the  First  Amended  and  Restated  Interlocal 

Agreement  referenced  in  Policy  PS5.1.10,  the  LOS  standards  shall  be  applied 

consistently within Orange County and by the School Board to all schools of the 

same  type.  All  CSAs  must  achieve  the  adopted  LOS  standards  identified  in 

CIE1.3.16 and PS6.1.3 by the end of  the 5th year of  the Capital  Improvements 

Schedule, with the exception of the backlogged CSAs which have been placed in 

a long term concurrency management system. Each backlogged CSA must meet 

the  adopted  LOS  within  the  10‐year  period  identified  within  the  respective 

adopted  Long  Term  Concurrency Management  System  for  Schools  (LTCMSS). 

The  backlogged  CSAs  are  identified  in  Table  A  and  Table  B,  along  with  the 

existing LOS and projected 5‐ year and 10‐year LOS. Table A reflects the LTCMSS 

adopted by Amendment 2010‐1‐BCIE‐1 on April 20, 2010. Table B  reflects  the 

LTCMSS  adopted  by  Amendment  2011‐1‐BCIE‐1  on  April  5,  2011  (Amended 

4/11, Ord. 11‐03): 

 

School 

Type 

Adopted LOS 

Elementary  110% of Adjusted FISH Capacity by 2011. 

The  interim  LOS  for  backlogged  facilities  is  shown  in  Figure  13  of  the 
Data, Inventory and Analysis. 

The  following  elementary  school  CSAs  is  designated  as  backlogged 
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facilities: A, DD, U, and Arbor Ridge. 

The utilization of these CSAs may not increase beyond its level of April 1, 
2008, as designed  in Figure 6 of  the Data,  Inventory and Analysis, and 
must achieve a LOS of 110% by 2017. 

Middle  100% of Adjusted FISH Capacity by 2011. 

The  interim  LOS  for  backlogged  facilities  is  shown  in  Figure  14  of  the 
Data, Inventory and Analysis. 

The following middle school CSAs are designated as backlogged facilities: 
Apopka MS,  Chain  of  Lakes MS, Gotha MS, Meadow Woods MS,  and 
Walker MS. 

 The utilization of these CSAs may not increase beyond its level of April 1, 
2008, as designed  in Figure 8 of  the Data,  Inventory and Analysis, and 
must achieve a LOS of 100% by 2017.  

High  100% of Adjusted FISH Capacity by 2011. 

The  interim  LOS  for  backlogged  facilities  is  shown  in  Figure  15  of  the 
Data, Inventory and Analysis. 

The  following high  school CSAs are designated as backlogged  facilities: 
Freedom HS and University HS. 

The utilization of these CSAs may not increase beyond its level of April 1, 
2008, as designed  in Figure 10 of the Data,  Inventory and Analysis, and 
must achieve a LOS of 100% by 2017.  

(Added 06/08, Ord. 08‐11) 

* * * 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT 

ICE1.14.4   The  County  shall  comply with  the  Amended  Interlocal  Agreement  for  Public 

School  and  Implementation  of  Concurrency  adopted  in  2008  referenced  in 

Policy PS5.1.10.(Added 06/08, Ord. 2008‐11) 

* * * 

ICE1.15.1   Pursuant to the requirement of Section 163.3177(6)(h)2, FS, Orange County and 

OCPS entered  into  the  Interlocal Agreement  for Public School Facility Planning 

and  Implementation  of  Concurrency  in  2008.  Orange  County  shall  use  the 

Interlocal  Agreement  referenced  in  Policy  PS5.1.10  to  meet  the  applicable 

requirements of Section 163.3177(6)(h)2, FS.  

ICE1.15.2   The  County  shall meet  regularly with OCPS  and municipal  representatives  to 

plan  for  the  location  of  future  public  educational  facilities  and  the  needed 

infrastructure  necessary  to  support  future  public  education  facilities,  per  the 

requirements  of  the Amended  Interlocal Agreement  for  Public  School  Facility 

Planning and the Implementation of Concurrency referenced in Policy PS5.1.10. 
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ICE1.15.3   The  County  shall  continue  to  coordinate  joint  population  projections,  public 

school  siting  and  the  timing  of  infrastructure with  the Orange  County  School 

Board, per  the  requirements of  the Amended  Interlocal Agreement  for Public 

School  Facility Planning and  the  Implementation of Concurrency  referenced  in 

Policy PS5.1.10.  

          * * * 

ICE1.16.3   Pursuant  to  the  adopted  Amended  Interlocal  Agreement  for  Public  School 

Facility  Planning  and  Implementation  of  Concurrency  referenced  in  Policy 

PS5.1.10,  a Technical Advisory Committee  (TAC)  comprised of  representatives 

from  the County, Municipalities, OCPS and  the Regional Planning Council shall 

be established to discuss issues of mutual concern. TAC shall meet quarterly, or 

as  needed,  to  discuss  issues  and  formulate  recommendations  regarding 

coordination of  land use and school facilities. (Also See Public Schools Facilities 

Element, Policies PS5.1.10 and PS5.1.11)  

ICE1.16.4   Pursuant  to  the  Interlocal  Agreement  referenced  in  Policy  PS5.1.10,  Orange 

County  shall  provide  an  update  of  approved  developments,  phases  of 

development  and  estimated  build  out  by  phase  to  the  OCPS  Planning 

Department  on  an  annual  basis.  (Also  See  Public  Schools  Facilities  Element, 

Policy PS5.1.12)  

* * * 

ICE1.16.6   The County and OCPS, consistent with  the  Interlocal Agreement  referenced  in 

Policy PS5.1.10 shall establish, and annually review, school Concurrency Service 

Areas  (CSAs), which will  be  used  to  evaluate  capacity  of  schools  available  to 

accommodate  students generated by proposed development.  (Also See Public 

Schools Facilities Element, Objective PS6.2) 

ICE1.16.7   Orange County and OCPS shall develop and maintain  throughout  the planning 

period  a  joint  process  for  the  implementation  of  School  Concurrency  as 

provided for in the adopted Interlocal Agreement referenced in Policy PS5.1.10. 

(Also See Public Schools Facilities Element, Objective PS6.3) 

* * * 

POTABLE WATER, WASTEWATER AND RECLAIMED WATER ELEMENT 

PW1.4.2   Potable water service shall not be extended to areas outside the Urban Service 
Area except in the following circumstances: 

 
A. The  facilities  to be extended will  serve a Growth Center, public  school, or 

other exception areas as provided in the Comprehensive Plan (CP); 
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B. The Board of County Commissioners has made an affirmative finding that a 
public health hazard exists for existing development. Such facilities shall not 
serve as the basis for additional new development; 

 
C. The  facilities are to be extended to provide adequate  fire  flows to existing 

developments which  are  located within  one‐half  (1/2) mile  of  an  existing 
water transmission main; 

 
D. For approved sector plans as provided for in the CP; and 

 
E. The circumstances described under Policy PW1.5.2 and Policy PW1.5.3. 

 
This policy is not intended to preclude the use of conservation or rural areas for 
withdrawal or treatment facilities. (Added 12/00, Ord. 00‐25) 

* * * 

PW1.5.2   When  the  provision  of  central  water  facilities  for  a  Rural  Settlement(s)  is 

proposed, the Board of County Commissioners shall approve such a proposal(s) 

only when the Board makes two findings. First, the Board shall make a finding of 

need of central water facilities for the particular Rural Settlement. Second, the 

Board  shall  make  a  finding  of  consistency  with  the  Comprehensive  Plan, 

including the policies of the Potable Water and Future Land Use Elements. The 

provision  of water  services  to  a  school  located  in  a  Rural  Settlement  is  also 

subject to FLU8.7.8. (Added 12/00, Ord. 00‐25) 

* * * 

WW1.4.3   Central  wastewater  facilities,  consisting  of  wastewater  treatment  facilities, 
pump  stations,  force  and  gravity  mains  shall  not  be  extended  beyond  the 
boundary of the Urban Service Area except in the following circumstances: 

 
A. The  facilities  to be extended will  serve a Growth Center, public  school, or 

other  exception  areas  within  Specific  Area  Plan  (SAP)  boundaries  as 
provided for in the Comprehensive Plan (CP); 
 

B. The Board of County Commissioners has made an affirmative finding that a 
public  health  hazard  exists  for  existing  development.  Such  extended 
facilities shall not serve as a basis for additional new development; 

 
C. For approved sector plans as provided for in the CP; 

 
D. Those circumstances described under Policy WW1.5.2 herein. 

 
This policy is not intended to preclude the use of conservation or rural areas for 
wastewater  treatment  facilities  or  the  interconnecting  of  the  overall  system. 
(Added 12/00, Ord. 00‐25) 
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* * * 

WW1.5.2   New central wastewater facilities shall not be constructed and existing facilities 
shall not be  expanded  to  serve Rural  Settlements  except under  the  following 
circumstances: 

 
A. The Board of County Commissioners has made an affirmative  finding  that 

the facilities are necessary to support existing future  land use designations 
on the adopted Future Land Use (FLU) map consistent with the Future Land 
Use Objective FLU2.1. The  future  land use designations  referenced  in  this 
policy  are  those  reflected  on  the  adopted  FLU  map  as  of  the  date  of 
adoption  of  this  policy.  Facility  expansion  under  this  policy  must  be 
incorporated  into  the  County’s  five‐year  Capital  Improvements  Program 
(CIP); or 

 
B. The  Rural  Settlement  has  experienced  a  State  documented  economic 

decline  as  a  result  of  the  loss  of  a  major  area  employer.  The  central 
wastewater  facilities may be expanded  for  the purpose of  revitalizing  the 
area by  attracting new  commercial  and  industrial businesses  and offering 
incentives  to  existing  businesses  to  remain  in  the  area.  This  policy  shall 
apply  only  to  the  Zellwood  Rural  Settlement,  consistent with  the  Future 
Land Use Element. 

 
C. The Board of County Commissioners has made an affirmative  finding  that 

the  facilities  are  necessary  and  available  to  remedy  or  prevent 
contamination of ground or surface water within the Wekiva Study Area. 

 
D. The  provision  of  wastewater  services  to  a  school  located  in  a  Rural 

Settlement is also subject to FLU8.7.8. (Added 12/00, Ord. 00‐25; Amended 
12/07, Ord. 07‐20) 
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The following meetings and hearings have been held for 
this proposal: 

 

Project/Legal Notice Information 

Report/Public Hearing  Outcome 
Title:  Amendment 2017‐2‐B‐CIE‐1 

  Staff Report  Recommend  Transmittal 

 
LPA Transmittal 
 

Recommend  Transmittal  (8‐0) 
Divisions:  Planning 

 
BCC Transmittal 
 

July 11, 2017 
Request:  Text amendments to Capital Improvements 
Element 
 

 
Agency Comments 
 

August 2017 
Revision:  CIE1.1.1, CIE1.1.5, CIE1.1.6, CIE1.1.13, CIE1.1.14, 
CIE1.1.15, and CIE1.1.16.    
 

 
LPA Adoption 
 

October 19, 2017 

 
BCC Adoption 
 

November 14, 2017 

 

 

 

Orange County, FL 
2017‐2‐B‐CIE‐1 

CIE Update and Amendments 
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Staff Recommendation 

Make a finding that the proposed plan amendment is complete, is consistent with the Comprehensive 

Plan and in compliance and TRANSMIT Amendment 2012‐2‐B‐CIE‐1, revising Capital Improvements 

Element Policies CIE1.1.1, CIE1.1.5, CIE1.1.6, CIE1.1.13, CIE1.1.14, CIE1.1.15 and CIE1.1.16.  

 

A. Background 
The 2011 Growth Management Legislation (House Bill 7207) revised the process and requirements 

related  to the annual update of the Capital  Improvements Element  (CIE). These revisions  included 

the  provision  of  an  option  to  complete  the  annual  CIE  update  by  ordinance  rather  than  by  the 

Comprehensive Plan amendment process.   

House Bill 7207 eliminated the option of allowing local governments to adopt the CIE update via the 

small  scale  amendment  process.    This  option  was  replaced  with  another  option  to  allow  local 

governments to complete simple updates to the 5‐year capital improvements schedule through the 

adoption  of  a  local  ordinance.  If  text  amendments  to  the  Capital  Improvements  Element  are 

proposed, then the CIE update must be handled as a regular cycle Comprehensive Plan amendment, 

which requires transmittal and adoption public hearings.  

The  changes  to  Policies  CIE1.1.1,  CIE1.1.5,  CIE1.1.6  and  CIE1.1.16  shown  below  are  proposed  to 

make  the wording  of  those  policies more  consistent with  Section  163.3177(3),  Florida  Statutes, 

which  speaks  to  the  content  of  a  capital  improvements  element  and  a  capital  improvements 

schedule.     The changes to Policy CIE1.1.13 are proposed to remove the specific references to the 

title and adoption date of  the current year’s Capital  Improvements Program  (CIP), as modified by 

the Transportation 5‐Year Capital  Improvements Schedule and the Water and Wastewater CIE CIP. 

As  it  is  currently  written,  Policy  CIE1.1.13  requires  that  the  annual  update  to  the  Capital 

Improvements Element be  reviewed as a  large  scale Comprehensive Plan Amendment because  it 

specifies  the  current  CIP  title  and  adoption  date;  i.e.  requires  a  text  amendment.  The  proposed 

revision to Policy CIE1.1.13 discussed below will allow the Planning Division to conduct the annual 

update to the Capital Improvements Schedule by ordinance, and not as a formal amendment to the 

Comprehensive Plan.   Finally,  the amendment proposed  to CIE1.1.14 will  indicate  the  location on 

the  County’s  website  where  a  copy  of  the  Capital  Improvements  Program may  be more  easily 

accessed by the public.   

B. Policy Amendments 

Following are the policy changes proposed by this amendment. The proposed revisions are shown in 

strikethrough/underline format. Staff recommends transmittal of this amendment.   	 

CIE1.1.1  Orange  County  shall  annually  continue  to  prepare  an  annual  a  5‐year  schedule  of  capital 

improvements, also referred to as a Capital Improvements Program (CIP), for County departments, and 

those  authorities  and  special  districts  which  depend  on  funds  allocated  by  the  Board  of  County 
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Commissioners to guide the timing and location of capital expenditures.  The CIP shall be consistent with 

and prepared pursuant to Section 163.3177(3)(a)4. and 5., Florida Statutes. 

CIE1.1.5 All County  capital  improvements  shall be made  in  accordance with  the  this  adopted Capital 

Improvements Program, including amendments, and as outlined in the comprehensive plan. 

CIE1.1.6 The County annually  shall annually  review and update  the Capital  Improvements Element  in 

order  to  maintain  a  financially  feasible  5‐year  schedule  of  capital  improvements,  or  Capital 

Improvements  Program.  The  Capital  Improvements  Budget  will  be  based  on  the multi‐year  Capital 

Improvements  Program.  Future  capital  improvements  expenditures  necessitated  by  changes  in 

population,  changes  in  real estate development, or  changes  in economic base will be  calculated  and 

included in capital improvements budget projections. 

CIE1.1.13 The Capital  Improvements Budget will be adopted and  incorporated  into the annual Orange 

County Budget. Orange County’s  (2015‐16) Capital  Improvements Program adopted on September 17, 

2015,  as modified  by  the  Transportation  5‐Year  Capital  Improvements  Schedule  and  the Water  and 

Wastewater  CIE  CIP,  is  hereby  adopted  as  part  of  the  annual  update  to  the  Capital  Improvements 

Element.  The  Long‐Term  Transportation  Concurrency  Management  System  Capital  Improvements 

Schedule is also hereby adopted into the Capital Improvements Element. (Amended 04/10, Ord. 10‐03; 

Amended 04/11, Ord. 11‐03; Amended 02/13, Ord. 13‐03; Amended 6/16, Ord. 2016‐15) 

CIE1.1.14 The Orange County Capital Improvements Program for each five year period shall be adopted 

by the Board of County Commissioners concurrently with approval of the annual budget. Modifications 

and dDeviations from the adopted Capital Improvements Budget or Capital Improvements Program will 

require approval by the Board of County Commissioners.  Copies of the Capital Improvements Program 

as  adopted by  the Board  concurrently with  the budget,  and  as modified  from  time  to  time,  shall be 

made available to the public at www.orangecountyfl.net/PlanningDevelopment.aspx.  

CIE1.1.15 Reserved. (Policy CIE1.1.15 deleted 09/13, Ord. 2013‐19) 

CIE1.1.16 Consistent with s.163.3177(3)(b)1, FS, the following modifications changes may be adopted by 

local  ordinance,  provided  they  are  consistent  with  the  Comprehensive  Policy  Plan,  and  such 

modifications may not be deemed to be amendments to the Comprehensive Plan: 

 Corrections  and  modifications  of  the  cost  of  a  project  already  included  in  the  Capital 

Improvements Program, 

 Corrections  and  modifications  to  revenue  sources  identified  in  the  Capital  Improvements 

Program, and/or 

 The acceptance of facilities pursuant to dedications 

CIE1.1.17  Public  facility  and  service  commitments  established  in  development  agreements  shall  be 

annually incorporated into the Capital Improvements Program. 

CIE1.1.18 Orange County shall  identify,  include and maintain  in  its annual 5‐year Capital  Improvement 

Program  budget  update  a  listing,  description  and  budget  cost  for  water‐related  projects  and 

improvements  outlined  in  the  first  5  years  of  the Orange  County Water  Supply  Facilities Work  Plan 
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(Work  Plan)  to  ensure  consistency  between  the  Potable Water, Wastewater,  and  Reclaimed Water 

Element and the Capital Improvements Element. 

CIE1.1.19 The Work Plan and Policies PW3.1.6, PW3.1.7 and PW3.1.8 of the Potable Water, Wastewater 

and  Reclaimed Water  Element  contain  the  water‐related  projects  and  improvements  that  shall  be 

included as part of the County’s 5‐year schedule of capital improvements. (Added 5/09, Ord. 09‐14) 
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Community Meeting Memorandum 

 

DATE:   April 26, 2017 

TO:   Alberto A. Vargas, MArch., Planning Manager  

FROM:  Sue Watson, Planner 

SUBJECT:  Amendment 2017-2-A-1-1 (OCPS Site #20 International Drive Area School) 
Community Meeting Synopsis 

C:    Project File 

 

Location of Project: Generally described as located on the east side of International Drive South, 
south of Lake Forest Drive, and north of Lake Bryan Beach Boulevard 

Meeting Date and Location: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 at 6:00 PM at Sand Lake Elementary 
School, 8301 Buena Vista Woods Boulevard, Orlando, FL 32836 

Attendance:            
District Commissioner 
 
 
PZC/LPA Commissioner 
 
 
Orange County Staff 
 
 
 
Applicant 
 
Residents 

District 1 Commissioner Betsy VanderLey 
Diana Dethlefs, Commissioner’s Aide, District 1 
 
District 1 Commissioner Jimmy Dunn 
At-Large Commissioner Paul Wean 
 
Sue Watson and Jennifer DuBois, Planning Division 
Diana Almodovar, Manager, Development Engineering 
Division 
 
Julie Salvo, Orange County Public School (OCPS) 
 
195 notices sent; 8 residents in attendance 
 

Overview of Project: The applicant, Tyrone K. Smith, OCPS, is requesting to change the Future 
Land Use Map (FLUM) designation of the 19.97-acre subject property from Activity Center Mixed 
Use (ACMU) to Educational (EDU) to allow for the development of a public elementary school 
facility up to 100,000 square feet in size and up to 50,000 square feet of future ancillary office 
space.  
 
Meeting Summary:  Planner Sue Watson opened the meeting at 6:02 PM and introduced 
District 1 Commissioner Betsy VanderLey, Orange County Local Planning Agency At-Large 
Commissioner Paul Wean, Jennifer DuBois, Senior Planner, Orange County Planning Division, 
OCPS’ representative Julie Salvo, and the subject properties owners’ attorney Paul Rosenthal.  
Ms. Watson provided an overview of the project and informed those in attendance that the 
applicant is seeking to change the future land use designation of the subject site from ACMU to 
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EDU. Staff summarized the Future Land Use Map Amendment process and the schedule for the 
LPA and BCC public hearings. Ms. Watson asked the citizens if they had any questions. There 
were no questions and staff turned the meeting over to Commissioner VanderLey.  
 
Commissioner VanderLey thanked the citizens for attending the meeting. She informed the 
citizens that she is one of seven members who will vote on the proposed FLUMA and she 
informed them about the need for the proposed elementary school in the area. Commissioner 
VanderLey told them that they could contact her office if they had any questions and she 
provided her contact information as well as the contact information for the Mayor and the other 
Commissioners. Commissioner VanderLey also introduced District 1 LPA Commissioner Jimmy 
Dunn and her aide, Diana Dethlefs who came in after the meeting had begun. She then turned 
the meeting over to the applicant, Julie Salvo. 

 
Ms. Salvo provided an overview of her proposal. She informed the citizens that OCPS is 
requesting the FLUMA in order to build a public elementary school. She told the residents that 
the school is required to eliminate overcrowding at Tangelo Park and Waterbridge Elementary 
Schools and she described the attendance boundary location of the two school zones. Ms. Salvo 
explained how OCPS determines where a new school is needed by utilizing the Florida 
Department of Health birth rate data and tracking development approvals in the area.  She told 
the residents that the two school zones above have two of the highest birth rates, 450 births in 
2015, and that the majority of these children will start kindergarten in 2020, the projected 
school’s opening according to OCPS’ Capital Improvement Plan. She informed the residents that 
at this point she doesn’t know the school’s zone or how the school will be located on the 
property. This will come at a later date at the site design process. Ms. Salvo asked the residents 
if they had any questions. They did not have any, but one resident in attendance stated that 
there was a need for the new school. Commissioner VanderLey commented that the proposed 
new school will go through the County’s approval process. Commissioner Paul Wean asked 
about the height of the proposed school and Commissioner VanderLey stated the maximum 
building height is three stories and Ms. Salvo stated that OCPS would start the design process 
for the proposed school in 2018. There were no more questions and the meeting adjourned at 
6:15 P.M. The overall tone of the meeting was POSITIVE. 
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Community Meeting Memorandum 

 

DATE:   June 27, 2017 

TO:   Alberto A. Vargas, MArch., Planning Manager  

FROM:  Jennifer DuBois, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT:  Amendment 2017-2-A-2-2 (Jim Cooper for CLRM Investment Co.) – Community 
Meeting Synopsis 

C:    Project File 

 
Location of Project: 100 E. McCormick Road., 44 W. McCormick Road, and 9201 Trout Lake 
Road; Generally located south of E. McCormick Road, west of N. Apopka-Vineland Road., and 
north of Clarcona-Ocoee Road. 

Meeting Date and Location: Wednesday, April 5, 2017, at 6:00 PM at the Clarcona Community 
Center, 5771 N. Apopka-Vineland Road, Orlando, FL 32818 
  
Attendance: 

District Commissioner 
Orange County Staff 
 
Applicant Team 
 
Residents 
 

District 2 Commissioner Bryan Nelson 
Greg Golgowski, Jennifer DuBois, and Misty Mills, 
Planning Division 
Jim Cooper and Kathy Hattaway, Poulos & Bennett, LLC 
2,264 notices sent; 35 members of the public in 
attendance 

Overview of Project: The applicant, Jim Cooper, is requesting to change the Future Land Use 
Map (FLUM) designation of the 212.3-acre subject property—located within the Clarcona Rural 
Settlement, the County’s Rural Service Area, and the Wekiva Study Area—from Rural Settlement 
1/5 (RS 1/5), with an associated maximum density of one dwelling unit per five acres, to Rural 
Settlement Low Density (RSLD 2/1), with a permitted maximum density of two dwelling units 
per acre.  The property, comprised of 158.1 upland acres and 54.2 acres of surface water and 
wetlands, is the site of a single-family home and an airstrip and hangar, historically known as 
Carter Airport.  The applicant is seeking the RSLD 2/1 designation to allow for the development 
of a cluster subdivision featuring up to 316 single-family dwelling units, in accordance with the 
County’s Comprhensive Plan policies pertaining to residential development within Rural 
Settlements in the Wekiva Study Area. 

Meeting Summary: Senior Planner Jennifer DuBois opened the meeting at 6:00 p.m. and 
provided an overview of the proposed Future Land Use Map Amendment.  She informed the 
meeting attendees of the upcoming June 15, 2017, Local Planning Agency (LPA) and July 11, 
2017, Board of County Commissioners (BCC) transmittal public hearing dates.  Ms. DuBois 
explained that if this amendment is transmitted to the Florida Department of Economic 
Opportunity (DEO), it will return for adoption hearings before the LPA on October 19, 2017, and 
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before the BCC on November 14, 2017.  She asked the citizens if they had any questions about 
the nature of the request or the public hearing process.  As none were raised, she turned the 
meeting over to Kathy Hattaway of Poulos and Bennett, LLC. 

Ms. Hattaway also provided an overview of the requested amendment and displayed a 
conceptual plan depicting the potential layout of the site.  She informed the meeting attendees 
that due to the property’s location within the Wekiva Study Area,  only 30 percent of the subject 
property’s 158.1 upland acres are proposed for residential development, with the remaining 70 
percent intended for preservation as permanently-protected open space.  Ms. Hattaway 
explained that the 316 residential lots would be clustered at the interior of the site, with the 
extensive existing tree canopy and onsite wetlands and water bodies intended to serve as a 
natural buffer between adjacent residential and institutional parcels within the Clarcona Rural 
Settlement.  She noted that the subject property is bounded to the south by the Forest Trails 
subdivision within the City of Ocoee, developed at a density of four dwelling units per acre.  She 
stated that the desired RSLD 2/1 future land use designation would serve as a transitional 
density between the urban land uses in the City of Ocoee and the large-lot residential 
development and low-intensity agricultural and institutional activity within the Clarcona Rural 
Settlement.  In response to area residents, Ms. Hattaway confirmed that the required traffic 
study and environmental analysis had been submitted to the County. 

The members of the public in attendance, all of whom appeared to reside in the Clarcona Rural 
Settlement, voiced their opposition to the project.  Meeting participants expressed their belief 
that the adoption of the proposed RSLD 2/1 future land use designation and the subsequent 
development of a 316-unit residential subdivision on the subject site would not be in keeping 
with the character and history of the Rural Settlement.  They further stated that the project, if 
developed, would compromise the integrity of the Rural Settlement and the rural lifestyle they 
value. 

In answer to a meeting participant, Ms. DuBois explained that under the current RS 1/5 future 
land use designation, 31 homes could potentially be developed on the subject property’s 158.1 
upland acres and that the preservation of a minimum of 50 percent of that upland acreage as 
permanently-protected open space would be required.  Although the residents in attendance 
seemed comfortable with the development of up to 31 homes under the RS 1/5 designation, 
they were of the opinion that more intense residential activity is inappropriate for the area. 

Several meeting participants raised questions about the methodology used by the applicant to 
calculate the project density.  Ms. Hattaway and Ms. DuBois clarified that the unit count of 316 
single-family homes was derived via the application of Open Space Element Policy OS1.3.4, 
which establishes that clustering is intended to be density neutral and that lot sizes may be 
adjusted as needed to accommodate preserved open space.  Per this “density neutral” concept, 
the desired RSLD 2/1 designation would yield a maximum of 316 units (158.1 net acres x 2 
dwelling units per acre).  However, the employment of the clustering mechanism on the 47.4 
acres would result in an anticipated internal density of 6.67 dwelling units per acre (316 units / 
47.4 acres).  The residents in attendance expressed their belief that this density would be too 
high for the Clarcona Rural Settlement. 

One meeting participant voiced their opinion that the applicant has not adequately complied 
with the requirements of Future Land Element Policy FLU6.6.8, which establishes that land uses 
within the Rural Service Area portion of the Wekiva Study Area shall be limited to very low and 
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low intensity uses to the greatest extent possible and that any petitioner for a Future Land Use 
Map Amendment must submit documentation substantiating that a particular need exists in the 
community or area in which the change is being proposed, with the documentation clearly 
identifying the particular need and describing how the proposed change is anticipated to satisfy 
that need.  Ms. Hattaway refuted that assertion, stating that Policy FLU6.6.8 was properly 
addressed in the application package. 

In addition to the issue of density, meeting attendees expressed concern about the increase in 
traffic that would result from the development of a 316-unit residential subdivision, stating that 
N. Apopka-Vineland Road and other area roads are already congested.  Other participants 
voiced their worry about the project’s potentially negative environmental impacts, including the 
possible degradation of Trout Lake and abutting wetlands from excessive development and the 
loss of wildlife habitat.  The area residents reiterated that the project, as currently proposed, is 
too intense for the Clarcona Rural Settlement and restated their opposition to the requested 
Future Land Use Map Amendment. 

Ms. DuBois and Chief Planner Greg Golgowski thanked the meeting attendees for their 
participation. 

The meeting concluded at 7:10 p.m.  The tone of the meeting was NEGATIVE. 
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Community Meeting Memorandum 

DATE:   May 31, 2017 

TO:   Gregory Golgowski, Chief Planner, Comprehensive Planning 

FROM:  Amy Bradbury, Planner and Misty Mills, Planner 

SUBJECT:  Amendment 2017-2-A-3-1 & RZ-17-06-012 Community Meeting Synopsis 

C:    Project File 

 
Location of Project:  711 E. Lancaster Rd.; Generally located north of E. Lancaster Rd., east of 

Anno Ave., south of E. Oak Ridge Rd., west of S. Orange Ave. 

Parcel ID: 24-23-29-8680-31-000 

Meeting Date and Location: April 26, 2017 at Lancaster Elementary School  

Attendance: 

District Commissioner 

 

 

PZC Commissioner 

Orange County Staff 

 

 

 

 

 

Residents 

Pete Clarke, Commissioner 

Mercedes Fonseca, Aide 

Marya Labrador, Aide 

Tina Demostene, District 3 Representative 

Amy Bradbury, Planning Division 

Misty Mills, Planning Division 

Steven Thorp, Planning Division 

Brian Sanders, Transportation Planning Division 

Tim Maslow, Planning Division 

Alex Stringfellow, Planning Division 

448 notices sent; 3 attendees  
 

Overview of Project:  

The applicant, John McCutcheon, has requested to change the Future Land Use Map (FLUM) 
designation for a 25.52 gross-acre site from Commercial (C) to Industrial (IND) and to rezone 
from C-3 (Wholesale Commercial District) to I-1/I-5 (Industrial District). The site has been 
developed since 1955 and used as a facility for the manufacturing and warehousing of 
cardboard, which is a non-conforming use within the C-3 zoning district. International Paper 
purchased the current 244,144 sq. ft. facility in 2012 and proposes a 70,000 sq. ft. expansion for 
roll stock storage and additional warehousing. The proposed FLUM designation and zoning 
district would allow for the expansion and bring the site into conformity. 

Meeting Summary:  

The meeting began at approximately 6:35pm and Ms. Bradbury introduced Orange County staff, 
the applicant team, District 3 PZC Representative Demostene, and District 3 County 
Commissioner Clarke. Ms. Bradbury summarized the Future Land Use Map Amendment and 
rezoning processes – noting the upcoming Local Planning Agency (LPA) and Board of County 
Commissioners (BCC) public hearings as additional opportunities for public input on the 
concurrent requests. Following an overview of the property’s location, history and the proposed 
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land use change, the meeting was turned over to Mr. McCutcheon with the applicant team to 
provide more detailed information about the proposal including a history of the site and reason 
for the proposed expansion. The floor was then opened for attendees to ask questions and 
make comments regarding the proposal.  

The first concern was raised by an attendee about the future use of the site. If the property is 
approved as Industrial (IND), there is the potential for adult entertainment uses to be 
introduced on the site in the future. Staff responded that the proposed zoning district of I-1/I-5 
does not permit adult entertainment businesses and that a restriction could be applied to the 
rezoning request that specifically prohibits such establishments on the site.  

Second, the attendee asked why the future land use map amendment and rezoning were 
necessary for this expansion, when the facility has been expanded in the past without going 
through these processes. The attendee also stated this is spot zoning and having industrial land 
proximate to residential would decrease property values. The applicant team stated the facility 
has not been expanded since the 1970s and staff added that the Land Development Code may 
have permitted such cardboard manufacturing and warehousing in the C-3 district in the past. 
Mr. McCutcheon also stated the expansion is to create more storage space. Currently, the 
company is using off-site storage and it requires transporting the product to another 
warehousing facility. The expansion will ultimately decrease the transportation impacts on 
surrounding roads and allow for heightened efficiency on-site.  

Third, two attendees inquired about stormwater retention, if there will be new ponds that will 
tie into existing ponds and where the water will be directed. An engineer with the applicant 
team responded to the questions, stating the existing pond will be expanded to accommodate 
the new development footprint.  

Finally, an attendee asked how access will be provided. Mr. McCutcheon stated the existing 
access from Lancaster Road will continue to be used and no new access points will be created.  

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 pm and the overall tone was NEUTRAL. 
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Community Meeting Memorandum 

DATE:   June 16, 2017 

TO:   Gregory Golgowski, Chief Planner, Comprehensive Planning 

FROM:  Amy Bradbury, Planner 

SUBJECT:  Amendment 2017-2-B-FLUE-1 & 2017-2-B-FLUM-1 Community Meeting Synopsis 

C:    Project File 

 
Location of Project:  Pine Castle Urban Center, generally bounded by Hoffner Avenue to the 

north, Matchett Road and Gondola Drive to the east, Sand Lake road to the south, and 

Anno Avenue to the west.  

Parcel ID: 679 parcels, Parcel ID numbers on-file with Planning Division 

Meeting Date and Location: June 14, 2017 at Lancaster Elementary School  

Attendance: 

District Commissioner 

 

 

PZC Commissioner 

Orange County Staff 

 

 

 

 

 

Residents 

Pete Clarke, Commissioner 

Mercedes Fonseca, Aide 

Marya Labrador, Aide 

Tina Demostene, District 3 Representative 

Planning Division: Amy Bradbury, Tim Maslow, Steven 

Thorp, Alex Stringfellow, Marcos Bastian, Alberto Vargas 

Transportation Planning Division: Alissa Barber-Torres 

Development Engineering Division: Diana Almodovar 

Environmental Protection Division: Robert Durant, Sarah 

Bernier 

1,869 notices sent; 44 attendees  
 

Overview of Project:  

The proposal is for text and map amendments to the Future Land Use Element to establish 
guiding policies for the Urban Center concept and create the Mixed-Use, Urban Neighborhood, 
and Suburban Neighborhood Future Land Use designations. Also, to apply the Urban Center 
Place Type to a portion of the Pine Castle community by changing the future land use for 679 
parcels from Industrial (IND), Commercial (C), Office (O), Low-Medium Density Residential 
(LMDR), Planned Development-Commercial (PD-C) and Planned Development-
Office/Commercial/Medium Density Residential (PD-O/C/MDR) to Urban Center-Mixed-Used 
(MU), Urban Center-Urban Neighborhood (UN) and Urban Center-Suburban Neighborhood (SN).  

Meeting Summary:  

The meeting began at approximately 6:05pm and Ms. Bradbury introduced Orange County staff 
and District 3 County Commissioner Clarke, who formally opened the meeting. A presentation 
followed, that began with background information on how the vision for the Pine Castle 
community was formed through previous studies on the Sand Lake Road SunRail Station and 
community outreach thus far. The implementation plan was presented as a three part strategy 
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that begins with amendments to the Comprehensive Plan, which enables an update to the Land 
Development Code, and finally ends with an infrastructure plan. An overview of existing 
conditions of the study area was provided, followed by an introduction to the proposed Future 
Land Use Map designations. The intent of each future land use was then discussed as well as the 
residential densities and non-residential intensities associated with each. A brief overview of the 
Code update was presented that described the transect zones consistent with the Future Land 
Use Map designations. The floor was then opened for comments and questions, the following 
items were discussed: 

Future Land Use 

 Comment: Extend the Suburban Neighborhood (SN) designation westward to protect 
more of the existing single-family homes.  

 Why increase the residential densities? Planning stated that residential densities are 
critical to supporting transit and introducing residential to commercial and industrial 
properties will help spur redevelopment of the corridor through increasing property 
values.  

 What is the allowed height in the Urban Neighborhood (UN) designation (concerned 
that new development will impact privacy of existing single-family homes)? The allowed 
height for transects in UN is three stories and the allowed height for the transect in SN is 
two stories. This is a proper transition.  

Infrastructure 

 What are the proposed improvements to Orange Avenue improvements? The 
Transportation Planning Division responded, stating that although there is no planned 
widening of the roadway, the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) is proposing 
projects such as signal timing, access management improvements, enhancements to bus 
stops, and improvements to crosswalks and sidewalks.   

 A resident inquired if particular intersections will be signalized in the future. Ms. Torres 
directed all attendees to www.cflroads.com to stay informed on such improvements for 
state roads. 

 If Orange Avenue cannot be widened, can the County provide more parallel roads to 
offset the traffic? The Planning division responded that the proposed Code will include a 
proposed street network and as redevelopment occurs, developers will be required to 
provide new roadways based on block configuration standards. The roads built in 
association with new projects will be dedicated to the County as public facilities. For 
context, the transect map was shown on the screen that depicts the street network and 
a few roads that will be parallel to Orange Avenue. 

 Schools 

 Does the County have plans for drainage projects or other stormwater improvements? 
The Development Engineering Division responded that the County works with 
developers during the site plan review stage to ensure capacity is available for new 
projects and if capacity is not available, the project cannot be approved or the builder 
must enter into agreements to provide new infrastructure. Also, the Planning Division 
shared information about the Green Infrastructure Plan that will accompany the new 
Code.  

http://www.cflroads.com/
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Code 

 Comment: Beautification of the S. Orange Ave. corridor is desirable. The Planning 
Division responded that the new Code will require development to provide enhanced 
landscaping and open space. 

 What uses will be prohibited? The Planning Division stated there is an existing S. Orange 
Ave. Corridor Zoning Overlay District that lists prohibited uses. The new Code document 
will add to this list, in particular used car lots. 

 The Planning Division stated a second community meeting will be held in the late 
summer/early fall to discuss the Code in more detail.  

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 pm and the overall tone was NEUTRAL. 



 
 
May 24, 2017 
 
 
TO:  Nicholas M. Thalmueller 
  Orange County Planning Division 
 
FROM: Daniel Divine, Manager 
  Research & Development 
 
SUBJECT: 2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendments (CPPA) 
   
As requested, we have reviewed the impact of the existing and proposed development scenarios 
related to the 2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendments (CPPA). Based on 
the existing and proposed development scenarios, the Sheriff’s Office staffing needs for existing are 
15.84 deputies and 7.73 support personnel and proposed are 5.88 deputies and 2.87 support 
personnel to provide the standard level of service (LOS) to these developments. 
 
Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendment #2017-2-A-2-2 is a proposed development that 
comprises single family dwelling units.    This development is located in Sheriff’s Office Patrol 
Sector One.  Sector One is located in the northwestern portion of Orange County and is 
approximately 117.420 square miles.  In 2016 the Sheriff’s Office had 1,303,940 calls for service 
and 170,213 of these calls were in Sector One.  In 2016 the average response times to these calls 
were 00:16:03 minutes for Code 1 [non emergency service calls]; 00:28:06 minutes Code 2 [non 
life threatening emergency calls]; and 00:06:26 minutes Code 3 [life-threatening emergency calls]. 
 
Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendment #2017-2-A-3-1 is a proposed industrial use 
development located in Sector Four.  Sector Four is centrally located and is approximately 70.605 
square miles.  In 2016 Sector Four had 274,830 calls for service.  In 2016 the average response 
times to these calls were 00:18:25 minutes for Code 1; 00:27:04 minutes Code 2; and 00:05:25 for 
minutes Code 3. 
 
Comprehensive Policy Plan amendment #2017-2-A-1-1 is a proposed elementary school and 
office use development in Sector Five.  Sector Five is located in the Southwestern portion of 
Orange County and is approximately 22.664 square miles.  In 2016 Sector Five had 107,977 calls 
for service.  In 2016 the average response times to these calls were 00:10:55 minutes for Code 1; 
00:13:26 minutes Code 2; and 00:04:50 minutes Code 3. 
 
Comprehensive Policy Plan amendment #2017-2-A-1-2 is a mixed use development that 
comprises commercial and multi-family-dwelling units.  These developments are in Sector Six.  
Sector Six is located in the Southern portion of Orange County and is approximately 31.233 square 
miles.  The Cities of Bay Lake and Lake Buena Vista are within this sector.  In 2016 Sector Six had 
94,085 calls for service.  In 2016 the average response times to these calls were 00:08:04 minutes 
for Code 1; 00:13:59 minutes Code 2; and 00:06:00 minutes Code 3. 



 
 
Mr. Nicholas Thalmueller 
May 24, 2017 
Page 2 
 
 
The Orange County Sheriff’s Office measures service requirements based on the number of calls 
for service generated and the number of staff needed to respond to those calls.  All development 
generates impact, but at varying levels.  In the 2013 update to the Law Enforcement Impact Fee 
Ordinance, the Sheriff’s Office Level of Service was 745.28 calls for service per sworn officer per 
year.  Support personnel are calculated by applying 48.8% to the sworn officer requirement. The 
‘formula’ is land use x unit of development x calls per unit divided by 745.28 = number of deputies 
required for that development.  The ‘formula’ for the number of support personnel required is the 
number of deputies * 48.8 percent. These calculations are obtained from Orange County’s Law 
Enforcement Impact Fee Study and Ordinance. 

As stated before, all new development creates new calls for service, which in turn creates a need for 
new additional manpower and equipment.  If calls for service increase without a comparable 
increase in manpower our response times are likely to increase. 
 
If you wish to discuss this information, please contact me or Belinda Atkins at 407 254-7470. 
 
 
D.D. 
D.P.D. 
 
 
DPD/bga 
 
Attachments 
c:  Undersheriff Rey Rivero, Chief Deputy Larry Zwieg, Major Jeff Stonebreaker, Captain Joseph 
Carter, CALEA 15.1.3 



 

May 24, 2017 
 
 
TO:  Alberto Vargas, Manager, Planning 
 
FROM: Cedric M. Moffett, Planner III, Parks and Recreation 
 
SUBJECT: Facilities Analysis and Capacity Report 

2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendments 
  
 
The Parks and Recreation Division have reviewed the 2017-2 Regular Cycle 
Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendments.  Based on the information provided the 
development impacts do not exceed our countywide available parkland capacity 
(see attached chart), however, the projects still need to meet applicable 
development requirements for parks and recreation. 
 
The Future Land Use Amendment maps have been compared to our existing and 
proposed park and trail facilities and there are no direct impacts.  Although no direct 
impacts the applicants for the 2017-2-A-2-2 CLRM Investment Co. might want to 
consider adding residential access to the West Orange Trail that runs along the 
southern border of their proposed project. 
 
BT:bt 
 
 
c: Matt Suedmeyer, Manager, Parks and Recreation 
 Bob Goff, Project Manager, Parks and Recreation 
 Bill Thomas, Planner III, Parks and Recreation 
 File:  Comp Plan Amendments 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION DIVISION 
MATT SUEDMEYER, MANAGER 
4801 W Colonial Drive, Orlando. FL  32808  
407-836.6200 • FAX 407-836.6210 • http://www.orangecountyparks.net 
 



 Facilities Analysis and Capacity Report
 2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendments

(Amendments with Parks Level-of-Service Impacts)

Amendment 
Number

Proposed Future Land Use Residential 
Dwelling 
Units

Population 
(2.56/unit)

Active Recreation 
Acreage Required 
(1.5 ac/1,000 pop)

Resource 
Recreation 
Acreage Required               
(6.0 ac/1,000 pop)

2017-2-A-1-2 
Flamingo 
Crossings

East Portion:  Growth Center-
Commercial/High Density 
Residential (GC-C/HDR); 
West Portion:  Growth 

Center-Commercial/High 
Density 

Residential/Conservation 
(GC-C/HDR/CONS)

2,600 6,656 10.0 39.9

2017-2-A-2-2    
CLRM Investment 

Company

Rural Settlement Low 
Density (RSLD 2/1) 316 809 1.2 4.9

Total Required Acres 11.2 44.8

360.3 8,081.3Available Capacity             
(as of July 2016)



Orange County Public Schools 
School Capacity Report

DATE ISSUED

JURISDICTION

CASE

PROPERTY ID

ACREAGE

ORANGE COUNTY

2017-2-A-1-2

21-
28-

24-27-0000-00-003 (portion of), 21-24-27-0000-00-005 (portion of), 
28-24-27-0000-00-001, 24-27-0000-00-021

 154.35

Multi Family Units: 2,600

LAND USE CHANGE                 From: RCID-Mixed Use (east portion); RCID-Mixed Use/Conservation (west portion)

                                                              To:  GC-C/HDR (east portion); GC-C/HDR/CONS (west portion)

PROPOSED USE Single Family Units: 0 , Town Homes Units: 0

June 2, 2017

+/-

CONDITIONS AT AFFECTED SCHOOLS (AS OF OCTOBER 15, 2016)

School Information Keene's Crossing ES Bridgewater MS WEST ORANGE HS

Enrollment

Utilization

Adopted LOS Standard

Capacity

Students Generated

1,176

182164387

110.0% 100.0% 100.0%

132.0%155.0%117.0%

1,002 1,826 4,340

3,292859(2016 - 2017)

(2016 - 2017)

(2016 - 2017)

COMMENTS/CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Applicant must apply for formal capacity determination.

For more information on this analysis, please contact: 

Julie Salvo, AICP at 407.317.3700 x2022139

SCR OC 17 006



Orange County Public Schools 
School Capacity Report

DATE ISSUED

JURISDICTION

CASE

PROPERTY ID

ACREAGE

LAND USE CHANGE

ORANGE COUNTY

2017-2-A-2-2

33-21-28-0000-00-007, 33-21-28-0000-00-020, 34-21-28-0000-00-022

 212.30

PROPOSED USE Single Family Units: 316 Multi Family Units: 0Town Homes Units: 0

June 2, 2017

+/-

CONDITIONS AT AFFECTED SCHOOLS (AS OF OCTOBER 15, 2016)

School Information Prairie Lake ES Ocoee MS Wekiva HS

Enrollment

Utilization

Adopted LOS Standard

Capacity

Students Generated

1,424

413060

110.0% 100.0% 100.0%

81.0%102.0%101.0%

896 1,449 2,274

2,797885(2016 - 2017)

(2016 - 2017)

(2016 - 2017)

COMMENTS/CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Applicant must apply for formal capacity determination.

For more information on this analysis, please contact: 

Julie Salvo, AICP at 407.317.3700 x2022139

SCR OC 17 007

From:  RS 1/5               To:  RSLD 2/1





Potable Water and Wastewater Facilities Analysis for 2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Policy Plan Amendments
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Amendment Number Parcel ID Proposed Land 
Use

Maximum 
Density, 
Dwelling 

Units

Maximum 
Density, 

Hotel 
Rooms

 Maximum 
Density 

Non-
residential 

SF 

PW 
Demand 
(MGD)

WW 
Demand 
(MGD)

Available 
PW 

Capacity 
(MGD)

Available 
WW 

Capacity 
(MGD)

Reclaimed 
Water 

Required 
for 

Irrigation

OCU 
Service 

Area

PW: Orange County Utilities PW: 24 inch main on International Drive

WW: Orange County Utilities WW: 30 inch forcemain on International Drive

RW: Orange County Utilities RW: 12 inch and 24-inch main on International 
Drive

PW: RCID PW: Contact RCID

WW: RCID WW: Contact RCID

RW: RCID RW: Contact RCID

PW: Orange County Utilities* PW:

WW: Orange County Utilities* WW:

RW: Orange County Utilities* RW:

PW: Orlando Utilities Commisssion PW: Contact Orlando Utilities Commission

WW: Orange County Utilities WW: 24-inch gravity main on E. Landcaster 
Road

RW: Orange County Utilities RW: Not Currently Available

NOTES:

2017-2-A-3-1 24-23-29-8680-31-000 Industrial (IND) 0

No plant improvements are needed to maintain LOS standards.  This evaluation pertains solely to water and wastewater treatment plants.  Connection points and transmission system capacity will be evaluated at the time of 
Master Utility Plan review and permitting, or at the request of the applicant. 

Abbreviations: PW - Potable Water; WW - Wastewater; RW - Reclaimed Water; WM - Water Main; FM - Force Main; GM - Gravity Main; MUP - Master Utility Plan; TBD - To be determined as the project progresses through 
Development Review Committee, MUP and permitting reviews; TWA - Toho Water Authority; RCID - Reedy Creek Improvement District

2017-2-A-2-2: Water, wastewater, and reclaimed water demands and connection points will be addressed as the project proceeds through the DRC and construction permitting processes. 

0.071 Yes 

South833,738 N/A 0.063 N/A 0.063 No

N/A

0.071

N/A2017-2-A-1-2

21-24-27-0000-00-003 
(portion of), 21-24-27-

0000-00-005 (portion of), 
and 28-24-27-0000-00-

001/021

N/A

0 0.087

150,000

West

N/A0

0

2017-2-A-2-2
33-21-28-0000-00-

007/020 and 34-21-28-
0000-00-022

Rural Settlement 
Low Density (RSLD 

2/1)
316

East Portion:  
Growth Center-

Commercial/High 
Density Residential 
(GC-C/HDR); West 

Portion:  Growth 
Center-

2600

0.087

Yes 

Service Type and Provider Main Size and General Location

150,000 0.014 0.0110Education (EDU) 0

See Notes

N/A N/A

*The site is outside the Urban Service Area, but water and wastewater mains are located in the vicinity of the site.  If the Urban Service Area boundary is expanded to encompass this site, or if the extension of water and 
wastewater mains outside the Urban Service Area to serve this site is already compatible with Policies PW1.4.2, PW1.5.2, and the equivalent wastewater policies, water and wastewater demands and connection points to 
existing OCU transmission systems will be addressed as the project proceeds through the DRC and construction permitting process.

South0.014 0.011

0

2017-2-A-1-1 23-24-28-0000-00-004
26-24-28-5844-00-100



Interoffice Memorandum 
 
  

 
          

 
 
 

DATE: May 25, 2017 
 
TO:  Alberto Vargas, Manager 
  Planning Division 
 
THROUGH: John Geiger, PE, Sr. Engineer 
  Environmental Protection Division 
 
FROM: Sarah Bernier, REM, Sr. Environmental Specialist 
  Environmental Protection Division 
 
SUBJECT: Facilities Analysis and Capacity Report Request for the  
  2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
 
 
As requested, Environmental Protection Division staff reviewed the subject Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments. We understand that the first public hearing for these requests will be on June 15, 2017 
before the Local Planning Agency.  Attached are summary charts with the environmental analysis 
results.   
 
If you have any questions regarding the information provided, please contact Sarah Bernier at 407-
836-1471 or John Geiger at 407-836-1504. 
 
Attachment 
 
SB/JG 
 
cc: 
 
Greg Golgowski, Chief Planner, Comprehensive Planning  
Nicolas Thalmueller, Planner, Comprehensive Planning  
Lori Cunniff, Deputy Director, Community, Environmental and Development Services 
Elizabeth Johnson, Environmental Programs Administrator, Natural Resource Management 
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1) Amendment # 2017-2-A-1-1 
Adams Property - Elementary School 
FLU from: Activity Center Mixed Use (ACMU) 
To: Education (EDU) 
Zoning from: R-CE (Country Estate District and A-2 (Farmland Rural District) 
To: PD (Planned Development District) 
Owner: Adams Property Holdings, LLC 1/2 Int and Adams-Orlando, LLC 1/2 Int 
Agent: Tyrone K. Smith, AICP, Orange County Public Schools 
Parcels: 23-24-28-0000-00-004, 26-24-28-5844-00-100 
Address: east of International Dr., south of Lake Forest Dr. 
District: 1 
Area: 19.97 gross acres 
 
EPD Comments:   
The aerial photographs and soil maps indicate that wetlands may be present on site.  Provide 
copies of the documents submitted to the Water Management District and/or the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection as part of the Environmental Resource Permitting 
(ERP) process to the Orange County Environmental Protection Division. 
 
Development of the subject property shall comply with all state and federal regulations regarding 
wildlife and plants listed as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern.  The applicant 
is responsible to determine the presence of listed species and obtain any required habitat permits 
from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the Florida Fish & Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC). 
 
2) Amendment # 2017-2-A-1-2  (fka 2016-1-A-1-6) 
LUP-16-04-147 Flamingo Crossings 
FLU from: East Portion: Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID)-Mixed Use; West Portion: 
Reedy Creek Improvement District (RCID)-Mixed Use/Conservation 
To: East Portion: Growth Center-Commercial/High Density Residential (GC-C/HDR); West 
Portion: Growth Center-Commercial/High Density Residential/Conservation (GC-
C/HDR/CONS) 
Owner: Flamingo Crossings, LLC and Reedy Creek Improvement District 
Agent: Kathryn Hattaway, HCi Planning & Development 
Parcels: Portions of 21-24-27-0000-00-003/005, 28-24-27-0000-00-001/021 
Address: 12831, 12840, and 13325 Flamingo Crossings Blvd. 
District: 1 
Area: 154.35 gross / 121.59 net developable acres 
 
EPD Comments:   
There are wetlands and surface waters located onsite, including a portion of Lake Britt.  The 
applicant shall satisfy Orange County's wetland permitting requirements, in addition to any state 
or federal wetland permitting requirements.  Prior to development approvals, the Environmental 
Protection Division (EPD) will require a completed Conservation Area Determination (CAD), 
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and if encroachments are proposed, a Conservation Area Impact (CAI) Permit, consistent with 
Orange County Code Chapter 15, Article X Wetland Conservation Areas.  Approval of this 
request does not authorize any direct or indirect impacts to conservation areas or protective 
buffers.  
 
Until wetland permitting is complete, the net developable acreage is only an approximation.  The 
net developable acreage is the gross acreage less the wetlands and surface waters acreage. The 
buildable area is the net developable acreage less protective buffer areas if required to prevent 
adverse secondary impacts.  The applicant is advised not to make financial decisions based upon 
development within the wetland or the upland protective buffer areas.  Any plan showing 
development in such areas without Orange County and other jurisdictional governmental agency 
wetland permits is speculative and may not be approved.  This land use map amendment does 
not guarantee density or intensity based upon assumed conservation area impacts. 
 
Density and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculations are determined by dividing the total number of 
units and the square footage by the net developable area.  In order to include Class I, II and III 
conservation areas in the density and FAR calculations, the parcels shall have an approved 
Conservation Area Determination (CAD) and an approved Conservation Area Impact (CAI) 
permit from the Orange County Environmental Protection Division.  Reference FLU1.1.2 C.   
 
The removal, alteration or encroachment within a Class I Conservation Area shall only be 
allowed in cases where: no other feasible or practical alternatives exist, impacts are unavoidable 
to allow a reasonable use of the land, or where there is an overriding public benefit, as 
determined before the Orange County Board of County Commissioners.   
 
The Normal High Water Elevation (NHWE) of Lake Britt was established at 104.14 feet NAVD 
88 in the Lake Index of Orange County.  Clearly label and indicate the NHWE of the lake on all 
development plans or permit applications, in addition to any wetland and setback lines. 
 
Development of the subject properties shall comply with all state and federal regulations 
regarding wildlife or plants listed as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern. The 
applicant is responsible to determine the presence of listed species and obtain any required 
habitat permits from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and/or the Florida Fish & 
Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC).  
 
The subject properties had a prior agricultural land use that may have resulted in soil or 
groundwater contamination due to spillage of petroleum products, fertilizer, pesticide or 
herbicide.  Prior to the earlier of platting, demolition, site clearing, grading, grubbing, review of 
mass grading or construction plans, the applicant shall provide documentation to assure 
compliance with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) regulation 62-777 
Contaminant Cleanup Target Levels, and any other contaminant cleanup target levels found to 
apply during further investigations, to the Orange County Environmental Protection Division 
(EPD) and the Development Engineering (DE) Division. 
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3) Amendment # 2017-2-A-2-2 
CLRM Investment 
FLU from: Rural Settlement 1/5 (RS 1/5) 
To: Rural Settlement Low Density (RSLD 2/1) 
Zoning from: A-1 (Citrus Rural District) 
To: PD (Planned Development District) 
Owner: CLRM Investment Co 
Agent:  Jim Cooper 
Parcels:  33-21-28-0000-00-007/020, 34-21-28-0000-00-022 
Address: 100 E. McCormick Rd., 44 W. McCormick Rd., 9201 Trout Lake Rd. 
District: 2 
Area: 212.3 gross / 158.1 net developable acres 
 
EPD Comments:   
There are wetlands and surface waters located onsite, including Lake Bream and a portion of 
Trout Lake.  Prior to development approvals, the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) will 
require a completed Conservation Area Determination (CAD), and if encroachments are 
proposed, a Conservation Area Impact (CAI) Permit, consistent with Orange County Code 
Chapter 15, Article X Wetland Conservation Areas.  Approval of this request does not authorize 
any direct or indirect impacts to conservation areas or protective buffers.  
 
Until wetland permitting is complete, the net developable acreage is only an approximation.  The 
net developable acreage is the gross acreage less the wetlands and surface waters acreage. The 
buildable area is the net developable acreage less protective buffer areas if required to prevent 
adverse secondary impacts.  The applicant is advised not to make financial decisions based upon 
development within the wetland or the upland protective buffer areas.  Any plan showing 
development in such areas without Orange County and other jurisdictional governmental agency 
wetland permits is speculative and may not be approved.  This land use map amendment does 
not guarantee density or intensity based upon assumed conservation area impacts. 
 
Density and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculations are determined by dividing the total number of 
units and the square footage by the net developable area.  In order to include Class I, II and III 
conservation areas in the density and FAR calculations, the parcels shall have an approved 
Conservation Area Determination (CAD) and an approved Conservation Area Impact (CAI) 
permit from the Orange County Environmental Protection Division.  Reference FLU1.1.2 C.   
 
The removal, alteration or encroachment within a Class I Conservation Area shall only be 
allowed in cases where: no other feasible or practical alternatives exist, impacts are unavoidable 
to allow a reasonable use of the land, or where there is an overriding public benefit, as 
determined before the Orange County Board of County Commissioners.   
 
The Normal High Water Elevation (NHWE) of Trout Lake was established at 63.93 feet NAVD 
88 in the Lake Index of Orange County.  The NHWE for Lake Bream needs to be established.  
Clearly label and indicate the NHWE of the lakes on all development plans or permit 



Orange County Environmental Protection Division  
Comments to the Local Planning Agency for the  

2017-2 Regular Cycle Comprehensive Plan Amendments 
 

5/25/17  Page 4 of 5 
S:\Engineering Support\Comprehensive_Policy_Plan\Regular Cycle\2017-2\2017-2 Regular Cycle EPD 
Comments.doc 

applications, in addition to any wetland and setback lines. 
 
Development of the subject properties shall comply with all state and federal regulations 
regarding wildlife or plants listed as endangered, threatened, or species of special concern.  The 
Ecological Site Assessment conducted by Modica & Associates on February of 2017 reported 
the presence of gopher tortoises on site.  The applicant will need to obtain any required habitat 
permits from the Florida Fish & Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC). 
 
This site is located within the Wekiva Study Area, as established by the Wekiva Parkway and 
Protection Act, Section 369.316 F.S.  Additional environmental regulations apply.  These 
requirements may further reduce the total net developable acreage.  Regulations include, but are 
not limited to: septic tank criteria, open space requirements, stormwater treatment, upland 
preservation, setbacks related to karst features and the watershed, and aquifer vulnerability. In 
addition to the state regulations, local policies are included in Orange County Comprehensive 
Plan 2010-2030 Destination 2030, Future Land Use Element (but not limited to) Objective 
FLU6.6 Wekiva and the related policies.   
 
The subject properties had a prior land use (agricultural timber, airplane landing strip) that may 
have resulted in soil or groundwater contamination due to spillage of petroleum products, 
fertilizer, pesticide or herbicide.  Prior to the earlier of platting, demolition, site clearing, grading, 
grubbing, review of mass grading or construction plans, the applicant shall provide 
documentation to assure compliance with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(FDEP) regulation 62-777 Contaminant Cleanup Target Levels, and any other contaminant 
cleanup target levels found to apply during further investigations, to the Orange County 
Environmental Protection Division (EPD) and the Development Engineering (DE) Division. 
 
The Vista Landfill and Orange County Transfer Station #2 are located within one mile northwest 
of the property boundary.  The applicant / owner has an affirmative obligation to expressly notify 
potential purchasers, builders, and/or tenants of this development, through the appropriate 
mechanism, including a conspicuous note on the plat and/or a recorded restrictive covenant, as 
applicable, of the proximity of solid waste management facilities.  This notification is required 
since the County shall not support the siting of developments at urban residential densities that 
would be adversely impacted by existing solid waste management activities.  Reference Orange 
County Comprehensive Plan, Solid Waste Element, Policy SW1.7.4. 
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4) Amendment # 2017-2-A-3-1 
RZ-17-06-012 International Paper Facility Expansion 
FLU from: Commercial (C) 
To: Industrial (IND) 
Zoning from: C-3 (Wholesale Commercial District) 
To: I-1/I-5 (Industrial District) 
Owner: International Paper 
Agent: John McCutcheon 
Parcels: 24-23-29-8680-31-000 
Address: 711 E. Lancaster Ave 
District: 3 
Area: 25.52 gross acres 
 
EPD Comments:   
Prior to earthwork or construction in the undeveloped vegetated areas, contact the Orange 
County Environmental Protection Division (EPD) at 407-836-1400 to determine if a 
Conservation Area Determination (CAD) and/or Impact (CAI) permit is required, consistent with 
Orange County Code Chapter 15, Article X, Wetland Conservation Areas.  Approval of this 
request does not authorize any direct or indirect encroachments into wetlands or buffer areas. 
 
This site is the location of ongoing waste cleanup.  No activity will be permitted on site that may 
disturb, influence or interfere with: areas of soil or groundwater contamination, any remediation 
activities, or within the hydrological zone of influence of any contaminated area, unless prior 
approval has been obtained through Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) 
and such approval has been provided to the Environmental Protection Division (EPD) of Orange 
County.  For additional information, contact the FDEP Central District at 407-897-4100 with 
regard to Facility Site ID No. COM_27446. 
 
 



� � � ������������

 
���������	�
���
����	����
�����������
�
��	������	�	���	������������
	�
���	���	
�
�
�
�
�

��������������
�
�
�
�
�

Prepared for:�
����������	
���
���������������
�������	��
����������
�	��������������
	������
 ����������!�"���
�
�
Prepared by: 
#�
$��%����$
�	���
!���#&��'�����
(���)�	�����!�*+,�




�
�

���������	�
��
����	����
�����������

�
��	������	�	��

	������������
	����	���	
�
�


�� ��!"��!#$�#$%�
�

�
+��� -�	���$	
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������+�
���� ��.�$	��
	��(��
	
�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������+�

��+� �
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������+�
���� �����/���%������(������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��!� 0
���
1����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������!�

��!�+� �)��
$��������2�3����������������������������������������������������������������������������
��!��� 45&���6�	
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������
��!�!� ������'
�'����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������,�

!��� ��3���	�7��3��$7����)
		
�3�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������
� !�+� �	��8&����
����0�	���#���3�)��	��
�	�
$	���������������������������������������������������
� !��� /������)7�(�5��1�2�3
��������������������������������������������������������������������������*�
� !�!�  ���3��(��	7�2��
��)��	�����	�$	
���
�
�
��������������������������������������*�
���� ��))��7� ����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������9�
,���  	&���2��
��)��	���(�$����������������������������������������������������������������������������������+��
�
� �
���
���������	��
�
�
3����+� �$�	
��#�5�
�
3������ ���
���#�5�
�
3����!� �
���#�5�
�
3������ �����/���#�5�
�
3����,� �55�:
)�	��0�	�����%����1�$��0�	����
)
	��#�5�
�
3������ �����2�3���;��	��$�	
��#�5��
�
3����*� 45&���6�	
��������7�#�5�
�
3����"� ������'
�'������7��������
�
���
����	&'�(�
��
�
2:&
<
	��� �;�-�6��$'
�3��
�	�
2:&
<
	���� �
	���&	3��5&���
2:&
<
	�(� 43���2��	&����
���-)�3��7�
�



+�
�

�
���������	�
��

����	����
�����������
�

��	������	�	��
	������������
	����	���	
�

�
�)�� �
�����
���
�
#�
$�� %� ���$
�	��� $���$	��� ��� 2$�3
$��� ������)��	� 1� 	&�� �+��!!=� �$��� (��#�
��5��	7�>?��<.�$	����$��@A�����<����7�+������+�����+*���6&����<.�$	����$����
�����	&���	�
1�	&��
�	����$	
��1�#$(�)
$'���������(���$�������
����$	
���!!�����!���6���&
5�
�+��� ���3�� �"2� 1�  ���3�� (��	7� *�+,���%� ��-��.�� 6&�� 
�	��	� 1� 	&�� ������)��	� ���� 	�
������	���B�
	��&�<
	�	��������3�	�	
���$))��
	
����	��	�
�����7������5)��	�$��	��
�	��
5����<7�	&��5�����$����5	��	
���1��5�����$��1�5�	�$	����
���
1���5�$
��������	�
���	
17�
��7�$��	��
�	��	&��5�����$��1�5�	�$	����
���
1��)
3&	�5���	������5)��	����
�
#�
$��%����$
�	������
����������
�	7�1���	��5�
��	�$���$	
�3�	&���
	��������	
��1�	&��
(��#� ��5��	7�� � ��	�� ������	��� 
�$������ 5�<�
�&��� �
	���	���� ���� 5�<�
$�7� ���
��<���
��$�
��6#�4-����	����7����1��
	���
������3�	�	
���������	
$
5�	���C��$�)��	����
���
1������

��	&���
$
�
	7�1�	&��5�5��	7���	$���6&��1���
�3������$���������$$���������5��	�1�	&����<.�$	�
������)��	D�
�

�� ���
����&	3��5&
$�-)�3��7�� ���3��(��	7�����
��E�

�� /������5��	)��	�1��3�
$��	����>/���A�Soil Survey of Orange County FloridaE�

�� ���
���;�	�����������-����	�7�>�;�-A�F��5�$
��� $$�����$��6��$'
�3��
�	�� ���3��
(��	7E�

�� Florida’s Endangered and Threatened Species��8�����7���+*���0(E���

�� Florida Land Use, Cover and Forms Classification System (FLUCFCS) Handbook��
/������5��	)��	�1�6����5�	�	
���

�� ���
����
�&�����0
���
1��(������	
��())
��
���2�3���;��	��$�	��
� >&		5�DCC5�<�
$�)71�$�$)C�0�-C2�3��;��	�C���	�$�	����5:AE�
�
�
�)�� ���/	�
���
	�����
����
�
6&��(��#���5��	7��������
���������<����7�+������+�����+*�1��	&
��������)��	�����1
����

��5�$	
�� ���� $���$	��� ��
�3� 5����	�
��� ���� ��&
$����� 	�����$	�� 	&��3&�	� 	&�� ��<.�$	�
5�5��	7���6&��1���
�3�
�1�)�	
����))��
G���	&����	��$���$	������
�3�	&��
�B11
$�����
���
�����
	��
��5�$	
���
�

�)�� �!+ %
�

�$$��
�3� 	� 	&�� Soil Survey of Orange County, Florida�� 5��5����� <7� 	&�� /����
��5��	)��	� 1� �3�
$��	���� >/���A�� �
�� (������	
�� ����
$�� >�(�A�� 1
��� >,A� �
��
	75��� ���� ?5��� ��	��@� $$��� �
	&
�� 	&�� 5�5��	7� <�����
��� *�+,���� 0.�� � 6&��



��
�

1���
�3�5�����	����<�
�1����$�
5	
��1���$&�1� 	&�����
�� 	75���)�55����
	&
�� 	&��
(��#���5��	7E�	&�����$�
5	
��������:$��5	��1�)�	&���
�������7D�

(�%%+#,���"+#��%�#1��1�2��%%+!#� �*30.�
���������7�����������7�5��7����
�����
��
1����
���&�������5����
����������3&���������3���3���1�1���&��	���)���&�������
���)5����6&�����1�$����7���1�	&
���
��	75��3�������7�$��
�	��1�<��$'�1
��������
�<�	�*�
�$&���	&
$'��6&����	���	�<���1��	&
���
��	75��
���<���	&�����1�$��1����	�9�
)�	&����)�����$&�7��������
���
	&
��+��
�$&���1�	&�����1�$��1��	&�����	�1�	&��
7���������)��<
�
	7�1�	&
���
��	75��
����5
��	&��3&�	��

��#1 ��� "+#�� %�#1�� �� $!� 4� 2��5�#$� % !2�%� *36.� 
�� �� �����7� ������ 	� 3��	�7� ��5
�3��
�:$���
���7� ���
���� �
�� 1���� �� 	&�� �5������� � 6&�� ���1�$�� ��7��� 1� 	&
�� �
�� 	75��
3�������7� $��
�	�� 1� ���7����'�3��7
�&�<���� 1
��� ����� �<�	� ,� 
�$&��� 	&
$'�� �6&��
�������� &
3&� ��	��� 	�<��� 1�� 	&
�� �
�� 	75�� 
�� �	� �� ��5	&� 1� )��� 	&��� "�� 
�$&�����
���)��<
�
	7�1�	&
���
��	75��
����5
��
��	&�����1�$��������<���1�$����7��������
����5
��
	�)����	��7���5
��
��	&����<�
���

��#+�� �7�58�*36�.�
���������7�����������7�5��7����
�����
��1����
����5����
����
1���&��	������)5������)���&�������
��5��7���1
�������
��3���7����675
$���7��	&��
���1�$����7���1�	&
���
��	75��$��
�	��1�<��$'�)�$'��<�	�++�
�$&���	&
$'���-��)�	�
7�����������
����������)�55����
	&�	&
���
��	75������5�����1����	�9�)�	&����)���
�:$�5	����
�3��:	��������7�5��
��������)��<
�
	7�1�	&
���
��	75��
����5
��	&��3&�	��
�


�9���%� "+#�� %�#1���� $!�4�2��5�#$�% !2�%� *36:.� 
�� �������7� ������ 	�3��	�7� ��5
�3��
)����	��7� ����� ���
���� �
�� 1���� �� ��� �
�3��� ���� '����� �� 	&�� �5������� � 6&��
���1�$����7���1�	&
���
�� 	75��3�������7�$��
�	��1����7����'�3��7�1
���������<�	���

�$&���	&
$'���6&����������&
3&���	���	�<���1��	&
���
��	75��
���	�����5	&�1����	�"��

�$&���1��)���	&�����)�	&���������$�����	�����5	&�1�)���	&���"��
�$&������
�3�
�:	��������7�5��
��������)��<
�
	7�1�	&
���
��	75��
�����7���5
��	&��3&�	��
�


�9���%� ;��+  <!22��� "+#�� %�#1%���� $!�4�2��5�#$� % !2�%� *36�.� 
�� �������7� ������ 	�
3��	�7���5
�3��)����	��7���������
�����
����
	�1����������
�3�������'�������	&��
�5������������	&��1��	�����675
$���7��	&�����1�$����7���1�6�����������#
��&55���
�
���$��
�	��1����'�3��7
�&�<����1
���������<�	���
�$&���	&
$'���6&����������&
3&�
��	���	�<���1��6��������
��
���	�����5	&�1����	�*��
�$&���1��)���	&�����)�	&�������
��$�����	�����5	&�1�)���	&���"��
�$&������
�3��:	��������7�5��
�����6&����������
&
3&���	���	�<���1��#
��&55����
��
���	�����5	&�1����	����
�$&���1��+�	���)�	&���
������$�����	�����5	&�1����	�*��
�$&���1����	���)�	&�������)��<
�
	7�1�6�������
�
��
�����7���5
�������)��<
�
	7�1�#
��&55����
��
����5
��
��	&�����1�$��������<���1�$��
��7��������
��)����	��7���5
����)����	��
��	&����<�
���
�
�)�� ��#1��%���#1���#1��!9��

�
 �B�
	����	�����$))��
	
������C�����������������$����
1
�����
�3�	&�����
��������
/����(����������)��(����
1
$�	
���7�	�)�>��/(�(�A����
���>,A�$))��
	7�	75���

�$���
�3�<	&��5�����������	��������������������
���	
1
����
	&
��	&����<.�$	����$���



!�
�

�����������$�
<���<���������&������+,����6�� �6&�� .��
��
$	
������	����� �
)
	��
����� �	� ���
���	��� ���
�3� 	&
�� 5���
)
���7� ������	
��� � �������� 	&�� �55�:
)�	��
�
)
	��1��B�
	����	�������������1�$����	����������1��$	������+,���%�6��#1�4�����

� �
� �2 �#1%�

�
�++�F�-)5��������	����
6&���� ���� �55�:
)�	��7� +9=� �$���� 1� 
)5����� 5��	���� $��	����7� �$�	��� ���3� 	&��
���	����5�5��	7�<�����7�� �6&
�� ��������� 	75�� ����� ���3� 	&�� ���	����<�����7�1�
6��	� ��'��� ���� ���3� ��� �
��	�
5� �$�	��� 
�� 	&�� $��	���� 5�	
�� 1� 	&�� 5�5��	7���
�)
���	���3�	�	
��
��<�&
��3�����>Paspalum notatumA� 	&�	� 
��)����������3�����
<��
������
�
!�9�F��&��<�%�����&�����
6&�������� 1��������� 
�� 	&��$��	����5�	
��1� 	&��5�5��	7� 	&�	�����<��	����$�
<������
�&��<�����<���&�������6&����������&�����)���$�		������
����'��>Quercus virginianaA�
�
	&����������	�7�1�<�&
��3������)�:
$���$�����>Richardia scabraA�����&��<�$����
3���������6&���������)��������1�5���������
	&
��	&
��$))��
	7�	75�����
��
�!�B�������B(�
1���#
:����
6&�� )�.�
	7� 1� 	&�� 5�5��	7� 
�� $)5�
���� 1� 	&
�� $))��
	7� 	75��� � �)
���	�
��3�	�	
��
����������'�>Quercus laurifoliaA���
����'������&�5
���>Pinus elliottiiA������
���� 5��)�		� >Serenoa repensA�� � 6&���� 
�� �
		��� 	� �� 3����$���� �
	&
�� 	&
��
$))��
	7�	75��<�$�����1�	&��$�����$��57������

� �
� =�$ �#1%��#1����"�5��=�$��%�
� �
� ,��B���'���

6&���� ���� 1��� ���1�$�� ��	���� �� 	&�� ��<.�$	� ���$���� � 6��	� ��'�� 
�� �$�	��� 
�� 	&��
��	&���	����$�����1� 	&��5�5��	7����������)���'�� 
�� �$�	��� 
�� 	&����	&���	����
$�����1�	&��5�5��	7���6&��������	���)���������1�$����	�����$�	���
��	&����	&����
5�	
��1�	&��5�5��	7�� �6&��$��	����5�	
���1�	&������'����������1�$����	����&���
��	��� 7���B�������&
��� 	&��5��
)�	��� 1� 	&�� ��'��� ���� ���1�$����	����)�7���7�<��

�����	������
�3�&
3&���	�������	������7�+��	�+,�7������ ���3�	�	
��5�����	�
��	&��
������	&�	�&�����	���
�$�������	����
�
���>Nymphaea �55�A�����$�		�
���>Typha latifoliaA���
6&�� 	�� �)������ ���1�$�� ��	���� 
�� 	&�� ��	&���� 5�	
�� 1� 	&�� 5�5��	7� &���� �����
$��3�����>Spartina bakeriiA����3�	&��5��
)�	���1�	&����	����
��������
�
���������1���	���$	
��!�+�1�	&
����5�	�1�����
�$���
��1���	�������������1�$����	����
���	&�7�����.��
��
$	
����	�������3���	���<7�	&���	��8&����
����0�	���#���3�)��	�
�
�	�
$	�>�8�0#�A�����
�
�)0� =+ 1 +"�

�
��H���
	�	
������
���1�	&���
	������$���$	���	���	��)
���
1���7��
���
1���5�$
�����
�3�
	&��5�5��	7������
�	������5�	�$	���<7�	&��/�����
�&�����0
���
1������
$��>/��0�A���



��
�

	&�����
����
�&�����0
���
1��(������	
��())
��
��>�0(A���6&��1���
�3�
����
�
�	�1�	&����5�$
���	&�	�&����<����<��������	
�
G
�3�	&����<.�$	����$������
�3���$��	�
������	
������

�
� � �
����
� � 6��'�7����	����>Cathartes auraA�
� �
� � #�))����
� � �$'�	�35&���>Geomys pinetisA�
� �
� � ��5	
����
� � ���$'���$���>Coluber constrictorA�
� � �!2<���$!�$!+%��*Gopherus polyphemus.�
� �

6&�����
���;�	�����������-����	�7�>�;�-A��5�$
���	��$'
�3��
�	�1�� ���3��(��	7�
�����$$������	���	��)
���	&��5	��	
���1���
�	����5�$
���1��
���
1��	&�	�)�7�$$���
�
	&
��	&��&�<
	�	�	75���5�����	��
	&
����<.�$	����$��E�	&
��	��$'
�3��
�	�
��
�$���������
	><+�+$���1����1����$����0
���
1���5�$
����
	&�	&��5	��	
���	�$$�����
	��<�������
3�3��5&
$� �$�����&�<
	�	� 	75���5�����	� ����5�����$��1� ��
	�<��� �
�������3�	�	
���
$���� 
�$����� 	&�� �)��
$��� <���� ��3���� 	&�� 35&��� 	�	
���� ���� ����� �'
�'�� � 6&��

�1�)�	
�� �	�
���� <���� 
�� 5��
���� 	� ��	�
�� �����5)��	� $��	��
�	�� ����
5��)
		
�3���H�
��)��	�������55�
$�<�������$
�	����
	&��
�	����5�$
���$$���
�3���	&��
�
	����&��
�3�	&��5	��	
���	�$$�����
	�����

�
��!�+� �)��
$��������2�3���
��	&�3&��� ��3��� �
�	��������5�	�$	����5�$
���1��
���
1��� 	&��<������3��� ��$�
����
5�	�$	
��1�)�	&��/��0��������	&�����������4�����2�3�����	�$	
���$	�>2�3���
�$	A�����	&��#
3��	�7��
���6���	7��$	�>#�6�A���6&��?2�3���;��	��$�	�@���	�<����
��<�
	��)�
�	�
����<7�	&���0(������$$������1����7�
�1�)�	
������$��������	��
�&
$&�$$��������	&��5�.�$	��
	����-�����
	
����B�
	��������.�$��	�������������
�����7�
�$������1��	&��5�����$��1�<������3���>Haliaeetus leucocephalusA����	�	��������

�
�$$��
�3�	��0(I��2�3���;��	��$�	����	�<�����	&���������
3&	�>"A��$�)��	�����3���
���	���
	&
��1
���)
����1�	&����<.�$	����$���*�+,����:A���6&��$����	����	���;��	�-�J�
 �B�,,����� �B�!����
��+���)
��������+�*�)
������	&�1�	&�����	���;��	�-�J� �B�,,�
�������	��$�)��	�������$	
���
����+������;��	�-�J� �B�!��
��+99"���6&�����$
�	���
5�
)��7�>!!�B1	A�������$����7�>���B1	A�)���3�)��	�G�������	��:	�����	�	&��
��<.�$	����$�����6&���1���������5)��	��
	&
��	&����<.�$	�5��$����
���&�������11�$	�
������<7����	��������5��)
		
�3�$��	��
�	���&�����55�7��
�
��!��� 45&���6�	
���

6&��35&���	�	
���
���
�	���<7�	&���0(������	&���	������5�$
�����45&���	�	
��������
$))��7�1����
��������$$���
�3�������B���
��������7��
������$
�	����
	&�:��
$�
5
��B�'�&�))$'�� �$��<��5
��� 1��	����� 5��	����� ����$
	����3������ ���5��)
	� 	�
���$�	�� 	&�� ���
���	� 55���	
�� 1� 35&��� 	�	
���� �
��� <�� ��H�
���� 	� 1�$
�
	�	��
�����5)��	�1�	&����<.�$	����$����



,�
�

�
�0(� ��3���	
��� 5�&
<
	� �����5)��	� �
	&
�� �� �,B1	� ���
��� 1� ��7� 5	��	
���7�
$$�5
���35&���	�	
���<���������5��)
	��
��������	�<��<	�
����1�)�	&���0(�
��	&�
G
�3� 	&�� ���$�	
��1� ��7�35&��� 	�	
�����
	&
���,B1��	� 1� 	&�� 1	5�
�	� 1�
�����5)��	�5�
��	�	&��
�
	
�	
��1���7������$����
�3���$��	��$	
���$	
�
	
����
�
��		���1��"�5	��	
���7�$$�5
���35&���	�	
���<�����������
���	
1
������
�3�	&��
��<����7� +�� ���� +��� ��+*� �
	�� 
��5�$	
�� >�+,���� �A�� � ;	�� 	&�	� 	&
�� ���� �	� ��
$)5��&���
���+��K������7�����	&���������.��	� 	&��<������1�����&����
�3�	&��
3������� �
	�� 
��5�$	
��� � 6&�� 5���
)
���7� �����7� $������ �<�	� !�K� 1� 	&�� ��<.�$	�
���$�����2:	��5��	
�3�	&�������7������	���$����	&����	
����
	���
	�
��5��
<���	&�	�	&����
)�7� <�� 9�� 5	��	
���7� $$�5
��� <������ 5�����	� �� 	&�� ��<.�$	� ���$���� � 6&�� �0(�
����)�����,�K�$$�5��$7���	��1������5	��	
���7�$$�5
���35&���	�	
���<��������
��������
	�
��	&��5�1���
�����:5��
��$��1�#�
$��%����$
�	���	&�	�	&��$$�5��$7�
��	��
��	&
����3
��
��&
3&���	&���,�K�������)
�3�*�K�$$�5��$7��
	�
��5��
<���	&�	�
	&���������5�	����	�	
����5�����	���	&���
	�����
�
-	� 
�� ��	
)�	��� 	&�	� 	&�� $�	�� ���$
�	��� �
	&� 35&��� 	�	
��� 5��)
		
�3�� ���$�	
���
)
	
3�	
�� $�	�
<�	
�� 1���� ���� ��$
5
��	� �
	�� 1���� )�7� ���3�� 1�)� L9,����� 	�
L++�����������
���
� (������	
�����)
	�
�

��$����� 	&���� ���� )��� 	&��� +�� 35&��� 	�	
��� <������ �
	&
�� 	&�� ��<.�$	�
���$���	&�	��
���<��
)5�$	���<7������5)��	����?(������	
�����)
	@�)��	�<��
<	�
����1�)�	&���0(�����(������	
�����)
	���	&�
G���	&�����$�	
��1�
$�5	�����	�	
����	���5��)
		���11B�
	����$
5
��	���������

�
����55�
$�	
��	�	&���0(�)��	�<����<)
		���<7����	�	�B�
$��������	&�
G���
45&���6�	
����3��	���6&��(������	
�����)
	���7���H�
������+,K�35&���
	�	
��������7�	�<	�
��	&��5��)
	��<�	���+��K������7�)��	�<��$���$	�����
)���	&���9����7��5�
��	����$�	
���$	
�
	
�����-1�	&�����$�	
���11�	������	�
$$����
	&
��9�B��7��1�	&�������7���	���
	��
���<����$�����7�	���5��	�	&�������7�
5�
��	�$���$	
�3�	&�����$�	
���11�	����

�
���)
	� 
�����$�� 	75
$���7� $$���� �
	&
�� �,B��7�� 1���
�3� �� $)5��	��
�55�
$�	
����<)
		����� �$��
�������	&��5��)
	��
���<�����
��1����5��
��1����
7������1	����&
$&�	
)��	&���55�
$��	�)�7��55�7�1������B	
)���)���)��	�	�
�:	����	&��5��)
	�����	
��1��������
	
����7�������

�
��!�!� ������'
�'��

6&��(��#���5��	7�
���$�	����
	&
��	&��/��0��������'
�'�(����	�	
���������-��
�$$����$�� �
	&� 	&�� /��0�� ����� �'
�'�� ���� ����B	�
���� #��� �'
�'�� �����7�
��	$�����
����������
���>?��	$�@E�/��0�����+�A��5�5��	
����$�	����
	&
��	&��
(����	�	
�������	&�	������������
��<7��
��	75�����
	�<���1��������'
�'�����������	���
	53��5&
$� �����	
��1� "�� 1��	� �� &
3&��� �&����<�� ��<.�$	��� 	� 5����	�
��� ���C��



��
�

$���<���������7��	���	��)
����'
�'�$$�5��$7�<�1��������5)��	�����	����
����
��3�	�	
����
�	��<��$���$$������
�
������1� 	&����<.�$	����$���$�	�
��6�����������(�����������������
���<���"��1��	�
�<�������������>�+,����?A�����������5
$	���
��3��������+,����?���5
$	�	&��������1�	&��
��<.�$	����$���	&�	��
���<���"��1��	�����$�	�
����
	�<����
��	75�������	&���1���)�7�
<����<.�$	�	���������'
�'������7�	�$�$���
���7��$�)��	�	&���<���$��1�	&
���5�$
������
�
6&��)�.�
	7�1�	&��������������
��������&�����B$�
1���1���	������������	&��������
�)��5����������&�����'���11����C��5
���	����$���<��<���&������7�	���������&
	��
�����>	><+�+$�(A���-	��55�����	&�	�������������������>�+,����?A��
���<���:�)5	�1�)�
������'
�'������7���H�
��)��	��<�$�����1�����
	�<���&�<
	�	������
��$��
	
�����-	�
��
1��	&���<��
�����	&�	���7��)����5$'�	��1���������
�����H�
�����1�)���$���<����
�����7���#�
$��%����$
�	�����$))�����$����	�	
���
	&�	&��/��0��	�$�1
�)�
	&�	������������������������:�)5	�1�)������7���H�
��)��	����&
�����7�5�	
���1��
��������
���H���
17�1����)�
1
��������7�5�	$���

�
0)�� �	����
������	���	���

���
�
6&��(��#���5��	7� �
����
	&
�� 	&�� .��
��
$	
��1� 	&���	�� 8&����
����0�	���#���3�)��	�
�
�	�
$	�>�8�0#�A����)7�(�5��1�2�3
������>�( 2A����� ���3��(��	7�2��
��)��	���
��	�$	
�� �
�
�
�� > (2��A�� � ��
�� 	� ���'
�3� �����5)��	� �55������� 	&�� .��
��
$	
����
��	������
�����
��������	�<����	�<�
�&���
��	&��1
��������
�

0)�����$)�/!<#%��+9���=�$�����#�,�7�#$��+%$�+5$��
�

6&���	��8&����
����0�	���#���3�)��	��
�	�
$	�>�8�0#�A�&�����	&�
	7�������7�
��	�������������1�$����	�����
	&
��	&����<.�$	�<�����
������7�5�5���������5)��	�
1�	&���
	���
�����H�
��������
���1�.��
��
$	
������	��������
���	
�����������<)
		���
1����	�	��
���2��
��)��	��������$�����)
	�>2��A��55�
$�	
��	�	&���8�0#�����
�
6&��2������
���5��
��1���8�0#��
��	75
$���7�<�	������������+�����7��1��5��)
	�
�55�������5���
�3���	&���
G��������	����1�	&��5�.�$	������&�	&������	���	�����

)5�$	������5�5������-��	&������	���	�����
)5�$	������5�5�����	&���8�0#�������
�
'��7� ��H�
��� )
	
3�	
��� � #
	
3�	
�� 1�� ��	����� 
)5�$	�� )�7� 
�$����� $���	
���
���	��	
�����&��$�)��	����5�������	
��1��
	&����B�
	����11B�
	����	�����&�<
	�	���
	&��5��$&����1�)
	
3�	
�� $���
	�� 1�)���5��)
		���)
	
3�	
��<��'�� ��������� 	&��
�8�0#��5��1������)
	
3�	
��)�	&�� 
�� 	&��5��$&����1� $���
	�� 1�)�����55�����
��	�����)
	
3�	
��<��'��6&���)��	�1�)
	
3�	
����H�
�������
�����5���
�3���	&��
H���
	7�1�	&����	������	&�	�����
)5�$	�������	&��H���
	7�����	75��1�)
	
3�	
��	&�	�
��
5��
�����
�
6&����<.�$	����$���
���$�	���
��	&��0�'
����
����;��	������
����6&��0�'
����
����
#
	
3�	
�����'�11�����	�	������1�������$���
	��1����5�
$��1�L++�����C$���
	��
�



*�
�

2�$&� 1� 	&�� 1��� �B�
	�� ��	������ �
��� <�� $��
������ 	� &���� �� ?���1�$�� ��	��@�
$)5���	����������������	�����$)5���	�� �6&����	�����$)5���	� 
�� 	&��$��	����
5�	
�� 1� 	&�� �7�	�)>�A� 	&�	� 3�������7� &���� ��	��� 7���B������ ���� )�7� &����
&��<�$������3�	�	
��5�����	�� �6&�����1�$����	���$)5���	� 
�� 	&����
���5��
)�	���
������	&����	����������������)�7���7�<��
�����	�������7�+��	�+,�7���������1���	�
	><+�+$���1��43���2��	&����
���
)�3��7�	�$)5������	����������7�7��������
�
6&�� �8�0#�� �
��� �
11����	
�	�� <�	����� ��	����� ���� ���1�$�� ��	���� ���
�3� 	&��
���
���	
��5�$������6&��������1�	&����	�������������1�$����	�����
���<��������	���
��
�3�	&��/�
1�)�#
	
3�	
��������)��	�#�	&��>/#�#A�������
���<���
11����	�1��
��	�������������1�$����	������#
	
3�	
��
����H�
����1��
)5�$	�	�<	&���	����������
���1�$����	�������

�
� 0)�� �)�)���7���!�2%�!"�	#,+#���%
�

-1�����3
�3���1
��
�3���	�����
)5�$	������5�������
��?0�	����1�	&��/���@����5��)
	�
1�)�	&��/������)7�(�5��1�2�3
������ >�( 2A��
�������<�� ��H�
�����6&���( 2�
��3���	�������3
�3�����1
��
�3�
����	������>�������1�$����	���A���������	&�
	7�1�	&��
(�����0�	����$	���-1���7���'�
��5�5����
����B
���	�����	����1�	&��/�
	����	�	����
��5��)
	��
���<����H�
����1�)�	&���( 2����

���
������ �� 5�1���
���� �:5��
��$�� 	� 	&�� 
))��
�	�� ��	&���	� 1� 	&
�� 5�.�$	�� 
	� 
��
<��
����� 	&�	� 	&����<.�$	����$��� �
����
	&
�� �� $�����<��
�� ���� 	&���1��� 	&���B�
	��
��	������ ���� ���1�$�� ��	���� �
��� �	� <�� .��
��
$	
���� 	� 	&�� �( 2�� � #�
$�� %�
���$
�	��� ��$����� �� ;� ���)
	� ��H�
���� >;��A� 1�� 	&�� ��.�$��	� 5�.�$	� 	� 	&��
��	&���	�� � 6&�� �B�
	�� ��	������ ���� ���1�$�� ��	���� �� �	� &���� ��7� &7���3
$�
$���$	
��	�11B�
	�����1�$����	��������
��3���
	$&�������)5�������3&�����
�
6&��;���5�$����
���
)
���� 	�����55�����8��
��
$	
������	��)
��	
��>�8�A�����
��H�
���� ��<)
		��� 1� �� ���
���1�)�5�� ���� 
�1�)�	
�� 	� 	&���( 2�� �6&
��5�$����
	75
$���7�	�'���<�	������������9����7��	�$)5��	�����
�
-�� 	&�� ����	� 	&�� �( 2� ��	��)
���� 	&�	� 	&�� ��	������ ���� ���1�$�� ��	���� ����
.��
��
$	
����� 5�.�$	� �����5)��	� )�7� ��H�
��� 5��)
		
�3� 	&��3&� 	&�� �( 2� 
1�
��	�����
)5�$	������5�5����������
�
0)0� ���#,���!�#$��	#9+�!#7�#$� ���!$�5$+!#��+9+%+!#��

�
6&�� ���3��(��	7�2��
��)��	�����	�$	
���
�
�
��> (2��A�&����	�
�3��	�$�
	��
��
��3���	
�3� ��	����� 
)5�$	��� <����� �� 
)5�$	� �$���3��� ���� ��	����� $����
1
$�	
�����
��	
$��� M�� ��$	
�� +,B!����  ���3�� (��	7� ����� �����5)��	� (���� ��1
���� 	&����
$�������1���	������><7���1
�
	
�����	������������1������	����?$������	
�������@�
��
	&����3���	
��A�������	�
����)
	
3�	
��$�
	��
��1����$&�$�����1���	��������
�
6&��	&������	�����$�������������1
�������1����E��55�
$�<����������	�
$	
���5�	
���1�
	&����3���	
������������
���D�



"�
�

�
ARTICLE X. WETLAND CONSERVATION AREAS�
Sec. 15-364. Definitions. The following words, terms and phrases, when used 
in this article, shall have the meanings ascribed to them in this section, except 
where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: Conservation areas 
shall mean those areas which have the requisites in section 15-378 and which 
are functional pursuant to section 15-379. Conservation areas may be 
determined as Class I, II or III. 

(a) Class I conservation areas shall mean those wetland areas which meet the 
following criteria: (1) Have a hydrological connection to natural surface water 
bodies; or (2) Lake littoral zone; or (3) Are large isolated uninterrupted 
wetlands forty (40.0) acres or larger; or (4) Provide critical habitat for federal 
and/or state listed threatened or endangered species.

(b) Class II conservation areas shall mean those wetland areas which meet any 
of the following criteria: (1) Consist of isolated wetlands or formerly isolated 
wetlands which by way of man's activities have been directly connected to other 
surface water drainage; and are greater than or equal to five (5.0) acres; or 
(2) Do not otherwise qualify as a Class I conservation area.

(c) Class III conservation areas shall mean those wetland areas which meet all 
of the following criteria: (1) Isolated wetlands less than five (5.0) acres; and 
(2) Do not otherwise qualify as a Class I or Class II conservation area. 

(3) The basis for review for habitat compensation shall be as follows:  

a. Class I conservation areas. The removal, alteration or encroachment within 
a Class I conservation area shall only be allowed in cases where no other 
feasible or practical alternatives exist that will permit a reasonable use of the 
land or where there is an overriding public benefit. The protection, 
preservation and continuing viability of Class I conservation areas shall be the 
prime objective of the basis for review of all proposed alterations, 
modifications, or removal of these areas. When encroachment, alteration or 
removal of Class I conservation areas is permitted, habitat compensation or 
mitigation as a condition of development approval shall be required.

b. Class II conservation areas. Habitat compensation for Class II conservation 
areas should be presumed to be allowed unless habitat compensation is 
contrary to the public interest.

c. Class III conservation areas. Habitat compensation shall be allowed for 
Class III conservation areas in all cases. 
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FIGURES



Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, increment P Corp., NRCAN,
Esri Japan, METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), Esri (Thailand), MapmyIndia, ©
OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

CLRM 
Figure 1- Location Map 
Sections 33 and 34, T21S, R28E
Orange County, Florida
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OCPA_Parcel_Data * Background is ESRI Online maps. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.



Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community

CLRM 
Figure 2- Aerial Map 
Sections 33 and 34, T21S, R28E
Orange County, Florida
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* Background is ESRI Online maps. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
* Soil data obtained from NRCS Soil Conservation Survey. 
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Source: Esri, DigitalGlobe, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS,
USDA, USGS, AEX, Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGN, IGP, swisstopo, and the GIS
User Community

CLRM 
Figure 3- Soil Type Map
Sections 33 and 34, T21S, R28E
Orange County, Florida
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Soil Type
3/BASINGER FINE SAND, DEPRESSIONAL

4/CANDLER FINE SAND, 0 TO 5 PERCENT SLOPES
42/SANIBEL MUCK

46/TAVARES FINE SAND, 0 TO 5 PERCENT SLOPES
47/TAVARES-MILLHOPPER FINE SANDS, 0 TO 5 PERCENT SLOPES

99/WATER
OCPA_Parcel_Data

* Background is ESRI Online maps. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
* Soil data obtained from NRCS Soil Conservation Survey. 
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CLRM Property
Figure 4 - Land Use Map
Sections 33 and 34, Township 21S Range 28E
Orange County, Florida
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MODICA & ASSOCIATES
302 Mohawk Road
Clermont, Florida 34715
P: (352) 394-2000
F: (352) 394-1159
Email:  Environmental@Modica.cc
www.ModicaAndAssociates.com

* Background is ESRI Online maps. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
* Land Use Types based on field work conducted by Modica & Associates on February 14 and 16, 2017.



CLRM Property
Figure 5 - Approximate Wetland & Surface Water Limits Map
Sections 33 and 34, Township 21S Range 28E
Orange County, Florida
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MODICA & ASSOCIATES
302 Mohawk Road
Clermont, Florida 34715
P: (352) 394-2000
F: (352) 394-1159
Email:  Environmental@Modica.cc
www.ModicaAndAssociates.com

* Background is ESRI Aerial Basemap. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
* Approximate wetland and surface water limits based on aerial photo interpretation
and ground truthing.  Jurisdictional limits not flagged.
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Figure 6 - Bald Eagle Nest Location Map
Sections 33 and 34, Township 21S Range 28E
Orange County, Florida
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MODICA & ASSOCIATES
302 Mohawk Road
Clermont, Florida 34715
P: (352) 394-2000
F: (352) 394-1159
Email:  Environmental@Modica.cc
www.ModicaAndAssociates.com

* Background is ESRI Aerial Basemap. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
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CLRM Property
Figure 7 - Gopher Tortoise Survey Map
Sections 33 and 34, Township 21S Range 28E
Orange County, Florida
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MODICA & ASSOCIATES
302 Mohawk Road
Clermont, Florida 34715
P: (352) 394-2000
F: (352) 394-1159
Email:  Environmental@Modica.cc
www.ModicaAndAssociates.com

* Background is ESRI Aerial Basemap. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
* Gopher Tortoise Survey (30% coverage) conducted on February 16, 2017.
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Figure 8 - Potential Sand Skink Survey Areas
Sections 33 and 34, Township 21S Range 28E
Orange County, Florida
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MODICA & ASSOCIATES
302 Mohawk Road
Clermont, Florida 34715
P: (352) 394-2000
F: (352) 394-1159
Email:  Environmental@Modica.cc
www.ModicaAndAssociates.com

* Background is ESRI Aerial Basemap. 
* Boundary obtained from Orange County Property Appraiser.
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EXHIBIT C 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 3:  
Traffic Impact Analysis 

Traffic & Mobility Consultants, LLC 
 
 
 
 

 



Amendment 2017-2-A-1-2  
 
Parcel ID:    21-24-27-0000-00-003/005, 28-24-27-0000-00-001/021  

Location: East and West of Flamingo Crossings Blvd., west of SR429, south  
of Western Way  

Acreage:    154.35 gross acres/121.59 net developable acres 

Request: Change east portion from Reedy Creek Improvement District 
(RCID) – Mixed Use to Growth Center-Commercial/High Density 
Residential   

 Change west portion from RCID -Mixed Use/Conservation to 
Growth Center – Commercial/Medium Density 
Residential/Conservation  

Allowable  Development:  Based on the adopted Reedy Creek Improvement District Plan, the 
 subject parcels are currently approved for 110,500 square feet of 
 commercial development and 2,835 hotel rooms  

Proposed Density/Intensity: 2,600 multi family dwelling units and 150,000 SF commercial use.  

  

Existing Level of Service 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Road Agreements:  None identified 
 
Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:  

• Avalon Road – Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from US192 to SR 50. This 
project is included in the County’s ten year roadway program. 

• Hartzog Road – This roadway is planned to realigned and widened to 4 lanes from Flamingo 
Crossings Blvd. to Avalon Road.  Roadway improvements to be done by area developers. 

 
Right of Way Requirements: None identified  
 
Summary 

• Based on the Concurrency Management System database dated 06-07-17, there is one failing 
roadway within the project impact area. Avalon Road from US 192 to Seidel Road is currently 
operating at level of service F and there is no available capacity. This segment is planned to be 
widened to 4 lanes and in included in the County’s Ten Year Improvement Plan.  

Roadway Segments Within a One Mile Radius # of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 

. 

Level 
of 

Service 
Avalon Road Winter-Garden- Vineland Road: 

• US 192 to Seidel Road   

                      
4 

                           
0 

                         
F          

Hartzog Road 

• Avalon Road to Western Way 

• Western Way to Avalon Road 

 
2 
2 

 
487 
587 

 
C 
C 

Western Beltway 

• Osceola County Line to Porter Road  

 
4 

 
3,001 

 
B 



• The applicant provided a traffic analysis in support of the proposed amendment request however, 
the trip generation calculations could not be verified. A revised traffic study is requested for 
review and approval by the Transportation Planning Division. 

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from 
the County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) as well as an assessment of roadway capacity 
constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System and the applicant will be 
required to mitigate any deficiencies that may occur from the proposed development. To ensure that there 
are no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the land use will be noted on the 
County’s Future Land Use Map or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Policy Plan.  
 



Amendment 2016-1-A-1-7(no study) 

Parcel ID:    08-24-28-8912-00-010/020/050/060/070/0714/1080 

Location: West of Winter Garden – Vineland Road and north Perihouse Acres Lane  

Acreage:    10.71 gross acres/9.50 net developable acres 

Request:    Chan Commercial (C ) (Rural Settlement (RS) 

Allowable Development:  11 Single Family Residential Units 

Proposed Density/Intensity:  Up to 75,795 SF of Commercial Use  

  
Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 
Hr. Trips 

 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 

Trips 
Allowable development: 11 Single Family dwelling units 14 100% 14 
Proposed Development: 75,795 Commercial use 498 62% 309 
Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :  309-14 = 295 
 
Existing Level of Service 

 
Right of Way Requirements:  None within the project impact area. 

Road Agreements:   None associated with parcel id. 

Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements 
• Western Beltway (SR 429) – Planned roadway improvement to construct a new 4 lane roadway from 

Orange Blossom Trail to I-4. Construction to be determined. 
 
Summary 

• The allowable development based on the approved future land use will generate----------------  pm 
peak hour trips 

• The proposed use will generate ----------------- new pm peak hour trips resulting in a net increase 
of  pm peak hour trips. 

• Based on the Concurrency Management System database dated 05-12-15, there is one failing 
roadway segment within a one mile radius of this development. Orange Blossom Trail from Sadler 
Road to the Lake County Line is currently operating at level of service F. This segment has a pm 
peak capacity of 1,580 vehicles however, based on a pm peak hour volume of 1,558 vehicles (OC 
2013 Traffic Counts) and the number of trips committed as of 05-12-15, the current remaining 
vehicular capacity of this segment is zero and therefore operating at level of service F. 

Roadway Segments Within a One Mile Radius Functional 
Class 

# of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 

. 

Level of 
Service 

Winter Garden-Vineland Road 
• Buena Vista Drive to Perrihouse Acres Lans 

• Perrihouse Acres Lane to Sunset Blvd.  

•  

 
Minor. 
Arterial 

Collector  
 

                      
4 
4 
 

                           
1,043
1,160 

 

                         
D 
C 

Ponkan Road 
• Orange Blossom Trail to Plymouth-Sorrento Rd. 

  
Collector 

                   
2 

                
913 

                      
C 



• Analysis of the short term or interim Year 2020 conditions indicates that all roadways segments 
along Orange Blossom Trail from Plymouth –Sorrento Road to Ponkan Road are projected to 
operate at Level of Service F with and without the proposed land use amendment. 

• By the Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2030, Orange Blossom Trail are projected to 
continue operating below the adopted level of Service with and without the propose amendment.  

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from 
the County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) as well as an assessment of roadway capacity 
constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System and the applicant will be 
required to mitigate any deficiencies that may occur from the proposed development. To ensure that there 
are no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the land use will be noted on the 
County’s Future Land Use Map or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Policy Plan.  
 



 

Amendment 2016-1-A-1-8 

Parcel ID:    31-24-27-0000-00-039/040/044 

Location: Southof Hartzog Road, north of Arrowhead Blvd. and west of Vista Del 
Lago Blvd.olly Street, east of  Laughlin Road, west of Round Lake Road 
and north of Lake Minore in Mt. Dora.   

Acreage:    10.88 gross acres 

Request:   From Rural Settlement (RS) to Commercial (C ) Rural Settlement (RS) 

Allowable  Development:  2 Single Family dwelling units   

Proposed Density/Intensity:  40,000 SF of Commercial Use  

  
Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 
Hr. Trips 

 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 
Trips 

Allowable Development: 2 SF Dwelling units 3 100% 3 
Proposed Development: 40,000 SF Commercial use 7 100% 7 
Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :  7-3 = 4 
 
Existing Level of Service 

 

 

 

Roadway Segments Within a One Mile Radius Function
al Class 

# of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 

. 

Level of 
Service 

Jones Road 
• Orange Blossom Trail to Lake County Line 

                             
Collector 

. 

                      
2 
 

                           
277 

                         
C                      

Kelly Park Road 
• Round Lake Rd. to Plymouth Sorrento Rd. 

• Plymouth Sorrento Rd. to Rock Springs Rd.  

 
Collector 
Collector 

                   
2 
2 

                
561 
431 

                      
B 
C 

Orange Blossom Trail 
• Plymouth Sorrento Road to Ponkan Road 

• Ponkan Rd. to Sadler Road 

• Sadler Road to the Lake County Line 

                  
Prin. Art. 
Prin. Art. 
Prin. Art. 

                  
4 
4 
4 

               
128 
44 
0 

                     
B 
B 
F 

• Plymouth Sorrento Road 
• Lake County Line to Kelly Park Rd. 
• Kelly Park Rd. to Ponkan Rd. 

• Ponkan Rd.  to Orange Blossom Trail 

 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 
2 

 
178 
35 

913 

 
C 
D 
C 

Round Lake Road 
• Ponkan Rd. to Kelly Park Rd. 

Kelly Park Rd. to Lake County Line 

 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
410 
494 

 
C 
C 

Sadler Road 
• Lake County Line to Orange Blossom Trail 

• Orange Blossom Trail to Round Lake Rd. 

 
Collector
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
450 
531 

 
C 
C 



 

Right of Way Requirements:  None within the project impact area. 

Road Agreements:   None associated with parcel id. 

Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:      

• Mt. Plymouth Road  - Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Kelly Park Road to the Lake 
County Line. Construction schedule to be determined. 

• Plymouth Sorrento Road - Planned roadway improvement to woden to 4 lanes from US 441 to the Orange  
County Line. Construction schedule to be determined. 

• Ponkan Road - Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Plymouth Sorrento Rd. to Rock 
Springs Road. Construction schedule to be determined. 

• Wekiva Parkway – Programmed roadway improvement to construct a new 4 lane divided expressway from 
US 441 to Lake County Line. Construction of the segment from US441 to Ponkan road is acheduled for 
June 2015. 

Summary 

• The allowable development based on the approved future land use will generate 3  pm peak hour 
trips 

• The proposed uses will generate 7 pm peak hour trips resulting in a net increase  of 4 pm peak 
hour trips. 

• Based on the Concurrency Management System database dated 05-12-15, there is one failing 
roadway segment within a one mile radius of this development. Orange Blossom Trail from Sadler 
Road to the Lake County Line is currently operating at level of service F. This segment has a pm 
peak capacity of 1,580 vehicles however, based on a pm peak hour volume of 1,558 vehicles (OC 
2013 Traffic Counts) and the number of trips committed as of 05-12-15, the current remaining 
vehicular capacity of this segment is zero and therefore operating at level of service F. However, 
since the trip generation of the proposed project does not exceed one (1) percent of the maximum 
volume at the adopted Level of service for this segment of Orange Blossom Trail, the proposed 
development is not considered significant on the area roadways.  

• Analysis of the short term or interim Year 2020 conditions indicates that all roadways segments 
are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service.  

• By the Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2030, all roadway segments within the project 
impact area are projected to continue operating at the adopted level of Service.  

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from 
the County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) as well as an assessment of roadway capacity 
constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System and the applicant will be 
required to mitigate any deficiencies that may occur from the proposed development. To ensure that there 
are no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the land use will be noted on the 
County’s Future Land Use Map or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Policy Plan.  
 



Amendment 2015-2-A-3-1  

Parcel ID:    24-22-30-0000-00-130 

Location: In the Alternative Mobility Area, north of Valencia College Lane, west of 
SR417  

Acreage:    16.50 gross acres 

Request: No designation (former SR417 ROW) to Planned Development – 
Office/Commercial (PD-O/C)  

Allowable  Development:  N/A  

Proposed Density/Intensity: 1,000,000 SF Office 

 1,000,000 SF Commercial 

 
Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 
Hr. 

Trips 
 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 
Trips 

Reduction 
for 

Internal 
Capture 

and 
Transit  

Net Trips 

Allowable Development : N/A 0 0 0 0 0 
Proposed Development: 
1,000,000 SF Office Use 
1,000,000 SF Commercial Use  
 

 
1,198 
2,802 

 

 
92% 
82% 

 
1,102 
2,260 

 
172 
353 

 
1040 
1907 

 
Total Trips 4000  3,362 525 2947 

Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :   2947-0 – 2947 
 

Existing Level of Service Conditions  
Roadway  Functional Class # of 

Lanes 
Avail. 
Cap. 

Level of 
Service 

Chickasaw Trail 
• Lk. Underhill Rd. to Valencia College Ln.  
• Valencia College Ln. to Colonial Drive 

                     
Collector  
Collector 

                        
2 
2    

                   
20 
30 

                        
D 
C 

Colonial Drive 
• Goldenrod Rd. to CF Greeneway 
• CF Greeneway to Dean Road 

 
Prin. Arterial 
Prin. Arterial 

 
6 
6 

 
522 
727 

 
C 
C 

Econlockhatchee Trail 
• Lake Underhill Rd. to Valencia College Ln. 
• Valencia College Ln. to Colonial Dr. 

 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
4 

1,012 

 
D 
C 

Goldenrod Road 
• Lake Underhill Rd. to Valencia College Ln. 

 
Min. Arterial 

 
4 
 

 
589 

 
C 

Valencia College Lane 
• Econlockhatchee Tr. To CF Greeneway 
• CF Greeneway to Goldenrod Rd. 

 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
163 
217 

 
C 
C 

  
 
 



Road Agreements:  None associated with parcel id. 
 
Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:   

• Valencia College Lane – Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Goldenrod Road to SR 
417. Construction schedule has not been determined. 

• Valencia College Lane – Programmed roadway improvement to widen to 4 lane. Construction to be 
determined. 

• Econlockahatchee Trail – Programmed roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from SR 408 to SR 50. 
Construction completed March 2015. 

• Econlockahatchee Trail – Programmed   roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from  Lake Underhill to 
SR 408. Construction to be determined.  

• Lake Underhill Road – Programmed roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Goldenrod Road to 
Chickasaw Trail. Construction completed. 

 
Right of Way Requirements: None 
 

Summary  

• The maximum allowable development for this site is 2,000,000 square feet which the developer 
proposes to split evenly between office use and commercial use. 

• The requested amendment will result in an additional 2,947 pm peak hour trips on the surrounding 
transportation network. 

• Analysis of existing conditions indicates that all roadway segments currently operate at an 
acceptable level of service.  

• Analysis of the short term or year 2020 conditions indicate the proposed amendment will impact 
several roadway segments within the project impact area. Chickasaw Trail from Valencia College 
Lane to Colonial Drive, Econlockhatchee Trail from Lake Underhill Road to Valencia College 
Lane  and Valencia College Lane from the Central Florida Greeneway to Goldenrod Road are all 
projected to operate at Level of service F. 

• In the long term or  2030 horizon year, the roadway network in the study area is projected to 
operate at adequate level of service except Colonial Drive and Chickasaw Trail. 

• This parcel in located in the Alternative Mobility Area (AMA) and per Objective T.2.3.2 of the County’s 
comprehensive Plan, the proposed development is exempt from meeting transportation concurrency 
requirements. To assess the extent of the alternative transportation network within the project impact area, a 
review of these facilities was conducted in accordance with Policy 2.3.7 of the Comprehensive Plan to 
determine the availability of these alternative modes in the area. Based on this review, it was determined 
that the sidewalk network along the frontage of the site is incomplete and connections will be required at 
the time of site development. To accommodate bicyclists, on road bicycle lanes are present on the 4-lane 
section of Valencia College Lane to the east and on the SR408 spur connector to the south however, there 
are no bicycle lanes to the west of the site. Public transportation is available within a quarter mile walk 
distance. The site is served by Link 15 which travels along Valencia College Lane adjacent to the property 
and there is a bus stop located approximately 500 feet to the west of the site. There is also a stop on 
eastbound leg which is improved with a shelter, and bench. The west bound stop however, has no amenities 
and consists of a pole sign. Link 104 is also available at the nearby Community College campus. 



Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from the 
County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) and by Transportation Planning. The applicant will be 
required to include site level mobility enhancements on the development plan for this project. 

 



  

 



Amendment 2017-2-A-2-2  
 
Parcel ID:    33-21-28-0000-00-007/020 and 34-21-28-0000-00-022  

Location: Southwest of intersection of Apopka-Vineland Road and 
McCormick Road in West Orange County  

Acreage:    212.3 gross acres/158.1net developable acres 

Request: Change from Rural Settlement 1/5 to Rural Settlement Low Density   

Allowable Development:  31 Single Family dwelling units  

Proposed Density/Intensity: 316 Single family dwelling units  

  

Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 
Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 

Hr. 
Trips 

 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 
Trips 

Maximum use of current FLUM: 3 single family dwelling units 31 100% 37 
Proposed Development: 316 single family dwelling units 
  

316 100% 
 

297 

Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :   297-37 = 60 
 
 

Existing Level of Service 

Roadway Segments Within a 2.5 Mile Radius # of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 

. 

Level 
of 

Service 
A.D. Mims 

• Apopka Vineland Road to Wurst Road   
                      

2 
 

                           
463 

 

                         
C             

Apopka –Vineland Road 
• Silver Star Road to A.D. Mims Road 
• A.D. Mims to Clarcona-Ocoee Road 

 
4 
2 

 
822 
0 

 
C 
F 

Beggs Road  
• Lakeville Road to Pine Hills Road  

 
2 

 
251 

 
D 

Binion Road 
• Lust Road to Ocoee-Apopka Road 

 
2 

 
522 

 
B 

Clarcona Road 
• Gilliam Road to Keene Road 

 
2 

 
26 

 
D 

Clarcona-Ocoee Road 
• Clarke Road to Apopka-Vineland Road 
• Apopka Vineland Road to Hiawassee Road 
• Hiawassee Road to Powers Drive 

 
4 
4 
4 

 
894 
703 
825 

 
C 
C 
C 

Clarke Road 
• Silver Star Road to A.D. Mims Road 
• A.D. Mims to Clarcona-Ocoee Road 

 
4 
2 

 
1,047 
134 

 
C 
C 

Hiawassee Road 
• Nester Road to Clarcona-Ocoee Road 
• Clarcona-Ocoee Road to Maitland Blvd. Ext. 
• Maitland Blvd. Ext to Apopka Blvd. 

 
4 
4 
4 

 
815 

1,034 
1,193 

 
C 
C 
C 

Keene Road 

• Clarcona Road to Sheeler Road 

 
2 

 
284 

 
C 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Road Agreements: None within project impact area   
 
Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:  

• Apopka Vineland Road – Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from A.D. Mims 
Road to Keene Road. Project is included in the County’s ten year roadway program. 

• Clarcona Road – Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Clarcona-Ocoee Road to 
Keene Road. Project is included in the County’s ten year roadway program. 

 
Right of Way Requirements: Right of way may be required for the planned roadway improvements 
within the project impact area.  
 
Summary 

• Analysis of existing conditions indicates that all roadway segments currently operate at an 
acceptable level of service.  

• The allowable development of 31 single family dwelling units based on the approved future land 
use will generate 37 pm peak hour trips. 

• The proposed development of 316 single family units based on the change from 1 dwelling unit 
per 5 acres to 2 dwelling units per acre will generate 297 pm peak hour trips. This results in a net 
increase of 260 pm peak hour trips. 

• Analysis of the short term or interim Year 2022 conditions indicates that all roadways within the 
project area will continue to operate at acceptable level of service conditions except segments of 
Apopka-Vineland Road from A.D. Mims Road to Clarcona-Ocoee Road and Clarcona Road from 
Clarcona-Ocoee Road to Keene Road.  

• By the Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2030, the deficient segments on Apopka Vineland 
Road and Clarcona Road will be improved as a result of the planned roadway improvements 

Lakeville Road  

• Clarcona-Ocoee Road to Beggs Road 

• Beggs Road to Apopka Blvd. 

 
2 
2 

 
424 
442 

 
C 
C 

Maitland Blvd. 

• SR429 to Orange Blossom Trail 

 
6 

 
1,617 

 
C 

N. Apopka Vineland Road 

• Clarcona – Ocoee Road to Gilliam Road 

 
2 

 
0 

 
F 

N. Bluford Avenue 

• Silver Star Road to Fullers Cross Road 

 
2 

 
459 

 
C 

N. Lakewood Avenue 

• Fuller’s Cross Road to Clarcona –Ocoee Road 

 
2 

 
342 

 
C 

Ocoee-Apopka Road 

• Silver Star Road to West Road 

• West Road to Binion Road 

• Binion Road to Harmon Road 

 
2 
2 
2 

 
216 
132 
310 

 
C 
D 
C 

Sheeler Avenue 

• Keene Road to Apopka Blvd. 

 
2 

 
400 

 
C 

West Road/Clarcona Ocoee Road 

• SR429 to Clarke Road 

 
4 

 
1,104 

 
C 

West Road/Ocoee Crown Pointe Parkway 

• Ocoee-Apopka Blvd. to SR429 

 
4 

 
1,170 

 
C 

Wurst Road  
A.D. Mims road to Clarcona-Ocoee Road  

 
2 

 
530 

 
C 



to widen these segments to 4 lanes however, deficiencies will continue to exist on Ocoee-
Apopka Road from West Road to Binion Road.  

• Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval 
from the County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) as well as an assessment of roadway 
capacity constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System. Based on this 
review, the applicant will be required to mitigate any deficiencies that may occur from the 
proposed development and coordinate a proportionate share agreement with the County’s Road 
Agreement Committee prior to obtaining an approved capacity encumbrance letter and building 
permit. To ensure that there are no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed 
use, the land use will be noted on the County’s Future Land Use Map or as a text amendment to 
the Comprehensive Policy Plan.  

 



Amendment 2016-1-A-1-7(no study) 

Parcel ID:    08-24-28-8912-00-010/020/050/060/070/0714/1080 

Location: West of Winter Garden – Vineland Road and north Perihouse Acres Lane  

Acreage:    10.71 gross acres/9.50 net developable acres 

Request:    Chan Commercial (C ) (Rural Settlement (RS) 

Allowable Development:  11 Single Family Residential Units 

Proposed Density/Intensity:  Up to 75,795 SF of Commercial Use  

  
Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 
Hr. Trips 

 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 

Trips 
Allowable development: 11 Single Family dwelling units 14 100% 14 
Proposed Development: 75,795 Commercial use 498 62% 309 
Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :  309-14 = 295 
 
Existing Level of Service 

 
Right of Way Requirements:  None within the project impact area. 

Road Agreements:   None associated with parcel id. 

Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements 
• Western Beltway (SR 429) – Planned roadway improvement to construct a new 4 lane roadway from 

Orange Blossom Trail to I-4. Construction to be determined. 
 
Summary 

• The allowable development based on the approved future land use will generate----------------  pm 
peak hour trips 

• The proposed use will generate ----------------- new pm peak hour trips resulting in a net increase 
of  pm peak hour trips. 

• Based on the Concurrency Management System database dated 05-12-15, there is one failing 
roadway segment within a one mile radius of this development. Orange Blossom Trail from Sadler 
Road to the Lake County Line is currently operating at level of service F. This segment has a pm 
peak capacity of 1,580 vehicles however, based on a pm peak hour volume of 1,558 vehicles (OC 
2013 Traffic Counts) and the number of trips committed as of 05-12-15, the current remaining 
vehicular capacity of this segment is zero and therefore operating at level of service F. 

Roadway Segments Within a One Mile Radius Functional 
Class 

# of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 

. 

Level of 
Service 

Winter Garden-Vineland Road 
• Buena Vista Drive to Perrihouse Acres Lans 

• Perrihouse Acres Lane to Sunset Blvd.  

•  

 
Minor. 
Arterial 

Collector  
 

                      
4 
4 
 

                           
1,043
1,160 

 

                         
D 
C 

Ponkan Road 
• Orange Blossom Trail to Plymouth-Sorrento Rd. 

  
Collector 

                   
2 

                
913 

                      
C 



• Analysis of the short term or interim Year 2020 conditions indicates that all roadways segments 
along Orange Blossom Trail from Plymouth –Sorrento Road to Ponkan Road are projected to 
operate at Level of Service F with and without the proposed land use amendment. 

• By the Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2030, Orange Blossom Trail are projected to 
continue operating below the adopted level of Service with and without the propose amendment.  

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from 
the County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) as well as an assessment of roadway capacity 
constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System and the applicant will be 
required to mitigate any deficiencies that may occur from the proposed development. To ensure that there 
are no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the land use will be noted on the 
County’s Future Land Use Map or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Policy Plan.  
 



 

Amendment 2016-1-A-1-8 

Parcel ID:    31-24-27-0000-00-039/040/044 

Location: Southof Hartzog Road, north of Arrowhead Blvd. and west of Vista Del 
Lago Blvd.olly Street, east of  Laughlin Road, west of Round Lake Road 
and north of Lake Minore in Mt. Dora.   

Acreage:    10.88 gross acres 

Request:   From Rural Settlement (RS) to Commercial (C ) Rural Settlement (RS) 

Allowable  Development:  2 Single Family dwelling units   

Proposed Density/Intensity:  40,000 SF of Commercial Use  

  
Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 
Hr. Trips 

 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 
Trips 

Allowable Development: 2 SF Dwelling units 3 100% 3 
Proposed Development: 40,000 SF Commercial use 7 100% 7 
Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :  7-3 = 4 
 
Existing Level of Service 

 

 

 

Roadway Segments Within a One Mile Radius Function
al Class 

# of 
Lanes 

Avail. 
Cap. 

. 

Level of 
Service 

Jones Road 
• Orange Blossom Trail to Lake County Line 

                             
Collector 

. 

                      
2 
 

                           
277 

                         
C                      

Kelly Park Road 
• Round Lake Rd. to Plymouth Sorrento Rd. 

• Plymouth Sorrento Rd. to Rock Springs Rd.  

 
Collector 
Collector 

                   
2 
2 

                
561 
431 

                      
B 
C 

Orange Blossom Trail 
• Plymouth Sorrento Road to Ponkan Road 

• Ponkan Rd. to Sadler Road 

• Sadler Road to the Lake County Line 

                  
Prin. Art. 
Prin. Art. 
Prin. Art. 

                  
4 
4 
4 

               
128 
44 
0 

                     
B 
B 
F 

• Plymouth Sorrento Road 
• Lake County Line to Kelly Park Rd. 
• Kelly Park Rd. to Ponkan Rd. 

• Ponkan Rd.  to Orange Blossom Trail 

 
Collector 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 
2 

 
178 
35 

913 

 
C 
D 
C 

Round Lake Road 
• Ponkan Rd. to Kelly Park Rd. 

Kelly Park Rd. to Lake County Line 

 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
410 
494 

 
C 
C 

Sadler Road 
• Lake County Line to Orange Blossom Trail 

• Orange Blossom Trail to Round Lake Rd. 

 
Collector
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
450 
531 

 
C 
C 



 

Right of Way Requirements:  None within the project impact area. 

Road Agreements:   None associated with parcel id. 

Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:      

• Mt. Plymouth Road  - Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Kelly Park Road to the Lake 
County Line. Construction schedule to be determined. 

• Plymouth Sorrento Road - Planned roadway improvement to woden to 4 lanes from US 441 to the Orange  
County Line. Construction schedule to be determined. 

• Ponkan Road - Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Plymouth Sorrento Rd. to Rock 
Springs Road. Construction schedule to be determined. 

• Wekiva Parkway – Programmed roadway improvement to construct a new 4 lane divided expressway from 
US 441 to Lake County Line. Construction of the segment from US441 to Ponkan road is acheduled for 
June 2015. 

Summary 

• The allowable development based on the approved future land use will generate 3  pm peak hour 
trips 

• The proposed uses will generate 7 pm peak hour trips resulting in a net increase  of 4 pm peak 
hour trips. 

• Based on the Concurrency Management System database dated 05-12-15, there is one failing 
roadway segment within a one mile radius of this development. Orange Blossom Trail from Sadler 
Road to the Lake County Line is currently operating at level of service F. This segment has a pm 
peak capacity of 1,580 vehicles however, based on a pm peak hour volume of 1,558 vehicles (OC 
2013 Traffic Counts) and the number of trips committed as of 05-12-15, the current remaining 
vehicular capacity of this segment is zero and therefore operating at level of service F. However, 
since the trip generation of the proposed project does not exceed one (1) percent of the maximum 
volume at the adopted Level of service for this segment of Orange Blossom Trail, the proposed 
development is not considered significant on the area roadways.  

• Analysis of the short term or interim Year 2020 conditions indicates that all roadways segments 
are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service.  

• By the Comprehensive Plan horizon year of 2030, all roadway segments within the project 
impact area are projected to continue operating at the adopted level of Service.  

Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from 
the County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) as well as an assessment of roadway capacity 
constraints based on the Transportation Concurrency Management System and the applicant will be 
required to mitigate any deficiencies that may occur from the proposed development. To ensure that there 
are no revisions to the proposed development beyond the analyzed use, the land use will be noted on the 
County’s Future Land Use Map or as a text amendment to the Comprehensive Policy Plan.  
 



Amendment 2015-2-A-3-1  

Parcel ID:    24-22-30-0000-00-130 

Location: In the Alternative Mobility Area, north of Valencia College Lane, west of 
SR417  

Acreage:    16.50 gross acres 

Request: No designation (former SR417 ROW) to Planned Development – 
Office/Commercial (PD-O/C)  

Allowable  Development:  N/A  

Proposed Density/Intensity: 1,000,000 SF Office 

 1,000,000 SF Commercial 

 
Trip Generation (ITE 9th Edition) 

Land Use Scenario PM. Pk. 
Hr. 

Trips 
 

% New 
Trips 

New PM 
Pk . Hr. 
Trips 

Reduction 
for 

Internal 
Capture 

and 
Transit  

Net Trips 

Allowable Development : N/A 0 0 0 0 0 
Proposed Development: 
1,000,000 SF Office Use 
1,000,000 SF Commercial Use  
 

 
1,198 
2,802 

 

 
92% 
82% 

 
1,102 
2,260 

 
172 
353 

 
1040 
1907 

 
Total Trips 4000  3,362 525 2947 

Net New Trips( Proposed Development -  Allowable Development) :   2947-0 – 2947 
 

Existing Level of Service Conditions  
Roadway  Functional Class # of 

Lanes 
Avail. 
Cap. 

Level of 
Service 

Chickasaw Trail 
• Lk. Underhill Rd. to Valencia College Ln.  
• Valencia College Ln. to Colonial Drive 

                     
Collector  
Collector 

                        
2 
2    

                   
20 
30 

                        
D 
C 

Colonial Drive 
• Goldenrod Rd. to CF Greeneway 
• CF Greeneway to Dean Road 

 
Prin. Arterial 
Prin. Arterial 

 
6 
6 

 
522 
727 

 
C 
C 

Econlockhatchee Trail 
• Lake Underhill Rd. to Valencia College Ln. 
• Valencia College Ln. to Colonial Dr. 

 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
4 

1,012 

 
D 
C 

Goldenrod Road 
• Lake Underhill Rd. to Valencia College Ln. 

 
Min. Arterial 

 
4 
 

 
589 

 
C 

Valencia College Lane 
• Econlockhatchee Tr. To CF Greeneway 
• CF Greeneway to Goldenrod Rd. 

 
Collector 
Collector 

 
2 
2 

 
163 
217 

 
C 
C 

  
 
 



Road Agreements:  None associated with parcel id. 
 
Planned and Programmed Roadway Improvements:   

• Valencia College Lane – Planned roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Goldenrod Road to SR 
417. Construction schedule has not been determined. 

• Valencia College Lane – Programmed roadway improvement to widen to 4 lane. Construction to be 
determined. 

• Econlockahatchee Trail – Programmed roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from SR 408 to SR 50. 
Construction completed March 2015. 

• Econlockahatchee Trail – Programmed   roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from  Lake Underhill to 
SR 408. Construction to be determined.  

• Lake Underhill Road – Programmed roadway improvement to widen to 4 lanes from Goldenrod Road to 
Chickasaw Trail. Construction completed. 

 
Right of Way Requirements: None 
 

Summary  

• The maximum allowable development for this site is 2,000,000 square feet which the developer 
proposes to split evenly between office use and commercial use. 

• The requested amendment will result in an additional 2,947 pm peak hour trips on the surrounding 
transportation network. 

• Analysis of existing conditions indicates that all roadway segments currently operate at an 
acceptable level of service.  

• Analysis of the short term or year 2020 conditions indicate the proposed amendment will impact 
several roadway segments within the project impact area. Chickasaw Trail from Valencia College 
Lane to Colonial Drive, Econlockhatchee Trail from Lake Underhill Road to Valencia College 
Lane  and Valencia College Lane from the Central Florida Greeneway to Goldenrod Road are all 
projected to operate at Level of service F. 

• In the long term or  2030 horizon year, the roadway network in the study area is projected to 
operate at adequate level of service except Colonial Drive and Chickasaw Trail. 

• This parcel in located in the Alternative Mobility Area (AMA) and per Objective T.2.3.2 of the County’s 
comprehensive Plan, the proposed development is exempt from meeting transportation concurrency 
requirements. To assess the extent of the alternative transportation network within the project impact area, a 
review of these facilities was conducted in accordance with Policy 2.3.7 of the Comprehensive Plan to 
determine the availability of these alternative modes in the area. Based on this review, it was determined 
that the sidewalk network along the frontage of the site is incomplete and connections will be required at 
the time of site development. To accommodate bicyclists, on road bicycle lanes are present on the 4-lane 
section of Valencia College Lane to the east and on the SR408 spur connector to the south however, there 
are no bicycle lanes to the west of the site. Public transportation is available within a quarter mile walk 
distance. The site is served by Link 15 which travels along Valencia College Lane adjacent to the property 
and there is a bus stop located approximately 500 feet to the west of the site. There is also a stop on 
eastbound leg which is improved with a shelter, and bench. The west bound stop however, has no amenities 
and consists of a pole sign. Link 104 is also available at the nearby Community College campus. 



Final permitting of any development on this site will be subject to further review and approval from the 
County’s Development Review Committee (DRC) and by Transportation Planning. The applicant will be 
required to include site level mobility enhancements on the development plan for this project. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This study was conducted in support of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment application for the 
Flamingo Crossings Property, located on Western Way west of SR 429 in Orange County, Florida.   
The requested amendment is associated with the de-annexation of ±121.59 acres of property 
from the Reedy Creek Improvement District and their designation as GC-HDR/Commercial/ 
Conservation in Orange County.  The findings of this analysis are as follows: 

 The requested development program in Orange County is less intense than the previously 
approved development in RCID. The amendment will result in a 20% reduction in daily trips 
and a slight reduction in peak hour trips.   

 An analysis of existing conditions indicates that all study segments currently operate at 
satisfactory LOS.  

 In anticipation of growth in the area, various corridors are planned for improvement in the 
County’s Long Range Transportation Plan.  These include the expansion of Avalon Road, the 
expansion of Seidel Road, and the realignment of Hartzog Road.  Additionally, the RCID is 
planning to extend Western Way to Avalon Road. 

 Analysis of 2022 Interim Year conditions indicates that all study segments are projected to 
operate at satisfactory LOS, except for Avalon Road from US 192 to Seidel Road.  The 
proposed amendment will not result in an increase of project trips generated to the 
transportation network or the deficient segment of Avalon Road. 

 Analysis of 2030 Horizon Year conditions indicates that all study segments are projected to 
operate at satisfactory LOS, except the segment of US 192 in Orange County.  This segment 
will be significantly relieved by the planned Western Way Extension and other planned east-
west connections between Orange County and Lake County. 

 The proposed development of the site will undergo additional review and will address and 
mitigate any transportation capacity deficiencies in accordance with the requirements of the 
Orange County Concurrency Management System. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This analysis was undertaken to support an application to amend the Orange County 

Comprehensive Plan’s (CP) Future Land Use Map (FLUM).  The application is for the de-

annexation of approximately ±121.59 acres of property from the Reedy Creek Improvement 

District (RCID) into Orange County.  The property, shown in Appendix A, is known as Flamingo 

Crossings.  Figure 1 illustrates the location of the site, the surrounding area transportation 

network, and the one (1) mile radius preliminary impact area. 

 

The requested amendment is to change the FLUM designation of the site from RCID Mixed-

Use/Conservation (MU/Conservation) to Orange County Growth Center - High Density 

Residential/Commercial/Conservation (GC-HDR/C/Conservation).  The proposed change would 

allow the development of Cast Housing and supporting commercial uses on the de-annexed 

parcels.  

 

This study was performed in accordance with the typical Orange County methodology for a 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Transportation Facilities Analysis.  



SITE

SITE

SITE

Site Location Map
Flamingo Crossings

17035
1

N
Not to Scale
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2.0 DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

In accordance with the requirements of Orange County’s transportation analysis methodology, 

the analysis will consider the net change in the traffic generated by the proposed development of 

the properties subject to the comprehensive plan amendment.  Therefore, a comparison of the 

currently allowable development program and the proposed development program is provided. 

 

RCID MU/Conservation Development 

Based on the adopted RCID plan for the Flamingo Crossings area, the subject parcels are 

planned for and entitled to the following development: 

 

 Commercial –   110,500 Square Feet 

 Hotel/Lodging –  2,835 Rooms 

 

The approved RCID development schedule is included in Appendix B.  

 

Orange County GC-HDR/C/Conservation Development 

Under the proposed land use designation, the property is proposed to be developed as a mixed 

residential/commercial development.  The proposed development units are as follows: 

 

 Commercial –   150,000 Square Feet 

 Residential –   2,600 Dwelling Units 

 

As discussed with Orange County, for purposes of this analysis, the housing will be treated as 

market rate multifamily residential.  As such, no credits will be applied to reflect the employer 

provided busing program to transfer employees to their respective work destinations within the 

Walt Disney World property.  More detailed assessments of trip generation and mode split will be 

performed in subsequent approvals, as necessary. 
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3.0 EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The existing traffic conditions were evaluated within the project’s primary influence area.  This 

included the area’s major roadways which were analyzed for PM peak hour conditions. 

 

The existing conditions on the roadway network were analyzed by comparing the latest available 

traffic volumes on each of the roadway segments to the adopted capacity thresholds.  The existing 

conditions analysis was based on information from the Orange County Concurrency Management 

System (CMS) database.  Additional information on area roadways not within the CMS was 

obtained from the FDOT Online Traffic Information.  The CMS spreadsheet and FDOT information 

are provided in Appendix C.   

 

Table 1 summarizes the existing conditions capacity analysis in the area. This analysis reveals 

that currently all roadway segments within the study area operate at adequate Level of Service 

(LOS). 
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Table 1 
Existing Conditions Analysis 

 

 

Seg # Adopt Daily Pk Hr/Pk Dir Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS Volume Volume Dir Capacity LOS Std?

25.0 Avalon Road US 192 to Western Way 2 E 5,975 318 NB 880 C Y

25.0 Avalon Road Western Way to Seidel Rd 2 E 5,975 318 NB 880 C Y

178.4 Hartzog Road Avalon Rd (S) to Western Way 2 E 2,681 212 WB 800 C Y

178.5 Hartzog Road Western Way to Avalon Rd (N) 2 E 2,681 212 WB 800 C Y

510.0 SR 429 Osceola County Ln to Western Way 4 E 16,200 866 SB 3,940 B Y

510.0 SR 429 Western Way to Porter Rd 4 E 16,200 866 WB 3,940 B Y

444.0 US 192 Lake County Ln to Osceola County Ln 6 E 39,839 2,114 WB 3,020 C Y
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4.0 PLANNED AND PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS 

The Orange County Capital Improvement Program (CIP), Capital Improvement Element (CIE), 

and the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) were checked to identify any planned or 

programmed improvements to the transportation facilities in this area.  This review revealed that 

the following segments are programmed for improvement:  

 

Avalon Road 

US 192 to SR 50 – Planned Widening to 4 Lane Divided 

 

Hartzog Road 

Flamingo Crossings Blvd to Avalon Rd – Planned Improvement/Realignment 

 

Seidel Road 

Avalon Rd to Lake Hancock Rd – Widening to 4 Lane Divided (under construction) 

 

Western Way 

Avalon Rd to Flamingo Crossings Blvd – Planned New 4 Lane Divided 

 

 

Supporting information is included in Appendix D. 
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5.0 TRIP GENERATION ANALYSIS 

The trip generation for the existing and proposed land use densities was calculated using trip 

generation information published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in the Trip 

Generation Report, 9th Edition. Internally captured trips were estimated based on the ITE 

methodology.  Pass-by trips were estimated using the rates published in the Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee Study.   

 

Trip generation rates and calculations are summarized in Table 2, which shows the daily and 

P.M. peak hour trips for the existing and proposed land uses.  Detailed information sheets are 

provided in Appendix E. 

 

Table 2 
Trip Generation Calculation 

 

 

It is evident that the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment will result in a reduction in trip 

intensity from the site.  The daily trip generation of the site is reduced by approximately 20%, and 

the peak hour trip generation is slightly lower than currently approved. 

ITE Trip Gen Rate Daily Peak Hour
Land Use Code Size Daily PM Pk Traffic Total

Allowable Development - Existing FLU (RCID MU/Conservation)

Retail 820 110.5 KSF 65.58 5.80 7,247 641

Hotel 310 2,835 Rooms 8.82 0.60 25,005 1,701

Internal Trips 1,873 136

Retail Pass-by Trips 2,253 199

Total New Trips Generated (Existing) 28,126 2,007

Proposed Development - Requested FLU (GC-HDR/C/Conservation)

Retail 820 150 KSF 58.93 5.24 8,840 786

Apartments 220 2,600 Units 6.11 0.56 15,886 1,456

Internal Trips 1,831 166

Retail Pass-by Trips 2,701 240

Total New Trips Generated (Proposed) 22,025 2,002

Net Change in Trips w/ Proposed Amendment -6,101 -5

Notes:   Trip Generation & Internal Capture Analysis based on 9th Edition of ITE Trip Generation Report 

                  Pass-by and Non-Primary Trips were obtained from Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Study
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6.0 PROJECTED CONDITIONS ANALYSIS 

Projected conditions were assessed to evaluate the impact of the proposed amendment on the 

roadway network.  The projected conditions analysis was performed for the Interim Year (2022) 

and the Horizon Year (2030).  

 

6.1 Background Traffic Volumes and Transportation Network 

A review of historical growth rates observed in the area was conducted to determine an 

appropriate annual growth multiplier for the analysis.  Based on data on Avalon Road, SR 429, 

and Western Way, growth in traffic ranges from -1% to 9% annually.  The traffic growth trends 

data is included in Appendix F. 

 

An average 5% annual growth rate was applied to existing volumes in order to project the 2022 

and 2030 background traffic volumes.  Additionally, projected traffic was compared to Orange 

County’s Existing + Committed trips (E+C) and the higher number was applied in the analysis. 

 

The Interim Year 2022 analysis was performed using the existing transportation network while 

the Horizon Year 2030 analysis was based on the planned transportation network.  

 

6.2 Interim Year 2022 Conditions  

The Interim Year 2022 analysis is summarized in Table 3, which reveals that the roadway network 

in the study area is projected to operate at adequate LOS, except for Avalon Road from US 192 

to Seidel Road.  This roadway is planned to be improved to a 4-lane divided corridor in the 

County’s Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 

As stated previously, the proposed amendment will reduce the net trip generation from the site 

and will not result in additional impacts to the deficient segment of Avalon Road.  
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Table 3 
Interim Year 2022 Conditions Analysis 

 

 

 

Seg # Adopt Year 2022 Projected Traffic Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS E+C Growth Volume Capacity LOS Std

25.0 Avalon Road US 192 to Western Way 2 E 1,230 429 1,230 880 F N

25.0 Avalon Road Western Way to Seidel Rd 2 E 1,230 429 1,230 880 F N

178.4 Hartzog Road Avalon Rd (S) to Western Way 2 E 313 286 313 800 C Y

178.5 Hartzog Road Western Way to Avalon Rd (N) 2 E 213 286 286 800 C Y

510.0 SR 429 Osceola County Ln to Western Way 4 E 948 1,169 1,169 3,020 B Y

510.0 SR 429 Western Way to Porter Rd 4 E 948 1,169 1,169 3,020 B Y

444.0 US 192 Lake County Ln to Osceola County Ln 6 E 2,594 2,854 2,854 3,020 C Y
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6.3 Horizon Year 2030 Conditions 

The Horizon Year 2030 analysis is summarized in Table 4.  The analysis includes the projected 

traffic volumes and the planned transportation network.  The results of the 2030 analysis indicate 

that in the planning horizon, US 192 is projected to be deficient.  This segment of US 192 will be 

significantly relieved by the extension of Western Way and other planned east-west connections 

between Lake County and Orange County.  

 

6.4 Transportation Mitigation Plan 

The proposed comprehensive plan amendment results in a net reduction in traffic generation to 

the transportation network.  Therefore, the amendment does not require a site specific 

transportation mitigation to support the request.   

 

Additionally, the proposed development of the Flamingo Crossings project within Orange County 

will be required to undergo further review through the County’s CMS.  Any immediate 

transportation network capacity deficiencies will be addressed and mitigated in accordance with 

the requirements of the CMS. 
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Table 4 

Horizon Year 2030 Conditions Analysis 

 

 

 

Seg # Adopt Projected Traffic Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS E+C Growth Volume Dir Capacity LOS Std

25.0 Avalon Road US 192 to Western Way 4 E 1,230 557 1,230 NB 2,000 C Y

25.0 Avalon Road Western Way to Seidel Rd 4 E 1,230 557 1,230 NB 2,000 C Y

178.4 Hartzog Road Avalon Rd (S) to Western Way 2 E 313 371 371 WB 880 C Y

178.5 Hartzog Road Western Way to Avalon Rd (N) 2 E 213 371 371 WB 880 C Y

510.0 SR 429 Osceola County Ln to Western Way 4 E 948 1,516 1,516 SB 3,020 B Y

510.0 SR 429 Western Way to Porter Rd 4 E 948 1,516 1,516 WB 3,020 B Y

444.0 US 192 Lake County Ln to Osceola County Ln 6 E 2,594 3,700 3,700 WB 3,020 F N
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7.0 STUDY CONCLUSIONS 

This study was conducted in support of a Comprehensive Plan Amendment application for the 

Flamingo Crossings Property, located on Western Way west of SR 429 in Orange County, Florida.   

The requested amendment is associated with the de-annexation of ±121.59 acres of property 

from the Reedy Creek Improvement District and their designation as GC-

HDR/Commercial/Conservation in Orange County.  The findings of this analysis are as follows: 

 The requested development program in Orange County is less intense than the previously 

approved development in RCID. The amendment will result in a 20% reduction in daily trips 

and a slight reduction in peak hour trips.   

 An analysis of existing conditions indicates that all study segments currently operate at 

satisfactory LOS.  

 In anticipation of growth in the area, various corridors are planned for improvement in the 

County’s Long Range Transportation Plan.  These include the expansion of Avalon Road, the 

expansion of Seidel Road, and the realignment of Hartzog Road.  Additionally, the RCID is 

planning to extend Western Way to Avalon Road. 

 Analysis of 2022 Interim Year conditions indicates that all study segments are projected to 

operate at satisfactory LOS, except for Avalon Road from US 192 to Seidel Road.  The 

proposed amendment will not result in an increase of project trips generated to the 

transportation network or the deficient segment of Avalon Road. 

 Analysis of 2030 Horizon Year conditions indicates that all study segments are projected to 

operate at satisfactory LOS, except the segment of US 192 in Orange County.  This segment 

will be significantly relieved by the planned Western Way Extension and other planned east-

west connections between Orange County and Lake County. 

 The proposed development of the site will undergo additional review and will address and 

mitigate any transportation capacity deficiencies in accordance with the requirements of the 

Orange County Concurrency Management System. 
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Subject Property 
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Orange County, Florida
Traffic Concurrency Management Program

Concurrency Link Information

Application Number:

ID From To Lgth
Maint 

Agency

Capacity 

Group Ln
Min 

LOS

Total

 Cap PmPk PkDir
Avail 

Cap* LOS
Comm 

TripsAADT

Avalon Rd

25 US 192 Seidel Rd 5.26 Cnty Horizons 
West - Class I

2 E 880 318 NB 0 F9125,975

Hartzog Rd

178.4 Avalon Rd (CR 545) S Western Way 2.9 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 212 WB 487 C1012,681

178.5 Western Way Avalon Rd (CR 545) N 3 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 212 WB 587 C12,681

US 192 / SR 530

444 Lake County Line Osceola County Line 2.98 ST Horizons 
West - Class I

6 E 3020 2,180 WB 301 C53939,839

Western Bltwy

510 Osceola County Line Porter Rd 8.35 ST Horizons 
West - Expy

4 E 3940 866 SB 2,992 B8216,200

* It should be noted that the capacities indicated on this information sheet are a snapshot at this specific date and time.  Available capacities are subject to 

change at any time.

Thursday, April 27, 2017 Page 1 of 1



                           FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION                           
                             TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE                             
                                2016 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT                               

COUNTY: 75 - ORANGE

SITE: 8186 - WESTERN WAY, E OF SR-429 - OFF SYSTEM

YEAR       AADT       DIRECTION 1     DIRECTION 2     *K FACTOR    D FACTOR    T FACTOR   
----    ----------    ------------    ------------    ---------    --------    --------   
2016      11500 F     E   5600        W   5900             9.00       52.50        5.70   
2015      11300 C     E   5500        W   5800             9.00       53.20        4.40   
2014       5400 T     E   2700        W   2700             9.00       53.20        3.80   
2013       5400 S     E   2700        W   2700             9.00       53.30        4.10   
2012       5400 F     E   2700        W   2700             9.00       52.90        3.60   
2011       5400 C     E   2700        W   2700             9.00       52.70        3.50   

        AADT FLAGS: C = COMPUTED; E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE            
                    S = SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE   
                    V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE;  6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN        
       *K FACTOR:  STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES       



                           FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION                           
                             TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE                             
                                2016 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT                               

COUNTY: 75 - ORANGE

SITE: 0020 - ON US-192, 0.6 MI. E OF CR-545 (AVALON RD.) (UC)

YEAR       AADT       DIRECTION 1     DIRECTION 2     *K FACTOR    D FACTOR    T FACTOR   
----    ----------    ------------    ------------    ---------    --------    --------   
2016      49500 C     E  25000        W  24500             9.00       52.50        5.00   
2015      40000 C     E  20500        W  19500             9.00       53.20        4.00   
2014      39000 C     E  20000        W  19000             9.00       53.20        4.00   
2013      47500 C     E  24000        W  23500             9.00       53.30        4.30   
2012      48500 C     E  24500        W  24000             9.00       52.90        4.50   
2011      41000 C     E  20500        W  20500             9.00       52.70        1.70   
2010      43000 C     E  21500        W  21500             8.87       52.83        3.30   
2009      42500 C     E  21500        W  21000             8.79       53.70        3.60   
2008      45500 C     E  22000        W  23500             8.80       53.99        9.90   
2007      49000 C     E  24000        W  25000             8.63       54.08        5.40   
2006      34500 C     E  17000        W  17500             8.59       53.01        6.90   
2005      48500 C     E  24000        W  24500             8.60       54.10        0.00   

        AADT FLAGS: C = COMPUTED; E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE            
                    S = SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE   
                    V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE;  6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN        
       *K FACTOR:  STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES       



                           FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION                           
                             TRANSPORTATION STATISTICS OFFICE                             
                                2016 HISTORICAL AADT REPORT                               

COUNTY: 97 - FL. TURNPIKE

SITE: 2820 - WESTERN BELTWAY/SR-429 M/L, SOUTH OF BOGGY CREEK BRIDGE

YEAR       AADT       DIRECTION 1     DIRECTION 2     *K FACTOR    D FACTOR    T FACTOR   
----    ----------    ------------    ------------    ---------    --------    --------   
2016      20200 C     N  10100        S  10100             9.00       55.50       14.70   
2015      16000 C     N   8000        S   8000             9.00       59.60       11.50   
2014      12800 C     N   6400        S   6400             9.00       59.40       12.20   
2013      11000 C     N   5500        S   5500             9.00       58.10       12.80   
2012      11000 E     N   5500        S   5500             9.00       58.50       12.80   
2011      10400 E     N   5200        S   5200             9.00       58.50       12.40   
2010       9800 C     N   4900        S   4900            12.98       59.54       11.60   
2009       9800 C     N   4900        S   4900            13.07       56.17       11.60   
2008      10100 C     N   5050        S   5050            13.02       58.19       13.50   
2007       7200 C     N   3600        S   3600            11.81       59.03       13.80   

        AADT FLAGS: C = COMPUTED; E = MANUAL ESTIMATE; F = FIRST YEAR ESTIMATE            
                    S = SECOND YEAR ESTIMATE; T = THIRD YEAR ESTIMATE; R = FOURTH YEAR ESTIMATE   
                    V = FIFTH YEAR ESTIMATE;  6 = SIXTH YEAR ESTIMATE; X = UNKNOWN        
       *K FACTOR:  STARTING WITH YEAR 2011 IS STANDARDK, PRIOR YEARS ARE K30 VALUES       
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Projects schedules are subject to change
Call 407-836-7885 for additional project information Page 1 of 6 last updated: 04/04/2017

RCA Design ROW Const.

Project Name 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Aerospace Py (Innovation Wy to Innovation Wy)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Construction

Alafaya Tr (Avalon Park Bv to Mark Twain Bv) Completed 4/2015

5062 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5062 Construction

All American Bv (Edgewater Dr to Forest City Rd)

3097 Right-of-Way Acquisition

3097 Construction

APF Rd A (APF Rd C to Overstreet Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Construction

APF Rd B (APF Rd C to Winter Garden Vineland Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Construction

APF Rd C (Tattant Bv to Village Lake Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Construction

Apopka Vineland Rd (AD Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd)

New CIP RCA Study

New CIP Final Design

New CIP Right-of-Way Acquisition

New CIP Construction (Future Phase)

Boggy Creek Rd (Orange County Line to SR 417) Invest Funds

5085 Final Design

5085 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5085 Construction

Boggy Creek Rd (South Access Rd to Wetherbee Rd) Invest Funds

3075  Final Design

3075 Right-of-Way Acquisition

3075 Construction

Boggy Creek DRI Rd F (Osceola CL to Wyndham Lakes Bv)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Chuluota Rd (SR 50 to Seminole CL)

5004 RCA Study  (TBD)

5004 Design  (TBD)

5004 Right-of-Way Acquisition  (TBD)

5004 Construction  (TBD)

Clarcona Rd (Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Keene Rd)

TBA Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Connector Rd Fenton Rd  (Palm Parkway to Apopka Vineland Rd)

3095 Construction

CR 545 (Orange County Line to Flemingo Crossings Bv)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

CR 545 (Flemingo Crossings Bv to Schofield Rd) RCA Completed 8/2015

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

CR 545 (Schofield Rd to W Sandy Garden Ln)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

CR 545 (W. Sandy Garden Ln to N of Hickory Hammock/Overlook St) PH I

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

CR 545 (N of Hickory Hammock to S of FL Turnpike) PH II

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Orange County, Florida
Public Works Department's 10-Year Roadway Program

(by Fiscal Year)
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RCA Design ROW Const.

Project Name 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Orange County, Florida
Public Works Department's 10-Year Roadway Program

(by Fiscal Year)

CR 545 (S of FL Turnpike to SR 50) PH III

5055 RCA Study 

5055 Final Design

5055 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5055 Construction

Dean Rd (University Bv to McCulloch Rd)

3071 RCA Study (Completed 10/14)

3071 Final Design

3071 Right-of-Way Acquisition

3071 Construction

Dean Rd (Curry Ford Rd to Lake Underhill Rd)

TBA RCA Study

TBA Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Destination Py (Tradeshow Bv to East of Lake Cay) IB/IIA

5089 Final Design

5089 Construction

Dowden Rd ( SR 417 Ramp to Innovation Wy)

TBA Construction

5024 Construction

Econlockhatchee Tr (Lake Underhill Rd to Valencia College Ln)  Invest Funds

5024 Design

5024 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5024 Construction

Econlockhatchee Tr (SR 50 to University Bv)

5073 RCA Study

5073 Final Design

5073 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5073 Construction

Econlockhatchee Tr (Curry Ford Rd to Lake Underhill Rd)

2942 RCA Study

2942 Final Design

2942 Right-of-Way Acquisition

2942 Construction (Future Phase)

Econlockhatchee Tr ( Lee Vista Bv to Curry Ford Rd)

TBA RCA Study

TBA Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction 

Edgewater Dr (Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Pine Hills Rd)

5023 Final Design (Completed 02/2015)

5023 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5023 Construction

Ficquette Rd (Summerlake Park Bv to Overstreet Rd) Invest Funds

RCA Study

 Final Design

 Right-of-Way Acquisition

Construction

Ft Christmas Rd (Lake Pickett Rd to SR 50)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Hamlin Groves Tr Ext. (New Independence Py to Tiny Rd)

2892  Final Design

2892  Right-of-Way Acquisition

2892  Construction
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RCA Design ROW Const.

Project Name 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Orange County, Florida
Public Works Department's 10-Year Roadway Program

(by Fiscal Year)

Hartzog Rd (Lake County Line to CR 545)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Hartzog Rd (CR 545 to Flamingo Crossing Bv)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Holden Av (John Young Py to Orange Blossom Tr)

3045 Final Design

3045 Right-of-Way Acquisition

3045 Construction

Horizon Bv (Lake CL to Summerlake Park Boulevard)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

5071 Construction

Innovation Way (Moss Park Rd to North-South Rd)

TBA Final Design

TBA Construction

Innovation Way (North-South Rd to Innovation Wy Interchange)

TBA Final Design

TBA Construction

Innovation Way Beachline Interchange (Dowden Rd to Innovation Wy)

TBA Final Design

TBA Construction

International Dr (South Westwood Bv to North Westwood Bv)

5107 Construction

International Dr Ext (SR 535 to World Center Dr)

TBA Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

International Dr Transit (Intermodal Center to Sand Lake Rd)

5070 Final Design

5070 Construction

John Young Py / Sand Lake Rd Interchange

5001 Final Design

5001 Construction

Kennedy Bv (Forest City Rd to Wymore Rd) Invest Funds

3096 Final Design

3096 Right-of-Way Acquisition

3096 Construction (Future Phase)

Kelly Park Rd/Sadler Rd (US 441 to Rock Springs Rd)

TBA Study

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Kirkman Rd Ext. (Destination Py to Sand Lake Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Lake Bryan Beach Bv (SR 535 to Westwood Bv Ext.)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Lake Destiny Dr Ext. (Lee Rd to Kennedy Bv)

5104 Final Design

5104 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5104 Construction
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RCA Design ROW Const.

Project Name 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Orange County, Florida
Public Works Department's 10-Year Roadway Program

(by Fiscal Year)

Lake St (Apopka Vineland Rd to East Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Lake Pickett Rd (Chuluota Rd to Ft Christmas Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Lake Pickett Rd (SR 50 to Chuluota Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Lake Underhill Rd (E. of Econlockhatchee Tr to W. of Rouse Rd) Invest Funds

5090 Final Design

5090 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5090 Construction

Little River School Rd (SR 50 to Chuluota Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Mandarin Dr Ext (Universal Bv to Sand Lake Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

McCulloch Rd (Native Dance Ln to Chuluota Rd)

5005 RCA Study

5005  Final Design

5005 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5005 Construction

Monument Py (Innovation Wy to SR 528 Beachline)

TBA Construction

Mt Plymouth Rd (Kelly Park Rd to Lake CL)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

New Independence Py Seg M (Avalon Rd to Schoolhouse Pond Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

North South Rd (Orange County Line to Innovation Way) 

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Ocoee-Apopka Rd (Silver  Star Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Orange Av (Osceola CL to Town Center Bv)

2929  RCA Study

2929  Final Design

2929 Right-of-Way Acquisition

2929 Construction

Pine Hills Rd Ext (Beggs Rd to Orange Blossom Tr)

5072 Final Design

5072 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5072 Construction
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RCA Design ROW Const.

Project Name 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Orange County, Florida
Public Works Department's 10-Year Roadway Program

(by Fiscal Year)

Pine Hills Rd North (Silver Star Rd to North Ln)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Pine Hills Rd Ext (Metro West Bv to Old Winter Garden Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Plymouth Sorrento Rd (US 441 to Ponkan Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Plymouth Sorrento Rd (Ponkan Rd to Orange County Line)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Poinciana Bv (Osceola CL to International Dr Ext. )

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Ponkan Rd (Plymoth Sorrento Rd to Rock Springs Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Reams Rd (Delmar Rd to Taborfield Rd)

5068  Final Design

5068 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5068 Construction

Reams Rd (Summerlake Park Bv to Taborfield Rd) Invest Funds

5139 CIP RCA Study

5139  Final Design

5139 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5139 Construction

Regency Village Dr (Lake St to Wildwood Av)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Richard Crotty Py (SR 436 to Goldenrod Rd) Invest Funds

2752 Final Design

2752 Right-of-Way Acquisition

2752 Construction

Richard Crotty Py (Goldenrod Rd to Dean Rd)

2752 Final Design

2752 Right-of-Way Acquisition

2752 Construction

Richard Crotty Py (Dean Rd to Alafaya Tr)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Richard Crotty Py (Alafaya Tr to N Tanner Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Sand Lake Rd (AV to Turkey Lake)

2883 RCA Study

2883 Design

2883 Right-of-Way Acquisition

2883 Construction



Projects schedules are subject to change
Call 407-836-7885 for additional project information Page 6 of 6 last updated: 04/04/2017

RCA Design ROW Const.

Project Name 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

Orange County, Florida
Public Works Department's 10-Year Roadway Program

(by Fiscal Year)

Schofield Rd (Lake CL to Avalon Rd)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

TBA Construction

Seidel Rd (Lake CL to Avalon Rd)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Seidel Rd (Summerlake Park Bv to Apporximately 1,200 feet east of SR 429)

Construction

Summerlake Park Bv (Hamlin Groves Tr to Ficquette Rd)

TBA Construction

Taft-Vineland Rd (Orange Blossom Tr to Orange Av)

3037 Final Design

3037 Right-of-Way Acquisition

3037 Construction

Texas Av (Oak Ridge Rd to S. of Holden Av) Invest Funds

5027 Final Design

5027 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5027 Construction

Tiny Rd (School House Pond Rd to Tilden Rd)

TBA  Final Design

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

5029 Construction

Valencia College Ln (Goldenrod Rd to SR 417)

5029 Final Design

5029 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5029 Construction

Valencia Py (Old YMCA Rd to New Independence Py)

TBA Right-of-Way Acquisition

TBA Construction

Vineland Av (1800' N of SR 535 for 3500')

TBA Final Design

TBA Construction

Woodbury Rd (Lake Underhill Rd to SR 50)

5059 RCA Study

5059 Final Design

5059 Right-of-Way Acquisition

5059 Construction
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Appendix E 
Trip Generation Information Sheets 
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Analyst
Date

LAND USE A : Retail/Commercial
ITE LU Code 820

Size: 110.5 KSF
Enter From External Total Internal External

280 Enter 308 28 280
293 Exit 333 40 293

Exit to External Total 641 68 573
% 100% 10.6% 89.4%

Demand 3% 10
Balanced 0 9% 28 Demand
Demand 31% 0 28 Balanced

Demand 12% 40 53% 441 Demand
Balanced 40
Demand 31% 269

2% 7 Demand
0 Balanced

23% 0 Demand

ITE LU Code 720 Demand 2% 0 ITE LU Code 310
Size: KSF Balanced 0 Size: 2835 Units

Enter from Ext Total Internal External Demand 2% 17 Total Internal External Exit to External
0 Enter 0 0 Enter 868 40 828 805
0 Exit 0 0 Exit 833 28 805 828

Exit to Ext Total 0 0 0 2% 17 Demand Total 1,701 68 1,633 Enter From External
% 100% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 Balanced % 100% 4.0% 96.0%

Land Use B: 2% 0 Demand Land Use C: Lodging

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development
Land Use Land Use Land Use

A B C Total
Enter 280 0 828 1,108

Exit 293 0 805 1,098
Total 573 0 1,633 2,206 Internal Capture

Single-Use TGen 641 0 1,701 2,342 5.8%

TMC Name of Development Flaming Crossing
4/24/2017 Time Period PM Peak - Existing



Analyst
Date

LAND USE A : Retail/Commercial
ITE LU Code 820

Size: 150 KSF
Enter From External Total Internal External

343 Enter 377 34 343
360 Exit 409 49 360

Exit to External Total 786 83 703
% 100% 10.6% 89.4%

Demand 3% 12
Balanced 0 9% 34 Demand
Demand 31% 0 34 Balanced

Demand 12% 49 53% 270 Demand
Balanced 49
Demand 31% 293

2% 8 Demand
0 Balanced

23% 0 Demand

ITE LU Code 720 Demand 2% 0 ITE LU Code 220
Size: KSF Balanced 0 Size: 2600 Units

Enter from Ext Total Internal External Demand 2% 19 Total Internal External Exit to External
0 Enter 0 0 Enter 946 49 897 476
0 Exit 0 0 Exit 510 34 476 897

Exit to Ext Total 0 0 0 2% 10 Demand Total 1,456 83 1,373 Enter From External
% 100% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! 0 Balanced % 100% 5.7% 94.3%

Land Use B: 2% 0 Demand Land Use C: Residential

Net External Trips for Multi-Use Development
Land Use Land Use Land Use

A B C Total
Enter 343 0 897 1,240

Exit 360 0 476 836
Total 703 0 1,373 2,076 Internal Capture

Single-Use TGen 786 0 1,456 2,242 7.4%

TMC Name of Development Flaming Crossing
4/24/2017 Time Period PM Peak - Proposed



 
Orange County | Transportation Impact Fee Update         
 

 
Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc.  Orange County 
September 2012                                          D-2  Transportation Impact Fee Update 

Table D-1 (continued) 
Calculated Transportation Impact Fee Schedule 

 
 

ITE 
LUC

Land Use Unit Trip Rate Trip Rate Source
Assessable Trip 

Length
Total Trip 

Length
Trip Length 

Source
% New Trips

 % New Trips 
Source Net VMT(1) Total Impact 

Cost
Annual Gas 

Tax
Gas Tax 
Credit

Net Impact Fee
Curernt 

Adopted IF 
Rate

% Change

INSTITUTIONS:

610 Hospital bed 11.81 ITE 8th Edition 6.95 7.45
Same as LUC 

210 77% FL Schedules 22.50 $8,862 $126 $1,776 $7,086 $5,121 38%

620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf 2.48
Blend ITE 8th & 

FL Studies 2.72 3.22 FL Studies 89% FL Studies 2.14 $842 $13 $183 $659 $1,778 -63%

640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf 28.66

ITE 8th Edition

(Adjusted)(4) 5.36 5.86
Same as LUC 

630 93% Same as LUC 630 50.86 $20,031 $291 $4,101 $15,930 n/a n/a

n/a School 1,000 sf 13.78

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 8.05 8.55

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 100%

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 39.49 $15,554 $220 $3,101 $12,453 $3,842 224%

n/a Public Assembly 1,000 sf 9.11

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 8.05 8.55

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 100%

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 26.11 $10,283 $145 $2,044 $8,239 $2,542 224%
OFFICE:

710 General Office 50,000 sf or less(2) 1,000 sf 15.65 ITE 8th equation 6.18 6.68 FL Studies 92% FL Studies 31.68 $12,476 $179 $2,523 $9,953 $5,242 90%

710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf(2) 1,000 sf 13.34 ITE 8th equation 6.18 6.68 FL Studies 92% FL Studies 27.00 $10,635 $153 $2,156 $8,479 $5,242 62%

710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf(2) 1,000 sf 11.37 ITE 8th equation 6.18 6.68 FL Studies 92% FL Studies 23.01 $9,064 $130 $1,832 $7,232 $4,071 78%

710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf(2) 1,000 sf 9.70 ITE 8th equation 6.18 6.68 FL Studies 92% FL Studies 19.63 $7,733 $111 $1,564 $6,169 $3,623 70%

720 Medical Office 1,000 sf 34.72
Blend ITE 8th & 

FL Studies 6.66 7.16 FL Studies 89% FL Studies 73.26 $28,856 $413 $5,821 $23,035 $12,098 90%

732 Post Office 1,000 sf 108.19 ITE 8th Edition 6.18 6.68
Same as LUC 

710 49%

Previous TIF 

Study(3) 116.63 $45,937 $661 $9,316 $36,621 $15,570 135%
RETAIL:

814 Specialty Retail Center 1,000 sf 49.99
Blend ITE 8th & 

FL Studies 3.54 4.04 FL Studies 85% FL Studies 53.55 $21,091 $320 $4,510 $16,581 n/a n/a

815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 57.24 ITE 8th Edition 2.52 3.02
Same as LUC 
820 (100-200K) 67%

Same as LUC 820 
(100-200K) 34.41 $13,551 $216 $3,044 $10,507 n/a n/a

816 Hardware/Paint Store 1,000 sf 51.29 ITE 8th Edition 1.96 2.46
Same as LUC 
820 (25-50K) 56%

Same as LUC 820 
(25-5050K) 20.04 $7,893 $132 $1,860 $6,033 n/a n/a

820 Retail 50,000 sfgla or less(2) 1,000 sfgla 86.56 ITE 8th equation 1.96 2.46 FL Curve(6) 56% FL Curve(6) 33.82 $13,321 $223 $3,143 $10,178 $10,366 -2%

820 Retail 50,001-100,000 sfgla(2) 1,000 sfgla 67.91 ITE 8th equation 2.40 2.90 FL Curve(6) 62% FL Curve(6) 35.97 $14,169 $228 $3,213 $10,956 $10,585 4%

820 Retail 100,001-200,000 sfgla(2) 1,000 sfgla 53.28 ITE 8th equation 2.52 3.02 FL Curve(6) 67% FL Curve(6) 32.03 $12,613 $201 $2,833 $9,780 $9,521 3%

820 Retail 200,001-300,000 sfgla(2) 1,000 sfgla 46.23 ITE 8th equation 2.65 3.15 FL Curve(6) 71% FL Curve(6) 30.97 $12,196 $193 $2,720 $9,476 $8,685 9%

820 Retail 300,001-400,000 sfgla(2) 1,000 sfgla 41.80 ITE 8th equation 2.77 3.27 FL Curve(6) 73% FL Curve(6) 30.09 $11,851 $186 $2,621 $9,230 $8,104 14%

820 Retail 400,001-500,000 sfgla(2) 1,000 sfgla 38.66 ITE 8th equation 2.89 3.39 FL Curve(6) 75% FL Curve(6) 29.83 $11,749 $183 $2,579 $9,170 $7,658 20%



 

 

Appendix F 
Growth Rates 

  



PIN# 973215-1

Location 1

Year Count* Trend**
2010 9800 9700
2011 10400 10300
2012 11000 11000
2013 11000 11700
2014 12800 12300

2020 N/A 16300

2025 N/A 19600

660 2030 N/A 22900
86.43%

6.70%
5.39%

25-Aug-15

Highway:

Traffic Trends - V2.0
WESTERN BELTWAY/429 -- S. of Flamingo Crossings County:

Station #:

Orange (75)

0492

Traffic (ADT/AADT)

2025 Mid-Year Trend

WESTERN BELTWAY/429

2020 Opening Year Trend

Straight Line Growth Option
*Axle-Adjusted

2030 Design Year Trend

TRANPLAN Forecasts/Trends
** Annual Trend Increase:

Trend R-squared:

Trend Growth Rate (2014 to Design Year):
Printed:

Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate:
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PIN# 973215-1

Location 1

Year Count* Trend**
2010 3800 3600
2011 4000 4200
2012 4500 4700
2013 5400 5300
2014 6000 5900

2020 N/A 9400

2025 N/A 12300

580 2030 N/A 15200
95.79%
15.97%

9.85%
25-Aug-15

Highway:

Traffic Trends - V2.0
Avalon Rd -- S. of Seidel Rd County:

Station #:

Orange (75)

0492

Traffic (ADT/AADT)

2025 Mid-Year Trend

Avalon Rd

2020 Opening Year Trend

Straight Line Growth Option
*Axle-Adjusted

2030 Design Year Trend

TRANPLAN Forecasts/Trends
** Annual Trend Increase:

Trend R-squared:

Trend Growth Rate (2014 to Design Year):
Printed:

Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate:
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PIN# 973215-1

Location 1

Year Count* Trend**
2010 5100 5200
2011 5400 5300
2012 5400 5300
2013 5400 5400
2014 5400 5500

2020 N/A 5800

2025 N/A 6100

60 2030 N/A 6400
50.00%

1.44%
1.02%

25-Aug-15

Highway:

Traffic Trends - V2.0
WESTERN Way -- E. of SR 429 County:

Station #:

Orange (75)

0492

Traffic (ADT/AADT)

2025 Mid-Year Trend

WESTERN Way

2020 Opening Year Trend

Straight Line Growth Option
*Axle-Adjusted

2030 Design Year Trend

TRANPLAN Forecasts/Trends
** Annual Trend Increase:

Trend R-squared:

Trend Growth Rate (2014 to Design Year):
Printed:

Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate:
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PIN# 973215-1

Location 1

Year Count* Trend**
2010 43000 44100
2011 41000 44000
2012 48500 43800
2013 47500 43700
2014 39000 43500

2020 N/A 42600

2025 N/A 41900

-150 2030 N/A 41100
0.33%

-0.34%
-0.34%

25-Aug-15

Highway:

Traffic Trends - V2.0
US 192 -- E. of Avalon County:

Station #:

Orange (75)

0492

Traffic (ADT/AADT)

2025 Mid-Year Trend

US 192

2020 Opening Year Trend

Straight Line Growth Option
*Axle-Adjusted

2030 Design Year Trend

TRANPLAN Forecasts/Trends
** Annual Trend Increase:

Trend R-squared:

Trend Growth Rate (2014 to Design Year):
Printed:

Trend Annual Historic Growth Rate:
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CLRM Property 
Transportation Facilities Analysis 

Project № 16-086 (v2.1) 
Executive Summary  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This study was conducted in support of a proposed comprehensive plan amendment application 
for the CLRM Property located southwest of the intersection of Apopka-Vineland Road and 
McCormick Road.  The proposed amendment would change the allowable development on the 
property from 31 single family residential units to 316 single family residential units. 
 
The findings of this analysis are as follows: 

 The requested amendment will result in a net increase of 2,670 daily trips of which, 260 peak 
hour trips generated by the site.   

 An analysis of existing conditions indicates that the roadway network within the primary 2.5-
mile study area currently operates at satisfactory LOS.  

 The LRTP shows that Apopka-Vineland/Clarcona Road is planned to be improved to 4-lanes 
in the future.  The improvement is not currently funded. 

 Analysis of Interim Year (2022) conditions indicates that the network is projected to operate 
at satisfactory LOS with the exception of segments of Apopka-Vineland Road/Clarcona Road 
and Powers Drive.  The proposed amendment will not adversely impact projected operations 
in the Interim Year.  

 Analysis of Horizon Year (2030) conditions indicates that the network is projected to continue 
to operate at satisfactory LOS, except for a segment of Ocoee-Apopka Road and of Powers 
Drive.  The proposed amendment will not cause any roadways to become deficient and will 
not adversely impact projected operations in the Horizon Year.  

 The proposed development of the site will undergo additional review through the development 
process, where transportation capacity demand by the development of the site will be further 
evaluated through the requirements of the Concurrency Management System. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This analysis was undertaken to support an application to amend the Orange County 

Comprehensive Plan’s (CP) Future Land Use Map (FLUM).  The application is for the CLRM 

Property located on the southwest of the intersection of Apopka-Vineland Road and McCormick 

Road in West Orange County, Florida.  Figure 1 depicts the location of the proposed development 

and the preliminary impact area. 

 

The requested amendment is to change the FLUM designation of the site from Rural Settlement 

(RS 1/5) to Rural Settlement Low Density (RSLD 2/1). The property has approximately 158 acres 

of developable area.  The comprehensive plan amendment would increase the development 

density on the site from 31 units to 316 units, as summarized in Table 1. 

 

Table 1 
Approved and Proposed Development 

 

 

This study was performed in accordance with the Orange County methodology for a 

Comprehensive Plan Amendment Transportation Facilities Analysis.  

Development Units

Approved FLU

Rural Settlement (1 unit / 5 acres) 31 Units

Proposed FLU

Rural Settlement Low Density (2 units / acre) 316 Units



SITE

Site Location Map
CLRM Property

16-086

N
Not to Scale

1

Figure
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2.0 EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

The existing traffic conditions were evaluated within the project’s primary influence area.  This 

included the area’s major roadways which were analyzed for P.M. peak hour conditions. 

 

The existing conditions on the roadway network were analyzed by comparing the latest available 

traffic volumes on each of the roadway segments to the adopted capacity thresholds.  The existing 

conditions analysis was based on information from the Orange County Concurrency Management 

System (CMS) database.  The CMS spreadsheet is provided in Appendix A.  

 

Table 2 summarizes the existing conditions capacity analysis in the area. This analysis reveals 

that currently all roadway segments within the study area operate at adequate Level of Service 

(LOS), except for the 2-lane segment of Apopka-Vineland Road from A.D. Mims Road to 

Clarcona-Ocoee Road.   
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Table 2 
Existing Conditions Analysis 

 

# Min Peak Hour Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns Los AADT Capacity Volume Dir LOS Std ?

15.0 A.D. Mims Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Wurst Rd 2 D 5,635 740 268 WB C Y

17.2 Apopka Blvd Piedmont-Wekiwa Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 E 8,327 880 459 WB C Y

23.3 Apopka-Vineland Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 D 13,650 1,580 734 NB C Y

24.0 Apopka-Vineland Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 14,186 740 769 NB F N

34.0 Beggs Rd Lakeville Rd to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 7,745 800 491 WB D Y

38.2 Binion Rd Lust Rd to Ocoee-Apopka Rd 2 D 3,401 740 187 NB C Y

63.0 Clarcona Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Gilliam Rd 2 D 13,213 880 672 NB C Y

63.1 Clarcona Rd Gilliam Rd to Keene Rd 2 D 13,050 740 663 NB C Y

64.0 Clarcona Rd Keene Rd to Cleveland St 2 E 9,392 740 473 NB C Y

66.0 N Lakewood Ave Silver Star Rd to Fuller's Cross Rd 2 E 6,423 800 339 NB C Y

66.1 N Lakewood Ave Fuller's Cross Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 7,645 740 397 WB C Y

67.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR 429 to Clarke Rd 4 D 9,401 2,000 470 EB C Y

67.1 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Clarke Rd to Apopka-Vineland Rd 4 E 12,447 2,000 636 WB C Y

68.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Hiawassee Rd 4 D 21,865 2,000 1,136 WB C Y

69.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Hiawassee Rd to Powers Dr 4 E 23,006 2,000 1,116 WB C Y

70.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 4 E 22,647 2,000 1,228 WB C Y

183.1 Hiawassee Rd Silver Star Rd to Nester Rd 4 E 29,134 2,000 1,524 NB C Y

184.0 Hiawassee Rd Nester Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 E 23,584 2,000 1,147 NB C Y

184.1 Hiawassee Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Maitland Blvd Ext 4 E 19,716 2,000 931 NB C Y

184.2 Hiawassee Rd Maitland Blvd Ext to Apopka Blvd 4 E 16,820 2,000 770 NB C Y

211.0 Keene Rd Clarcona Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 D 8,553 740 443 WB C Y

244.0 Lakeville Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Beggs Rd 2 D 5,208 740 276 SB C Y

245.0 Lakeville Rd Beggs Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 D 5,208 740 276 SB C Y

294.0 North Ln Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 5,078 800 237 WB C Y

316.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd West Rd to Binion Rd 2 D 10,861 740 599 NB C Y

317.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd Binion Rd to Harmon Rd 2 D 5,180 740 288 NB C Y

348.0 Park Ave Cleveland St to Orange Blossom Tr 2 E 9,739 880 496 NB C Y

364.0 Powers Dr Silver Star Rd to North Ln 2 E 14,286 800 749 NB D Y

365.0 Powers Dr North Ln to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 7,405 800 343 NB C Y

410.0 Sheeler Ave Keene Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 E 9,271 880 454 SB C Y

454.9 West Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd to SR 429 4 D 7,281 1,580 410 WB C Y

473.0 Wurst Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 5,612 800 269 EB C Y

495.0 Clarke Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 E 18,036 2,000 951 NB C Y

496.0 Clarke Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 10,717 880 597 NB C Y
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3.0 PLANNED AND PROGRAMMED IMPROVEMENTS 

The Orange County Capital Improvement Program (CIP), Capital Improvement Element (CIE), 

and the Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) were checked to identify any planned or 

programmed improvements to the transportation facilities in this area.   

 

This review revealed that the following roadway within the project’s influence area is planned for 

improvement: 

 

- Apopka-Vineland Road 

From A.D. Mims Road to Keene Road, improve to 4 Lanes Divided 

 

This improvement is planned but not funded or programmed at this time.  Supporting information 

is included in Appendix B. 
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4.0 PROJECT TRAFFIC 

4.1 Trip Generation 

The trip generation for the existing and proposed land use densities was calculated using trip 

generation information published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in the Trip 

Generation Report, 9th Edition.  Trip generation rates and calculations are summarized in Table 

3, which shows the daily and P.M. peak hour trips for the existing and proposed land uses.  

Supporting information is included in Appendix C.  The proposed amendment will result in 2,670 

additional daily trips and 260 peak hour trips.  

 

Table 3 
Trip Generation Calculation 

 
 

 

4.2 Trip Distribution 

A trip distribution pattern was developed using the latest Orlando Urban Area Transportation 

Study (OUATS) travel demand model.  The model was modified to include the proposed 

development on the project site and executed with a Select Zone Analysis (SZA) to determine the 

project specific distribution pattern.  The model generated trip distribution plot is included in 

Appendix D. 

 

The trip distribution was adjusted slightly based on existing traffic counts, knowledge of the study 

area and prevailing traffic flow patterns, and engineering judgment. Project trips were assigned 

to the adjacent roadway segments based on the adjusted distribution pattern shown in Figure 2.   

  

  

ITE Daily PM Peak Hour
Code Land Use Size Rate Trips Rate Total Enter Exit

Allowable Development - Existing FLUM (RS 1/5)

210 Single Family Units 31 DU 11.53 357 1.18 37 23 14

Proposed Development - Requested FLUM (RSLD 2/1)

210 Single Family Units 316 DU 9.58 3,027 0.94 297 187 110

Net Change in Trips with Proposed Amendment 2,670 260 164 96
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5.0 PROJECTED CONDITIONS ANALYSIS 

Projected conditions were assessed to evaluate the impact of the proposed amendment on the 

roadway network.  The projected conditions analysis was performed for the Interim Year (2022) 

and the Horizon Year (2030) .The analyses were conducted for the base condition (without the 

amendment) and for the proposed condition (with the amendment) as follows. 

 

5.1 Background Traffic Volumes and Transportation Network 

Projected traffic volumes for interim and horizon analysis years were developed using a projected 

2% annual growth rate, which the natural growth rate for the region.  The projected growth was 

checked against the Existing and Committed traffic volume and the higher volume was used in 

the analysis.  The Interim Year analysis was conducted with the committed network improvements 

and the Horizon Year analysis included the planned network improvements. 

 

5.2 Interim Year 2022 Conditions  

The 2022 Interim Year analysis was conducted comparing projected traffic volumes to the 

roadway network capacity and service volumes. This analysis is based on the existing and 

committed roadway network.  Table 4 summarizes the analysis, which reveals that the roadway 

network in the study area is projected to continue to operate at adequate LOS, except for the 

following segments that are projected to be deficient due to background traffic growth: 

 

- Apopka-Vineland Road/Clarcona Road 

o A.D. Mims Road to Clarcona-Ocoee Road 
o Clarcona-Ocoee Road to Gilliam Road 
o Gilliam Road to Keene Road 

 

- Powers Drive 

o Silver Star Road to North Lane 

 

Table 5 analyzes the network with the additional traffic from the proposed amendment.  The 

analysis reveals that the proposed amendment will not adversely impact conditions on the study 

roadway segments in the Interim Year 2022.  
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Table 4 
Interim Year 2022 Base Conditions Analysis 

 

# Min 2022 Projected Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS Capacity Volume Dir LOS Std ?

15.0 A.D. Mims Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Wurst Rd 2 D 740 306 WB C Y

17.2 Apopka Blvd Piedmont-Wekiwa Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 E 880 539 WB C Y

23.3 Apopka-Vineland Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 D 1,580 837 NB C Y

24.0 Apopka-Vineland Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 740 877 NB F N

34.0 Beggs Rd Lakeville Rd to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 560 WB D Y

38.2 Binion Rd Lust Rd to Ocoee-Apopka Rd 2 D 740 213 NB C Y

63.0 Clarcona Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Gilliam Rd 2 D 740 766 NB F N

63.1 Clarcona Rd Gilliam Rd to Keene Rd 2 D 740 756 NB F N

64.0 Clarcona Rd Keene Rd to Cleveland St 2 E 740 546 NB C Y

66.0 N Lakewood Ave Silver Star Rd to Fuller's Cross Rd 2 E 800 386 NB D Y

66.1 N Lakewood Ave Fuller's Cross Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 740 453 WB C Y

67.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR 429 to Clarke Rd 4 D 2,000 536 EB C Y

67.1 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Clarke Rd to Apopka-Vineland Rd 4 E 2,000 725 WB C Y

68.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Hiawassee Rd 4 D 2,000 1,297 WB C Y

69.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Hiawassee Rd to Powers Dr 4 E 2,000 1,272 WB C Y

70.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 4 E 2,000 1,400 WB C Y

183.1 Hiawassee Rd Silver Star Rd to Nester Rd 4 E 2,000 1,737 NB C Y

184.0 Hiawassee Rd Nester Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 E 2,000 1,308 NB C Y

184.1 Hiawassee Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Maitland Blvd Ext 4 E 2,000 1,061 NB C Y

184.2 Hiawassee Rd Maitland Blvd Ext to Apopka Blvd 4 E 2,000 878 NB C Y

211.0 Keene Rd Clarcona Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 D 740 505 WB C Y

244.0 Lakeville Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Beggs Rd 2 D 740 316 SB C Y

245.0 Lakeville Rd Beggs Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 D 740 315 SB C Y

294.0 North Ln Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 270 WB C Y

316.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd West Rd to Binion Rd 2 D 740 683 NB D Y

317.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd Binion Rd to Harmon Rd 2 D 740 430 NB C Y

348.0 Park Ave Cleveland St to Orange Blossom Tr 2 E 880 565 NB C Y

364.0 Powers Dr Silver Star Rd to North Ln 2 E 800 854 NB F N

365.0 Powers Dr North Ln to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 391 NB D Y

410.0 Sheeler Ave Keene Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 E 880 518 SB C Y

454.9 West Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd to SR 429 4 D 1,580 467 WB C Y

473.0 Wurst Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 307 EB C Y

495.0 Clarke Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 E 2,000 1,084 NB C Y

496.0 Clarke Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 880 681 NB C Y
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Table 5 
Interim Year 2022 Conditions w/ Amendment 

# Min 2022 Backg'd Project Total Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS Capacity Volume Dir Dist Trips Volume LOS Std ?

15.0 A.D. Mims Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Wurst Rd 2 D 740 306 WB 1% 1 307 C Y

17.2 Apopka Blvd Piedmont-Wekiwa Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 E 880 539 WB 1% 2 541 C Y

23.3 Apopka-Vineland Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 D 1,580 837 NB 15% 25 862 C Y

24.0 Apopka-Vineland Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 740 877 NB 20% 33 910 F N

34.0 Beggs Rd Lakeville Rd to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 560 WB 0% 0 560 D Y

38.2 Binion Rd Lust Rd to Ocoee-Apopka Rd 2 D 740 213 NB 0% 0 213 C Y

63.0 Clarcona Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Gilliam Rd 2 D 740 766 NB 50% 82 848 F N

63.1 Clarcona Rd Gilliam Rd to Keene Rd 2 D 740 756 NB 35% 34 790 F N

64.0 Clarcona Rd Keene Rd to Cleveland St 2 E 740 546 NB 10% 10 556 C Y

66.0 N Lakewood Ave Silver Star Rd to Fuller's Cross Rd 2 E 800 386 NB 0% 0 386 D Y

66.1 N Lakewood Ave Fuller's Cross Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 740 453 WB 0% 0 453 C Y

67.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR 429 to Clarke Rd 4 D 2,000 536 EB 1% 2 538 C Y

67.1 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Clarke Rd to Apopka-Vineland Rd 4 E 2,000 725 WB 7% 7 732 C Y

68.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Hiawassee Rd 4 D 2,000 1,297 WB 26% 43 1,340 C Y

69.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Hiawassee Rd to Powers Dr 4 E 2,000 1,272 WB 23% 38 1,310 C Y

70.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 4 E 2,000 1,400 WB 20% 33 1,433 C Y

183.1 Hiawassee Rd Silver Star Rd to Nester Rd 4 E 2,000 1,737 NB 1% 2 1,739 C Y

184.0 Hiawassee Rd Nester Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 E 2,000 1,308 NB 1% 2 1,310 C Y

184.1 Hiawassee Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Maitland Blvd Ext 4 E 2,000 1,061 NB 0% 0 1,061 C Y

184.2 Hiawassee Rd Maitland Blvd Ext to Apopka Blvd 4 E 2,000 878 NB 1% 1 879 C Y

211.0 Keene Rd Clarcona Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 D 740 505 WB 2% 2 507 C Y

244.0 Lakeville Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Beggs Rd 2 D 740 316 SB 1% 2 318 C Y

245.0 Lakeville Rd Beggs Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 D 740 315 SB 1% 2 317 C Y

294.0 North Ln Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 270 WB 0% 0 270 C Y

316.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd West Rd to Binion Rd 2 D 740 683 NB 9% 15 698 D Y

317.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd Binion Rd to Harmon Rd 2 D 740 430 NB 1% 1 431 C Y

348.0 Park Ave Cleveland St to Orange Blossom Tr 2 E 880 565 NB 0% 0 565 C Y

364.0 Powers Dr Silver Star Rd to North Ln 2 E 800 854 NB 1% 2 856 F N

365.0 Powers Dr North Ln to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 391 NB 2% 3 394 D Y

410.0 Sheeler Ave Keene Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 E 880 518 SB 5% 8 526 C Y

454.9 West Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd to SR 429 4 D 1,580 467 WB 4% 4 471 C Y

473.0 Wurst Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 307 EB 1% 2 309 C Y

495.0 Clarke Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 E 2,000 1,084 NB 4% 7 1,091 C Y

496.0 Clarke Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 880 681 NB 5% 8 689 C Y
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5.3 Horizon Year 2030 Conditions 

The 2030 Horizon Year analysis was also conducted for projected traffic. This analysis is based 

on the planned roadway network, which includes all planned improvements.  Table 6 summarizes 

the 2030 Horizon Year analysis, which reveals that the roadway network in the study area is 

projected to continue to operate at adequate LOS, except for the following two segments: 

 

- Ocoee-Apopka Road 

o West Road to Binion Road 

 

- Powers Drive 

o Silver Star Road to North Lane 

 

 

Table 7 analyzes the network with the additional traffic from the proposed amendment.  The 

analysis reveals that the proposed amendment will not cause deficiencies and will not adversely 

impact the transportation network in the Horizon Year 2030.  

 

The proposed development will undergo additional review and will be required to mitigate impacts 

to the transportation network through the County’s Concurrency Management System. 
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Table 6 
Horizon Year 2030 Base Conditions Analysis 

# Min 2030 Projected Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS Capacity Volume Dir LOS Std ?

15.0 A.D. Mims Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Wurst Rd 2 D 740 348 WB C Y

17.2 Apopka Blvd Piedmont-Wekiwa Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 E 880 597 WB C Y

23.3 Apopka-Vineland Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 D 1,580 954 NB C Y

24.0 Apopka-Vineland Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 D 1,580 1,000 NB C Y

34.0 Beggs Rd Lakeville Rd to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 638 WB D Y

38.2 Binion Rd Lust Rd to Ocoee-Apopka Rd 2 D 740 243 NB C Y

63.0 Clarcona Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Gilliam Rd 4 D 1,580 874 NB C Y

63.1 Clarcona Rd Gilliam Rd to Keene Rd 4 D 1,580 862 NB C Y

64.0 Clarcona Rd Keene Rd to Cleveland St 2 E 740 615 NB C Y

66.0 N Lakewood Ave Silver Star Rd to Fuller's Cross Rd 2 E 800 441 NB D Y

66.1 N Lakewood Ave Fuller's Cross Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 740 516 WB C Y

67.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR 429 to Clarke Rd 4 D 2,000 611 EB C Y

67.1 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Clarke Rd to Apopka-Vineland Rd 4 E 2,000 827 WB C Y

68.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Hiawassee Rd 4 D 2,000 1,477 WB C Y

69.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Hiawassee Rd to Powers Dr 4 E 2,000 1,451 WB C Y

70.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 4 E 2,000 1,596 WB C Y

183.1 Hiawassee Rd Silver Star Rd to Nester Rd 4 E 2,000 1,981 NB D Y

184.0 Hiawassee Rd Nester Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 E 2,000 1,491 NB C Y

184.1 Hiawassee Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Maitland Blvd Ext 4 E 2,000 1,210 NB C Y

184.2 Hiawassee Rd Maitland Blvd Ext to Apopka Blvd 4 E 2,000 1,001 NB C Y

211.0 Keene Rd Clarcona Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 D 740 576 WB C Y

244.0 Lakeville Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Beggs Rd 2 D 740 359 SB C Y

245.0 Lakeville Rd Beggs Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 D 740 359 SB C Y

294.0 North Ln Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 308 WB C Y

316.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd West Rd to Binion Rd 2 D 740 779 NB F N

317.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd Binion Rd to Harmon Rd 2 D 740 430 NB C Y

348.0 Park Ave Cleveland St to Orange Blossom Tr 2 E 880 645 NB C Y

364.0 Powers Dr Silver Star Rd to North Ln 2 E 800 974 NB F N

365.0 Powers Dr North Ln to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 446 NB D Y

410.0 Sheeler Ave Keene Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 E 880 590 SB C Y

454.9 West Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd to SR 429 4 D 1,580 533 WB C Y

473.0 Wurst Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 350 EB C Y

495.0 Clarke Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 E 2,000 1,236 NB C Y

496.0 Clarke Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 880 776 NB C Y
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Table 7 
Horizon Year 2030 Conditions w/ Amendment 

 

# Min 2030 Backg'd Project Total Meets
ID Roadway Segment Limits Lns LOS Capacity Volume Dir Dist Trips Volume LOS Std ?

15.0 A.D. Mims Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Wurst Rd 2 D 740 348 277 1% 1 349 C Y

17.2 Apopka Blvd Piedmont-Wekiwa Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 E 880 597 539 1% 2 599 C Y

23.3 Apopka-Vineland Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 D 1,580 954 758 15% 25 979 C Y

24.0 Apopka-Vineland Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 D 1,580 1,000 820 20% 33 1,033 C Y

34.0 Beggs Rd Lakeville Rd to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 638 555 0% 0 638 D Y

38.2 Binion Rd Lust Rd to Ocoee-Apopka Rd 2 D 740 243 188 0% 0 243 C Y

63.0 Clarcona Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Gilliam Rd 4 D 1,580 874 751 50% 82 956 C Y

63.1 Clarcona Rd Gilliam Rd to Keene Rd 4 D 1,580 862 714 35% 34 896 C Y

64.0 Clarcona Rd Keene Rd to Cleveland St 2 E 740 615 546 10% 10 625 C Y

66.0 N Lakewood Ave Silver Star Rd to Fuller's Cross Rd 2 E 800 441 341 0% 0 441 D Y

66.1 N Lakewood Ave Fuller's Cross Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 740 516 398 0% 0 516 C Y

67.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR 429 to Clarke Rd 4 D 2,000 611 476 1% 2 613 C Y

67.1 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Clarke Rd to Apopka-Vineland Rd 4 E 2,000 827 686 7% 7 834 C Y

68.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd to Hiawassee Rd 4 D 2,000 1,477 1,297 26% 43 1,520 C Y

69.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Hiawassee Rd to Powers Dr 4 E 2,000 1,451 1,177 23% 38 1,489 C Y

70.0 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 4 E 2,000 1,596 1,323 20% 33 1,629 C Y

183.1 Hiawassee Rd Silver Star Rd to Nester Rd 4 E 2,000 1,981 1,540 1% 2 1,983 D Y

184.0 Hiawassee Rd Nester Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 4 E 2,000 1,491 1,190 1% 2 1,493 C Y

184.1 Hiawassee Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Maitland Blvd Ext 4 E 2,000 1,210 966 0% 0 1,210 C Y

184.2 Hiawassee Rd Maitland Blvd Ext to Apopka Blvd 4 E 2,000 1,001 807 1% 1 1,002 C Y

211.0 Keene Rd Clarcona Rd to Sheeler Rd 2 D 740 576 456 2% 2 578 C Y

244.0 Lakeville Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd to Beggs Rd 2 D 740 359 316 1% 2 361 C Y

245.0 Lakeville Rd Beggs Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 D 740 359 303 1% 2 361 C Y

294.0 North Ln Powers Dr to Pine Hills Rd 2 E 800 308 245 0% 0 308 C Y

316.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd West Rd to Binion Rd 2 D 740 779 608 9% 15 794 F N

317.0 Ocoee-Apopka Rd Binion Rd to Harmon Rd 2 D 740 374 430 1% 1 375 C Y

348.0 Park Ave Cleveland St to Orange Blossom Tr 2 E 880 645 541 0% 0 645 C Y

364.0 Powers Dr Silver Star Rd to North Ln 2 E 800 974 763 1% 2 976 F N

365.0 Powers Dr North Ln to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 446 360 2% 3 449 D Y

410.0 Sheeler Ave Keene Rd to Apopka Blvd 2 E 880 590 484 5% 8 598 C Y

454.9 West Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd to SR 429 4 D 1,580 533 410 4% 4 537 C Y

473.0 Wurst Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 E 800 350 270 1% 2 352 C Y

495.0 Clarke Rd Silver Star Rd to A.D. Mims Rd 4 E 2,000 1,236 953 4% 7 1,243 C Y

496.0 Clarke Rd A.D. Mims Rd to Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2 D 880 776 606 5% 8 784 C Y
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6.0 STUDY CONCLUSIONS 

This study was conducted in support of a proposed comprehensive plan amendment application 

for the CLRM Property located southwest of the intersection of Apopka-Vineland Road and 

McCormick Road.  The proposed amendment would change the allowable development on the 

property from 31 single family residential units to 316 single family residential units. 

 

The findings of this analysis are as follows: 

 The requested amendment will result in a net increase of 2,670 daily trips of which, 260 peak 

hour trips generated by the site.   

 An analysis of existing conditions indicates that the roadway network within the primary 2.5-

mile study area currently operates at satisfactory LOS.  

 The LRTP shows that Apopka-Vineland/Clarcona Road is planned to be improved to 4-lanes 

in the future.  The improvement is not currently funded. 

 Analysis of Interim Year (2022) conditions indicates that the network is projected to operate 

at satisfactory LOS with the exception of segments of Apopka-Vineland Road/Clarcona Road 

and Powers Drive.  The proposed amendment will not adversely impact projected operations 

in the Interim Year.  

 Analysis of Horizon Year (2030) conditions indicates that the network is projected to continue 

to operate at satisfactory LOS, except for a segment of Ocoee-Apopka Road and of Powers 

Drive.  The proposed amendment will not cause any roadways to become deficient and will 

not adversely impact projected operations in the Horizon Year.  

 The proposed development of the site will undergo additional review through the development 

process, where transportation capacity demand by the development of the site will be further 

evaluated through the requirements of the Concurrency Management System. 
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Orange County, Florida
Traffic Concurrency Management Program

Concurrency Link Information

Application Number:

ID From To Lgth
Maint 

Agency

Capacity 

Group Ln
Min 

LOS

Total

 Cap PmPk PkDir
Avail 

Cap* LOS
Comm 

TripsAADT

A.D. Mims Rd

15 Apopka-Vineland Rd Wurst Rd 1.68 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 268 WB 463 C95,635

Apopka Blvd

17.2 Piedmont-Wekiwa Rd Sheeler Rd 1.51 Cnty Urban - Class I 2 E 880 459 WB 341 C808,327

Apopka-Vineland Rd

23.3 Silver Star Rd A.D. Mims Rd 0.89 Cnty Rural 4 D 1580 734 NB 822 C2413,650

24 A.D. Mims Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 1.69 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 769 NB 0 F5114,486

Beggs Rd

34 Lakeville Rd Pine Hills Rd 1.76 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 491 WB 245 D647,745

Binion Rd

38.2 Lust Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd 3.37 Cnty Rural Undev. 
Hwy

2 D 740 187 NB 552 B13,401

Clarcona Rd

63.1 Gilliam Rd Keene Rd 1.06 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 663 NB 26 D5113,050

64 Keene Rd Cleveland St 1.09 Cnty Urban - Class I 2 E 880 473 NB 334 C739,392

Clarcona-Ocoee Rd

67.1 Clarke Rd Apopka Vineland Rd 1.16 Cnty Rural 4 D 1580 636 WB 894 C5012,447

68 Apopka-Vineland Rd Hiawassee Rd 1.37 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 1,136 WB 703 C16121,865

69 Hiawassee Rd Powers Dr 0.55 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 1,116 WB 823 C6123,006

70 Powers Dr Pine Hills Rd 0.98 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 1,228 WB 677 C9522,647

Clarke Rd

495 Silver Star Rd A.D. Mims Rd 1.01 Ocoee Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 951 NB 1,047 C218,036

496 A.D. Mims Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 1.51 Ocoee Rural 2 D 740 597 NB 134 C910,717

* It should be noted that the capacities indicated on this information sheet are a snapshot at this specific date and time.  Available capacities are subject to 

change at any time.
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ID From To Lgth
Maint 

Agency

Capacity 

Group Ln
Min 

LOS

Total

 Cap PmPk PkDir
Avail 

Cap* LOS
Comm 

TripsAADT

Hiawassee Rd

183.1 Silver Star Rd Nester Rd 0.93 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 1,524 NB 460 C1629,134

184 Nester Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 1.56 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 1,147 NB 810 C4323,584

184.1 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Maitland Blvd Extension 1.43 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 931 NB 1,034 C3519,716

184.2 Maitland Blvd Extension Apopka Blvd 1.01 Cnty Urban - Class I 4 E 2000 770 NB 1,193 C3716,820

Keene Rd

211 Clarcona Rd Sheeler Rd 0.56 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 443 WB 284 C138,553

Lakeville Rd

244 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Beggs Rd 0.82 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 276 SB 424 C405,208

245 Beggs Rd Apopka Blvd 1.79 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 276 SB 440 C245,208

Maitland Blvd

262.3 SR 429/SR 451 Orange Blossom Trl 6.53 ST Rural 6 D 2400 783 WB 1,615 C215,500

N Apopka-Vineland Rd / Clarcona Rd

63 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Gilliam Rd 0.92 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 672 NB 0 F7913,213

N Bluford Ave / N Lakewood Ave

66 Silver Star Rd Fuller's Cross Rd 1.53 Ocoee Urban - Class II 2 E 800 339 NB 459 C26,423

N Lakewood Ave

66.1 Fuller's Cross Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 0.31 Cnty Rural 2 D 740 397 WB 342 C17,645

North Ln

294 Powers Dr Pine Hills Rd 1 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 237 WB 555 C85,078

Ocoee-Apopka Rd

316 West Rd / Ocoee 
Crown Pointe Pkwy

Binion Rd 2.04 Cnty Rural Undev. 
Hwy

2 D 740 599 NB 132 D910,861

317 Binion Rd Harmon Rd 1.42 Cnty Rural Undev. 
Hwy

2 D 740 288 NB 310 C1425,180

Park Ave

348 Cleveland St Orange Blossom Tr 1.27 Cnty Urban - Class I 2 E 880 496 NB 339 C459,739

Powers Dr

364 Silver Star Rd North Lane 1.27 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 749 NB 37 E1414,286

* It should be noted that the capacities indicated on this information sheet are a snapshot at this specific date and time.  Available capacities are subject to 

change at any time.
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ID From To Lgth
Maint 

Agency

Capacity 

Group Ln
Min 

LOS

Total

 Cap PmPk PkDir
Avail 

Cap* LOS
Comm 

TripsAADT

365 North Lane Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 1.02 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 343 NB 440 C177,405

Sheeler Ave

410 Keene Rd Apopka Blvd 1.44 Cnty Urban - Class I 2 E 880 454 SB 396 C309,271

West Rd / Clarcona-Ocoee Rd

67 SR 429 Clarke Rd 2.02 Cnty Rural 4 D 1580 470 EB 1,104 C69,401

West Rd / Ocoee Crown Pointe Pkwy

454.9 Ocoee-Apopka Rd SR 429 0.54 Cnty Rural 4 D 1580 410 WB 1,170 C07,281

Western Bltwy

513 Plant St / Franklin St Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 2.52 ST Urban Freeway 4 E 3940 1,190 NB 2,747 B323,200

514 Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR 414 / Maitland Blvd 3.18 ST Rural Freeway 4 D 3040 1,793 NB 1,247 C029,688

Wurst Rd

473 A.D. Mims Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd 1.18 Cnty Urban - Class II 2 E 800 269 EB 530 C15,612

* It should be noted that the capacities indicated on this information sheet are a snapshot at this specific date and time.  Available capacities are subject to 

change at any time.
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LRTP/CIP 
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Appendix C 
Trip Generation Information Sheets 

  







 

 

Appendix D 
OUATS Plot 



 (Licensed to Traffic & Mobility Consultants, LLC)
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