
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION (P&Z) 

Donna A. Keys-District 1 Craig Fletcher-District 3 
Gregory W. Smith-District 4 George H. C. Lawrence-District 5 
Richard H. Baker-Member at Large Gerard A. Weick-District 2 

Ann Reuter - Non-voting liaison School Board 

George Hamner, Jr., Chairman 

The Planning and Zoning Commission will meet at 7:00 p.m. ON THURSDAY, April 10, 2008, in the 
County Commission Chambers of the County Administration Building, 1801 27th Street, Vero Beach. 

THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION SHALL ADJOURN NO LATER THAN 11 :00 P.M. UNLESS THE 
MEETING IS EXTENDED OR CONTINUED TO A TIME CERTAIN BY A COMMISSION VOTE. 

ITEM #I 

ITEM#2 

ITEM#3 

ITEM#4 

AGENDA 

CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

A. March 27, 2008 

PUBLIC HEARING 

A. Imagine Schools: Request for special exception use approval for a K-8 charter school 
facility. Low Key, Inc., Owner. Imagine Schools and MBV Engineering, Inc., 
Agents. Located at 6000 4th Street. Zoning Classification: RS-3 Residential Single 
Family (up to 3units/acre). Land Use Designation: L-2, Low Density Residential (SP
MA-08-05-21/2001090105-61273) [Quasi-Judicial] 

PUBLIC DISCUSSION 

A. REVIEW OF DRAFT OF THE INDIAN RIVER COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN HOUSING ELEMENT EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT 
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ITEM#5 COMMISSIONERS MATTERS 

ITEM#6 PLANNING MATTERS 

A. Planning Information Package 

ITEM#? ATTORNEY'S MATTERS 

ITEM#S ADJOURNMENT 

ANYONE WHO MAY WISH TO APPEAL ANY DECISION WHICH MAY BE MADE AT THIS MEETING WILL 
NEED TO ENSURE THAT A VERBATIM RECORD OF THE PROCEEDINGS IS MADE, WHICH INCLUDES 
THE TESTIMONY AND EVIDENCE ON WHICH THE APPEAL IS BASED. 

ANYONE WHO NEEDS A SPECIAL ACCOMMODATION FOR THIS MEETING MUST CONTACT THE 
COUNTY'S AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT {ADA) COORDINATORAT772-226-1223, {TDD#772-770-
5215) AT LEAST 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE OF THE MEETING. 

Meeting may be broadcast live on Comcast Cable Channel 27 - may be rebroadcast continuously Saturday 7:00 p.m. 
until Sunday morning 7:00 a.m. Meeting broadcast same as above on Comcast Broadband, Channel 27 in Sebastian. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

There was a meeting of the Indian River County (IRC) Planning and 
Zoning Commission (P&Z) on Thursday, March 27, 2008 at 7:00 p.m. in 
the Commission Chambers of the County Administration Building, 1801 
2?1h Street, Vero Beach, Florida. You may hear an audio of the meeting; 
review the meeting agenda, backup material and the minutes on Indian 
River County website www.ircgov.com/Boards/PZC/2007. 

Present were members: Chairman George Hamner, Member-at
Large; Donna Keys, District 1 Appointee; Gerard Weick, District 2 
Appointee; Craig Fletcher, District 3 Appointee; Greg Smith, District 4 
Appointee; George Lawrence, District 5 Appointee; Dr. Richard Baker, 
Member-at-Large; and Susan Olson, Alternate non-voting School Board 
Liaison. 

Absent was Ann Reuter, non-voting School Board Liaison (excused). 

Also present was IRC staff: George Glenn, Assistant County 
Attorney; Bob Keating, Community Development Director; Stan Boling, 
Planning Director; John McCoy and Steven Deardeuff, Senior Planners; 
Chris Mora, Assistant Director, Public Works; Henry Stephens, Press 
Journal; and Reta Smith, Recording Secretary. 

Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance (6:20:13) 

Chairman Hamner called the meeting to order and led all in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Approval of Minutes (6:20:34) 

ON MOTION BY Ms. Keys, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Lawrence, the members voted unanimously 
(7-0) to approve the minutes of the meeting of 
March 13, 2008, as presented. 

Item on Consent (6:20:57) 

Chairman Hamner read the following into the record: 

A. Pointe West Town Center: Request for Preliminary Plat 
Approval for a Commercial Subdivision to be known as Pointe 
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West Town Center. Pointe West of Vero Beach Ltd's, Owner. 
Neel-Schaffer, Inc., Agent. Located at the corner of Pointe 
West Drive and 16th Street. Zoning Classification: PD 
(Planned Development). Land Use Designation: M-1 
(Medium density 1 up to up to 8 units/ acre). [PD-08-04-01 / 
99070081-60997] [Quasi-Judicial] 

6:21:15 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Fletcher, SECONDED BY 
Mr. Weick, the members voted unanimously 
(7-0) to approve the Consent Item. 

Public Hearings (6:21 :31) 

Chairman Hamner read the following into the record: 

A. Quail Ridge, Inc.: Request to amend the text of the 
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan to remove 
segments of 61st and 65th Streets from 74th Avenue to 1-95 
from the county's extended roadway grid map (fig 4 .10 ). 

Mr. Steven Deardeuff, IRC Senior Planner, Long-Range Planning, 
reviewed the information contained in his memorandum dated February 
10, 2008, a copy of which is on file in the Commission Office (6:21 :41 ). 

Mr. Weick asked if there was any compensation for giving up the 
right-of-way. 

Mr. Bob Keating, IRC Community Development Director, explained 
staff was proposing deleting lines from a map that were parts of a 
proposed roadway grid system, but there was actually no right-of-way to 
abandon. He noted the Quail Ridge development had low densities that 
did not need a high density grid network and there was little need for the 
roads on the extended grid system. 

Mr. Keating advised the applicant was looking at doing some 
integrated conservation area set-asides and if the lines were not removed 
it would require them to design their project completely different because 
they would have to plan for the eventuality of the roads coming through. 
Mr. Keating noted staff wanted to keep the rest of the extended grid, but in 
this particular corridor the situation lent itself to deleting the roads. 
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Discussion followed. 

Attorney Glenn stated the IRC Attorney's office had concerns as to 
whether the rationale presented constituted a substantial change in 
circumstances affecting the property, but they had not been aware of the 
proposed conservation area until this time. 

Chairman Hamner opened the public hearing at 7:25 p.m., and since 
no one wished to speak the public hearing was closed. 

Mr. Fletcher did not feel the proposed amendment was warranted 
based on a substantial change in circumstances affecting the subject 
property, adding if he could see the proposed conservation plan he may 
think differently. Ms. Keys wondered if the Comprehensive Plan (Comp 
Plan) change could be proposed after the P&Z saw the agricultural 
Planned Development (PD). 

Mr. Keating stated staff could not bring a plan to the P&Z that was 
inconsistent with the Comp Plan. He noted a Comp Plan amendment took 
a long time and staff had met with the applicant a number of times and 
thought this was the best way to go. 

Discussion ensued. 

Chairman Hamner reopened the public hearing at 7:29 p.m. 

The applicant, Mr. Steve Smith, related there would be 50+ acres of 
newly created uplands where the two roadways would have gone, and at 
least 60+ acres would be deeded to permanent conservation with an 
easement to the County. He gave his word the project would be the best 
low-density, high quality development in the County. 

Chairman Hamner closed the public hearing at 7:31 p.m. 

6:49:00 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Smith, SECONDED BY Mr. 
Lawrence, the members voted (6-1) to approve 
the request to amend the Transportation 
Element of the Comprehensive Plan. Mr. 
Fletcher in opposition. 

Chairman Hamner read the following into the record: 
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B. Liberty Park: Request to Rezone Approximately 596.33 Acres 
from A-1, Agricultural 1 (up to 1 uniU5 acres), RS-3, Residential 
Single-Family (up to 3 units/acre), RS-6, Residential Single 
Family (up to 6 units/acres), RM-3, Residential Multi-Family (up to 
3 units/acre), RM-6, Residential Multi-Family (up to 6 units/acres), 
and RM-8, Residential Multi-Family (up to 8 units/acre), to 
Planned Development Traditional Neighborhood Design 
(PDTND) and Obtain Conceptual Planned Development Plan 
Approval For a Project to be Known as Liberty Park. Ryall 
Acquisition Group, LLC, Owner. Schulke, Bittle & Stoddard, LLC, 
Agent. The main development site is generally located at the 
southwest corner of 66th Avenue and CR510, with a smaller 
portion of the main site located on the southeast corner. There 
are four remote sites located in other parts of the county that are 
included with this PD request. Density: 1.95 units/acre 
[2004110163-53297/PD-06-06-06] 

Mr. John McCoy, IRC Senior Planner, Current Development, 
reviewed the information contained in his memorandum dated March 11, 
2008, which is on file in the Commission Office (6:50:04). 

Mr. McCoy noted if this proposal was approved by the Board of 
County Commissioners (BCC), it would include a condition that in the 
event the project did not go forward and get built the land would revert to 
its present zoning within seven years. 

Mr. Smith asked how much of the acreage used for transferring 
density could be developed without mitigation. Mr. McCoy responded 
probably all of the Vero Beach Highlands and 12th Street sites could be 
developed; however there would be a lot of permitting involved with the 
Breezy Village and Indian River Boulevard sites. 

Discussion followed about the amount and type of acreage involved 
in the density transfer. 

Mr. Chris Mora, IRC Assistant Public Works Director, described 
offsite improvements connected with various phases of the development 
(7:33:00). 

Discussion ensued about traffic studies, intersection requirements, 
acceptable levels of service, and crosswalks to the development. 
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Ms. Keys noted the County's Land Development Regulations 
(LDR's) said no density transfer or density bonus could be applied to any 
residential development of a site or portion of a site designated as 
agricultural on the Comprehensive Land Use map. She observed there 
were 430 acres outside the urban service area designated as agricultural 
on the Land Use map, and wondered how we got past the LOR that said 
we could not do that. 

Mr. McCoy explained the Comp Plan superseded or overrode the 
LDRs, and in this particular case Policy 18.3 was the one exception to the 
code section. He continued it actually encouraged density to be 
transferred to agricultural receiving sites, specifically to encourage 
Traditional Neighborhood Designs (TNDs). 

Ms. Keys asked if the County should be looking at creating LDRs for 
TNDs in the near future. Mr. McCoy said staff had previously relied on the 
provisions of objectives 18.1, 18.2 and 18.3 to implement TNDs, but 
agreed there should be implementing legislation to provide the details in 
these circumstances. 

Discussion followed on the benefits of TN Os. 

Mr. Andrew Kennedy, 3001 Ocean Drive, introduced the design 
team (8:10:12). Mr. Kerry Godwin, Godwin & Associates, P.O. Box 
940655, Maitland, Florida (8:10:56), gave a PowerPoint presentation, a 
copy of which is on file in the Commission Office. 

Mr. Todd Bonnett, Bonnett Design Group, P.O. Box 948035, 
Maitland, Florida (8:12:37), came forward with a PowerPoint presentation, 
a copy of which is on file in the Commission Office. 

Mr. Brian Curley, P&S Properties (8:16:01), gave a PowerPoint 
presentation, a copy of which is on file in the Commission Office. 

Chairman Hamner observed local people were involved in the 
project, but noted it had started off with a different group and wondered if 
P&S would be developing it or if it was really for sale. Mr. Kennedy stated 
there had not been a change of ownership and it was their intention to 
remain with the project. 

Chairman Hamner called a recess a 9:05 p.m. and the meeting 
reconvened at 9:15 p.m. 
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Chairman Hamner opened the public hearing at 9:16 p.m. 

Mr. Stanley Kahn, 8325 66th Avenue (8:24:14), pointed out there 
would be a commercial area right next door to his residence. Mr. McCoy 
related there was a 30 foot buffer around the entire property. Chairman 
Hamner thought something bigger than a Type B buffer would be needed, 
and this could be added criteria on the site plan. 

Mr. Stan Boling, IRC Planning Director, agreed this could be looked 
at in detail later on and staff would notify Mr. Kahn at that time. 

Mr. Mark Tripson, 5020 1ih Street (8:29:58), was curious about the 
20 acre park to be dedicated at the corner of 1ih Street and 53th Avenue, 
and wanted to know if there would be lights, etc. 

Discussion followed about what the space could be used for. 

Mr. Gilford Walker, 2442 Glenn Vista Boulevard (8:37:57), submitted 
a certified copy of an easement going into the middle of Phase Three of 
the project, and this is on file in the Commission Office. Mr. McCoy stated 
there would need to be alternate accommodations made by the developer 
to get the Walkers to sign off in extinguishing the easement and giving 
them other access rights. 

Ms. Nancy Johannsen, 7100 77th Street (8:40:08), wondered if 70th 

Avenue would go from the development to 7yth Street. Mr. McCoy related 
if this ever happened it would be a long time away. 

Ms. Tammy Vogel, 7375 85th Street (8:42:36), understood there 
would be trails and walkways around her property. Chairman Hamner said 
there would be at least a Type "B" buffer and this would be coming to the 
P&Z at a later date. 

Ms. Beverly O'Neill, 9790 51 st Place (8:45:34), wanted to know if 
there would be public access from the set-aside to Breezy Village Mobile 
Home subdivision. Mr. McCoy confirmed the site would be conservation 
and the only access was from the terminus of 99th Street on the northeast 
corner. 

Chairman Hamner closed the public hearing at 9:40 p.m. 
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Dr. Baker asked what access was planned for Ryall Park on the east 
side of 66

th 
Avenue. Mr. McCoy stated there would be a paved driveway 

from 81 st Street. 

Ms. Keys wondered if the Indian River Boulevard site could be the 
first property getting a transfer of density, instead of Breezy Village as 
proposed. 

Mr. Joseph Schulke, Schulke, Bittle & Stoddard, 1717 Indian River 
Boulevard (8:50:15), related the parcels were chosen to correlate with the 
phasing; however the Indian River Boulevard site could be bumped to the 
first phase along with Breezy Village and the park. 

8:52:25 
ON MOTION BY Mr. Fletcher, SECONDED BY 
Mr. Lawrence, the members voted (5-2) to 
approve staff's recommendation with the 
addition of having a passive use for the 12th 

Street park site; the sequency of the transfer 
of density; additional buffering for the 
adjacent residential parcels as discussed; and 
resolution of the easement issue. Mr. Smith 
and Dr. Baker in opposition. 

Mr. Smith stressed this was a great project, but he had voted against 
it because one of the basic premises of the Comp Plan was the urban 
service line. He wished the project was inside the urban service area; 
however he felt because this project pushed across the line it encouraged 
the loss of agricultural properties. Mr. Smith continued if the project did 
proceed he would like to see a much larger increase in the trade-off 
between the area outside the urban service area and the parcels inside the 
urban service area. He thought if you were going to provide green space 
inside the urban service area as a trade-off, the trade-off should be much 
closer to one-to-one. 

Dr. Baker agreed with Mr. Smith and thought this set a dangerous 
precedent as far as the urban service line was concerned. 

Mr. Keating observed this was an allowance in the Comp Plan and 
the urban service did not move. 
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Commissioners Matters (8:57:58) 

Mr. Fletcher said Dr. Bob Adair had pointed out to him the cost to an 
applicant for a site plan project appeal was $400; however if you were a 
neighbor the cost was $800. He wondered why it was twice as much for a 
resident to appeal than it was for a developer. 

Mr. Boling explained the application fees were based on how much 
staff time was involved, and since applicants had already paid fees for a 
site plan there was less staff time involved in an appeal from them 
because of what had already been done. 

Planning Matters (9:00:04) 

Mr. Boling gave an update on action taken by the BCC on matters 
that had previously been before the P&Z. He related the County had re
established its Affordable Housing Advisory Committee and the state said 
one of the members had to be a P&Z member. Mr. Weick agreed to be the 
P&Z representative on this committee. 

Attorney's Matters (9:03:02) 

Attorney Glenn advised the lnterlocal Service Boundary agreement 
would be brought to the BCC at its April 15, 2008 meeting. 

Their being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:55 
p.m. 

George Hamner, Chairman Date 

Reta Smith, Recording Secretary Date 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

:Lie('{) 3A 
SPECIAL EXCEPTION USE 

(QUASI-JUDICIAL) 

TO: The Honorable Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

evelopment Director 

THROUGH: Stan Boling, AICP; Planning Direc r 

FROM: Steven Deardeuff, Senior Planner, Current Development 

DATE: March 28, 2008 

SUBJECT: Imagine Schools Request for Special Exception Use Approval for a Charter 
School Facility on 4th Street [SP-MA-08-05-21 / 2001090105-61273] 

It is requested that the data herein presented be given formal consideration by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission at its regular meeting of April I 0, 2008. 

DESCRIPTION & CONDITIONS 

MBV Engineering Inc., on behalf of Low Key Inc. and Imagine Schools, is requesting special 
exception use approval for a charter K-8 school on 4th Street west of 581h Avenue. According to 
state law, charter schools are a type of public school. As a type of public school, charter schools 
can be approved in the same manner as public schools are approved. That process involves 
complying with the provisions of the public school planning interlocal agreement. Alternatively, 
charter schools may opt to follow the county's site plan and building permit process. In this case, 
the applicant has chosen to go through the county's site plan and building permit process. Most 
charter school applicants choose this option ( e.g. Charter High School and the North County 
Charter School). 

The proposed charter school constitutes an "educational center including primary and secondary 
schools" use under the county's land development regulations. Located at 6000 4th Street, the 
subject 17.37 acre site is zoned RS-3 with an L-2 land use designation (Residential Single 
Family 3 units per acre / Low Density Residential). The site was previously approved as a 
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subdivision known as Parrot Bay. While that project was permitted and partially constructed, it 
was never completed and never platted. As designed, the subject Imagine School project will use 
the Parrot Bay entrance and the stormwater pond which has been partially constructed. In 
addition, the subject project site plan depicts classroom buildings, parking and other school 
related improvements. In RS-3 zoning districts, schools are special exception uses. Therefore, the 
proposed charter school requires special exception use approval. 

At this time, the Planning and Zoning Commission is to consider the special exception use 
request for the charter school and make a recommendation to the Board of County 
Commissioners to approve, approve with conditions, or deny the request. Pursuant to Section 
971.05 of the land development regulations (LDRs), the Planning and Zoning Commission is to 
consider the appropriateness of the requested use for the subject site and compatibility of the use 
with the surrounding area. The Commission may recommend reasonable conditions and 
safeguards necessary to mitigate impacts and to ensure compatibility of the use with the 
surrounding area. 

ANALYSIS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Size of Development: 756,824 square feet or 17.37 acres 

Zoning Classification: RS-3, Residential Single Family (3unit per acre) 

L-2, Low Density Residential Land Use Designation: 

Phasing: 

Phase 1: 

Phase 2: 

The project is proposed to be constructed in two phases. 

Includes construction of 26,665 sq ft of new classroom and related 
building area, driveway and parking improvements, and site related 
roadway improvements, as well as installation of required landscaping. 
The applicant also proposes a 2.25 acre (145 feet by 435 feet) recreation 
field located on the north end of the property. 

Includes construction of 15,962 sq ft of new classroom and related 
facilities, as well as driveway and parking improvements. 

Building Area: Phase I: 26,665 sq ft (elementary school, K-5) 
15,962 sq ft (middle school, 6-8) 
42,627 sq ft 

Phase 2: 
Total: 

New Impervious Area: Proposed: 214,720 sq ft or 28.4% of the total site area 

Open Space: 

Note: The new impervious area does not include existing impervious area 
created during partial construction of Parrot Bay. 

Required: 
Proposed: 

302,729 square feet or 40% 
529,398 square feet or 70% 
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Note: The open space includes the 97,875 sq ft recreation field to be 
constructed in phase one. 

8. Traffic Circulation: Currently, there is an existing roadway entrance for the previously 
approved, but uncompleted, Parrot Bay subdivision. That entrance will provide access to 
the school facility from 4th Street. The applicant proposes to pave the existing roadway 
entrance, and construct two off-street parking areas on site. The proposed south parking 
area will be reserved for school staff parking and a drop off/ pick up area for children. 
The proposed west parking area will provide visitor parking. 

9. 

With the approval of the Parrot Bay subdivision, sufficient right-of-way was acquired 
along the project's 4th Street frontage. Therefore, no additional right-of-way is required 
from the proposed Imagine School site. A few years ago, when intersection 
improvements at 4th Street and 58th Avenue were constructed as rart of the ssth Avenue 
widening project, 4th Street was improved (widened) west of 5gt Avenue for a distance 
of approximately 400 feet. For the proposed Imagine School project, the applicant is 
required to improve (widen) 4th Street from the west end of the existing 4th Street 
improvements to the west boundary of the subject site. In addition to the 4th Street 
improvements, the applicant is required to construct a west bound right turn lane on 4th 

Street at the project's entrance. These improvements are recommended in the project's 
traffic impact analysis, which has been approved by Traffic Engineering. The internal 
traffic circulation plan and driveway design have also been approved by Traffic 
Engineering. 

Off Street Parking: Required: 

Provided: 
Provided: 
Total at Build-out: 

173 parking spaces 

114 parking spaces in phase I 
60 parking spaces in phase II 

17 4 parking spaces 

Note: The county's off-street parking code requires 2 ½ spaces for each classroom and an 
additional one space for each staff position. While the site is required to have one 
hundred and thirteen (113) parking spaces, the applicant is proposing a total of one 
hundred and fourteen (114) spaces. The proposed school facility at build out will have 
forty-four (44) classrooms, requiring one hundred and ten (110) classroom parking 
spaces, and will have sixty three (63) staff members, requiring sixty three (63) staff 
parking spaces. Of the proposed 114 parking spaces provided in the first phase, only 95 
are required. The 60 spaces proposed in phase two will be stabilized parking. 

10. Pedestrian Access: An internal sidewalk system will provide for pedestrian circulation 
throughout the entire school campus and will link the parking areas to the proposed 
buildings. This internal sidewalk system will also connect to a proposed sidewalk on 4th 

Street. In addition to the 4th Street sidewalk connection, the applicant proposes to provide 
gated sidewalk access from the internal campus sidewalk system to 61 st A venue at the 
northwest corner of the proposed school. This will allow for pedestrian access to the 
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school from the existing Pine Tree Park subdivision. 

11. Dedications and Required Improvements: 

Right-of-way: Currently, the 4th Street right-of-way width adjacent to the project site is 
I 00 feet. All of the required right-of-way for 4th Street was acquired from the project site 
with the previously approved Parrot Bay subdivision, and no additional 4th Street right
of-way is required or proposed for dedication. 

4
th 

Street Improvements: The applicant is required to construct a sidewalk along the site's 
4

th 
Street frontage. In addition to the required sidewalk along the site's 4th Street frontage, 

a right turn lane will be constructed at the project's entrance. The applicant will also be 
required to improve 4th Street from the end of the intersection improvements at 58th 

Avenue to the west boundary of the subject site. These improvements must be completed 
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for phase I. The applicant has agreed to 
construct the turn lane and the 4th Street improvements. These are shown on the site plan. 

12. Stormwater Management: The site plan proposes using an existing stormwater lake to 
manage runoff generated from the project. The existing storrnwater lake was constructed 
as part of the land development permit process for the previously approved Parrot Bay 
project. Public Works has approved the preliminary drainage design for the school and 
has determined that the existing storrnwater lake will provide adequate storrnwater 
management. Prior to commencement of project construction, the final stormwater 
management design must be approved by Public Works via the type "A" storrnwater 
permit review process. 

13. Utilities: The existing site is served by county water and sewer, and the proposed school 
facilities will be connected to these existing county services. 

14. Environmental Issues and Tree Preservation: The proposed facility is part of a 
previously cleared site that contains no jurisdictional wetlands or native upland plant 
communities within the area of development. Therefore, no special upland or wetland 
requirements apply. 

15. Landscaping, Bnffering, and Compatibility: The proposed landscape plan satisfies 
LDR landscape requirements for the proposed school. Buffers will be installed along the 
entire perimeter of the school property. In addition, the site plan complies with all 
landscape requirements for vehicular and nonvehicular areas. 

4
th 

Street Buffer: A 20 foot roadway buffer with a 4-foot opaque feature is required and 
proposed along the project's 4th Street frontage. The proposed buffer will consist of 
native vegetation and drought tolerant plantings, while the four foot opaque feature will 
be provided by a berm hedge combination. In addition to the berm and landscape 
plantings, a six foot high black decorative iron fence is proposed. The proposed buffer 
and the opaque feature comply with all the design requirements of the new landscape 
ordinance. The applicant will be required to install the roadway buffer improvements 
prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy (C.O.) for phase I of the project. 
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West Buffer: In the southwest corner of the subject site, a 250 foot portion of the south 
property boundary abuts a residentially zoned property rather than 4th Street. The 
applicant has proposed a 25-foot type "B" buffer of native vegetation and drought 
tolerant plantings with a four foot opaque feature provided by a berm hedge combination. 
The six foot high black decorative iron fence that is proposed for the 4th Street frontage is 
proposed to continue along this property boundary. In addition to this landscape buffer, 
the abutting residential property will be separated from the school buildings by the 
intervening stormwater lake. 

North, South and East Perimeter Buffers: A 25-foot type "B" buffer of native vegetation 
and drought tolerant plantings with a 6 foot black vinyl clad chain link fence is proposed 
along the project's north and east perimeters where the site abuts residentially zoned 
properties. The same 25 foot buffer is proposed for the south property boundary where 
the project site abuts agriculturally zoned property. The proposed buffers comply with all 
the design requirements of the new landscape ordinance. In addition to the perimeter 
buffers, interior and parking lot landscaping are required and proposed. The applicant 
will be required to install these buffers and landscape improvements prior to the issuance 
of a certificate of occupancy (C.O.) for phase 1 of the project. 

Building Setbacks: As required in chapter 971.14(4) of the LDR's, school buildings and 
structures must meet specific setbacks that are greater than those normally required in an 
RS-3 zoning district. The proposed school facility exceeds all of the required building 
setbacks, which are as follows: 

North: Required 100 feet 
West: Required 100 feet 
East: Required I 00 feet 
South: Required 100 feet 
South: Required 50 feet 

Provided 209 feet 
Provided 115 feet 
Provided 205 feet 
Provided 448 feet from the abutting single family 
Provided 650 feet from 4th Street. 

These setbacks exceed the 971 requirements and help to ensure compatibility through 
adequate separation distances. 

Site Lighting: The applicant has proposed outdoor lighting that will meet the SR 60 
design criteria for light shielding. The site lighting shall be directed into the site and 
shielded to avoid glare on neighboring properties. The SR 60 light shielding requirements 
will need to be applied through a special exception approval condition. 

Air Conditioning Noise: The proposed air conditioning units are located within block 
compounds near the proposed buildings and away from property boundaries. These 
compounds will be surrounded and buffered by six foot tall block walls and landscaping. 

16. Specific Land Use Criteria for Schools: Pursuant to LDR section 971.14(4)(c)(d), the 
following criteria apply to the proposed use: 
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l. A site plan which denotes the location of all existing structures, parking facilities, 
and the proposed circulation plan, pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 914; 

Note: The applicant has filed a site plan pursuant to chapter 914 requirements. 

2. A description of the anticipated service area and projected enrollment shall be 
provided; 

Note: The applicant has indicated that, although the school's service area will be 
countywide, it is anticipated that most will students will come from the south 
county area within a several mile radius of the school. The projected enrollment 
for the school is 750 students: 500 elementary (K-5 th grade) students in the first 
phase and 250 middle school (6th to 8th grade) students in the second phase. 

3. A copy of all requisite licenses from State of Florida. 

Note: A copy of the approved charter with the Indian River School District has been 
provided to staff. It is staff's understanding that the charter meets applicable state 
requirements. 

( d) Criteria for educational facilities: 

l. Sites for secondary schools shall be located near thoroughfares so as to 
discourage traffic along local residential streets in residential subdivisions. 
Elementary schools should be discouraged from locating adjacent to mqjor 
arterial roadways; 

Note: The proposed site access is from 4th Street, which is not a major arterial road, but 
is a collector roadway. A six (6) foot fence will be provided within the perimeter 
landscape areas and will provide a "safety barrier" between the school facilities 
and adjacent properties and streets. 

2. For the type of facility proposed, the minimum spatial requirements for the site 
shall be similar to standards utilized by the Indian River County school board and 
the State of Florida; 

Note: The spatial requirements for the site are similar to the standards utilized by the 
Indian River County School Board and the State of Florida. An outdoor 
recreation and play area is proposed, and the site's 17.37 acre size is within the 
16 -20 acre elementary school site size range used by the school district for 
elementary schools. 

3. Except as provided below, no main or accessory building shall be located within 
one hundred (100) feet of any property line not adjacent to a street or roadway, 
and no main or accessory building shall be located within fifty (50) feet of any 
property line abutting a local road right-of-way that serves a single-family area; 
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a. Where a school building is to be located adjacent to a property zoned RM-6, 
RM-8, RM-10, commercial, or industrial, and there is a non-residential use or 
reduced setback project (small lot subdivision or planned development) on that 
adjacent property, then the building setback along that adjacent property many be 
reduced to no less than twentyjive (25) feet. 

Note: The subject site is located in a residential (RS-3) zoning district, and there is 
residential use on adjacent properties. Therefore, the applicable setback is 100 
feet, and the proposed buildings meet or exceed this 100 foot setback requirement. 

b. Where a school is to be located adjacent to property zoned RM-4, RM-3, 
single-family, or agricultural, and there is a non-residential and non-agricultural 
use on that property, then the building setback may be reduced to no less than 
fifty (50) feet. 

Note: The proposed school is located next to property with single family residential and 
agricultural uses. Therefore, the above section "b" does not apply. 

4. The applicant shall submit a description of anticipated service area and projected 
enrollment, by stages if appropriate, and relate the same to a development plan 
explaining: 

a. Area to be developed by construction phase; 

Note: The applicant has indicated that, although the school's service area will be 
countywide, it is anticipated that most will students will come from within a 
several mile radius of the school. The school will be developed in two (2) phases, 
and the submitted plans depict both construction phases. The projected emollment 
for the school at build out is 750 students, 500 (K-5th grade) in the first phase and 
an additional 250 students (6th -8th grade) in the second phase. 

b. Adequacy of site to accommodate anticipated facilities, enrollment, recreation 
area, off-street parking, and pedestrian and vehicular circulation on-site 
including loading, unloading and queuing of school bus traffic; 

Note: The site is adequate to accommodate the proposed use and the anticipated 
emollment. Recreation areas and off street parking are proposed, and onsite 
pedestrian and vehicular circulation are adequate. For traffic queuing, the 
applicant has proposed a queuing distance of approximately 800 feet, which will 
provide for the queuing of forth ( 40) cars, from the drop off point to 4th Street. 

c. Safety features of the development plan; 

Note: Safety features include a six (6) foot black vinyl clad chain link fence around the 
north, south and east boundaries of the site and a four (4) foot black vinyl clad 
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chain link fence securing the proposed stormwater retention area. A black 
decorative iron fence is proposed abutting the 4th Street frontage and west 
property boundary. 

5. No rooms within the school shall be regularly used for the housing of students 
when located in a single-family residential district; 

Note: No student housing is proposed. 

6. The facilities shall have a Type "C" buffer in the A-1, A-2, A-3, RFD, RS-1, RS-2, 
RS-3 and RS-6 districts; 

Note: The proposed school is located within the RS-3 zoning district. The applicant has 
proposed a 25 foot Type "B" perimeter buffer which exceeds the Type "C" buffer 
requirement listed above. 

a. The board of county commissioners may waive or reduce the buffer 
requirements where the educational facility is located next to an existing 
cemetery, place of worship, child care facility, adult care facility, community 
center, or school. Consideration shall be given to security, noise, and visual 
impacts. Where a waiver or buffer reduction is granted, normal perimeter 
landscaping requirements shall apply, and alternative requirements (such as 
fencing) may be required. 

Note: The proposed facility is not located next to any of the uses listed above. 
Therefore, no buffer reduction or waiver opportunity applies. 

7. The facilities shall have a Type "C" buffer in all other residential districts not 
listed in subsection 6 above. 

Note: The facility is located in an RS-3 residential zoning district. Therefore, the Type 
"C" perimeter buffer applies. 

a. The board of county commissioners may waive or reduce the buffer 
requirements where the educational facility is located next to an existing 
cemetery, place of worship, child care facility, adult care facility, community 
center, or school. Consideration shall be given to security, noise, and visual 
impacts. Where a waiver or buffer reduction is granted, normal perimeter 
landscaping requirements shall apply, and alternative requirements (such as 
fencing) may be required. 

Note: The proposed facility is not located next to any of the uses listed above. 
Therefore, no buffer reduction or waiver opportunity applies. 

All specific land use criteria for the proposed school facility are satisfied. Based upon the 
project design, staff finds that the project is compatible with surrounding properties. 
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17. Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 
West: Diana Park Subdivision, Single Family/RS-3 
North: Pine Tree Park Unit# 4, Single Family/RS-6 
East: A~ricultural, Commercial Nursery/ A-1 
South: 4t Street, Lost Hammock PD/A-I 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the above analysis, staff recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission 
recommend that the Board of County Commissioners find that: 

I. It is empowered under the provisions of Chapter 971 to review the special exception use 
applied for; and 

2. The granting of the special exception will not adversely affect the public interest; and 

3. The application satisfies the general and specific criteria required for special exception 
approval; and 

4. The site plan design, together with the recommended conditions below, is adequate to ensure 
compatibility between the special exception use and surrounding land uses. 

Staff further recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission recommend that the Board 
of County Commissioners grant special exception approval for the proposed 4th Street Imagine 
School with the following conditions: 

I. Prior to site plan release, the applicant shall submit cut sheets ( or design cross-sections) 
of all outdoor light fixtures, including wall-mounted lights and parking lot lights. All 
outdoor lights shall comply with SR 60 Corridor light shielding requirements. 

2. Prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy (C.O.) for phase I, the applicant shall: 

A. Construct a right tum lane on 4th Street, as shown on the approved site plan. 

B. Construct 4th Street roadway improvements, as shown on the approved site plan. 

C. Install all required landscape buffers and opaque features, as shown on the project's 
landscape plan. 

Attachments: 

I. Application 
2. Location Map 
3. Traffic Study Summary 
4. LDR 971.14(4) 
5. Site Plan 
6. Landscape Plan 
7. Aerial 
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MAJOR SITE PLAN 
APPLICATION FORM 

(SPMJ) 

coMPUTER AssIGNED PRoJEcT #: ~ a a ID 'i DI D :s- - i J ,<, 7 3 

PROJECT NAME (PRINT): ____ 1"'-Me::,A,,,G-"'IN'-=E,...,S,.sC"-H,,,Oc,,O'-=L..=-:.:,4:.._TH_,S,_,T-'--'R"=E=ET.,____ ____ ~~d!;;~!,,/"':__-

PROPOSED PROJECT USE: ---~K~-8~C=H~A~R~T=E~R=S=C~H=O=O=L _____________ _ 

PRE-APPLICATION CONFERENCE PROJECT NAME: 2001090105 IMAGINE SCHOOL- 4TH STREET 

OWNER: (PRINT) 

LOW KEY INC. 
NAME 

1924 WESTMINSTER CIRCLE #1 
ADDRESS 

VERO BEACH FL 

AGENT: (PRINT) 

-=i::::-M. Aft I !\JE..0 _ S:J;-lop L.--S 
NAME 

\5:+ct:D ld:-tY&--nudO}\ iMi&~t-f koA-i) 
ADDRESS 

FLORIDA 
CITY 

32966 

STATE CITY STATE 

(772) 461-3811 
ZIP PHONE 

CONTACT PERSON 

PROJECT ENGINEER: (PRINT) 

MBV ENGINEERING. INC. 
NAME 

1600 W. EAU GALLIE BLVD. 

ot-/:711 
ZIP PHONE 

c:s73t ~,.,./o'f. 
SIGNATURE OF OWNER OR AG TI 

PROJECT ARCHITECT: (PRINT) 

BRPH INC 
NAME 

3670 MAGUIRE BLVD. STE. 300 
ADDRESS 

MELBOURNE FLORIDA 

ADDRESS 

ORLANDO FL 
CITY 

32935 
ZIP 

321·253-1510 
PHONE 

BRUCE MOIA. P.E. 
CONTACT PERSON 

STATE CITY 

32803 
ZIP 

CRAIG DELOY 

(407) 896-9301 
PHONE 

CONTACT PERSON 

SEE REVERSE SIDE OF THIS FORM 

AnACHfttEHT l 

STATE 
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58th Avenue 

Z'; ... 



Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

1. Location: 

2. Size: 

IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4TH STREET) 
EXECUTIVE TRAFFIC IMPACT SUMMARY 

(February 2008) 

• North side of 4'h Street and west of 58"' Avenue 

• 7 50 student charter school · 

3. Trip Generation: 

Rl:CEIVED 
FEB 2 5 2008 

TRAFFIC ENGINEERING 

!!! 

Suite 300 
60121st Street 
Vero Beach, Florida 
32960-0861 

• Net New Daily Trip Volume= 774 vehicular trips 
• Net New AM. Peak-Hour Volume= 220 vehicular trips 
• Net New P.M. Peak-Hour Volume= 153 vehicular trips 

4. Area ofinfluence Boundaries: 
• North- SR 60 
• South - Oslo Road 
• East- 27"' Avenue 
• West- 82nd Avenue 

5. Significant Roads: 
• 43"' Avenue- 8"' Street to 12"' Street 
• 58"' Avenue - Oslo Road to SR 60 
• s"' Street - 58"' Avenue to 43,d Avenue 
• 4"' Street - 82nd Avenue to 27"' Avenue 

6. Significant Intersections: 
• 43"' Avenue/ 4"' Street 
• 58"' Avenue/ 4"' Street 

• · 58"' Avenue/ 8"' Street 

7. Trip Distribution: 

• See Appendix A 

8. Internal Capture: 

• None 

9. Pass-by Capture: 

• Elementary School 20% 

10. A.M. Peak Hour Directional% (ingress/egress): 
• Elementary School 55% in/ 45% out 

" TEL 772 562 7981 
FAX 772 562 9689 

ATfACtHIENT 3 

ASSlSTANTPUBLICWO~ CTOR 

*fro ,i ec_J ,'s e.'/,,;_,1;,,,.Ff .f,.c,,,,, 
:5 ,t. l,,o J- -e. e • 



Kimley-Horn 
and Associates, Inc. 

11. P.M. Peak Hour Directional% (ingress/ egress): 
• Elementary School 45% in/ 55% out 

12. Traffic Count Factors Applied: 

• 5.00% annual growth rate 

13. Off-Site Improvements: 
• Westbound auxiliary right-tum lane on 4rn Street 

14. Roadway Capacities (IRC Link Sheets): 

• See Appendix B 

15. Assume roadway and/ or intersection improvements: 
• None 

16. Significant Dates 
a) Pre-study conference: 

• February 1, 2008 

b) Traffic counts: 

43'd Avenue / 4'h Street 2/6/08 7:30- 8:30 1.01 2/6/08 4:30 - 5:30 

58rn Avenue/ 4rn Street 2/7 /08 7:15- 8:15 1.01 2/7 /08 5:00- 6:00 

53rn Avenue / 3rn Street 2/12/08 7:00- 8:00 0.99 2/12/08 5:00 - 6:00 

c) Study approval: ........... . 

17. SR 60 Interest Share Special Fee 
• Due to tbe project being a public charter elementary school tbe 

applicant is exempt from tbe SR 60 Interest Share Special Fee 
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IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET) - 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts 1n the EXISTING column were collected in 2007 

Trips indicated In the VESTED column are as of 2/18/2008 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
W/PROJECT 

"0' 

1010N S.A.A1A S. COUNTY LINE S. VB CJTY L 950 244 20 0 686 28% 

1010S S.A.A1A S. COUNTY UNE S. VBCITYL 950 322 10 0 618 35% 

1020N S.A. A1A S. VB CITY L 17THSTREET 930 939 13 0 -22 102% 

1020S S.R.A1A S. VB CITY L 17TH STREET 930 1,014 13 0 -97 11D% 

1030N S.R. A1A 17TH STREET S.A. 60 860 956 50 0 _,.,. 
117% 

1030S S.R. A1A 17TH STREET S.R. 60 860 734 3 0 123 86% 

1040N S.R. A1A S.R. 60 N. VBCITYL 860 912 29 0 -81 109% 

:c-N:_:.¥Eft1¥-·w,- ·,.i~~R:·, 0 

1050N S.R. A1A N. VB CITY L FRED TUERK RD. 860 782 20 0 58 93% 

'.\?~.9.~ /~:~};:~fi(' ---~~-~~!f~~~WA.P~-- - ~B6o/ :· };131 _·:t1;5o/,/ 
1060N S.R. A1A FRED TUERK RD. OLD WINTER BEACH RD 860 4"2 30 0 368 57% 

1060S S.R. A1A FRED TUERK AD. OLD WINTER BEACH RO 860 514 14 0 332 61% 

1070N S.R.A1A OLD WINTER BEACH RD N. IRSL 860 566 41 0 253 71% 

1070S S.R. A1A OLD WINTER BEACH RD N. IRSL 860 469 20 0 371 57% 

1080N S.R. A1A N. IRS LN. C.A.510 860 566 64 0 230 73% 

1080S S.A. A1A N. IRS LN. C.R. 510 860 469 74 0 317 63% 

1090N S.R. A1A C.R.510 N. COUNTY LINE 998 343 55 0 600 40% 

1090S S.R. A1A C.R. 510 N. COUNTY LINE 998 536 76 0 386 61% 

1110N INDIAN AIYER BLVD. 4TH ST.@ US1 12TH STREET 1860 789 47 0 1024 45% 

1110S INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 4THST.@ US1 12TH STREET 1860 1,184 71 0 605 67% 

1120N INDJAN RIVER BLVD. 12TH STREET S. YB CITY L. 1860 1,024 37 0 799 57% 

1120S INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 12TH STREET S. YBCJTY L 1860 1,541 60 0 259 86% 

1130N IND/AN RIVER BLVD. S. VB CITY L. 17TH STREET 1860 1,024 31 0 805 57% 

1130S INDJAN AIYER BLVD. S. VBCITYL 17THSTAEET 1860 1,541 48 0 271 85% 

1140N INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 17fH STREET 21ST STREET 1860 1,002 75 783 58% 

1140S INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 17TH STREET 21ST STREET 1940 1,392 123 0 425 78% 

1150N IND!AN RIVER BLVD. 21ST STREET S.R. 60 1860 1,458 112 0 290 84% 

1150S JNDIAN RIVER BLVD. 21ST STREET S.R. 60 2242 1,706 135 0 401 82% 

1160N IND!AN AIYER BLVD. S.A.60 W. YB CITY L. 1860 1,222 59 0 579 69% 

1160S INDJAN RIVER BLVD. S.R. 60 W. VB CITY L 2240 1,119 35 0 1086 52% 

1170N INDIAN AIYER BLVD W. VB CITY L. US 1 @ 53RD ST. 1860 518 76 0 1266 32% 

1170S IND!AN RIVER BLVD. W. VB CITY L US 1 @ 53RD ST. 1937 419 51 0 1467 24% 

1210N 1-95 N. COUNTY LINE C.R. 512 2740 1,504 0 0 1236 55% 

1210S 1-95 N. COUNTY LINE C.R. 512 2740 1,509 10 0 1221 55% 

1220N 1-95 C.R.512 S.R.60 2740 1,510 20 0 1210 56% 

1220S 1-95 C.R. 512 S.R. 60 2740 1,519 23 0 1198 56% 

1230N 1-95 S.R. 60 OSLO ROAD 2890 1,726 48 0 1116 61% 

1230S 1-95 S.A. 60 OSLO ROAD 2890 1,712 35 0 1143 60% 

1240N 1-95 OSLO ROAD S. COUNTY LINE 2890 1,716 36 0 1138 61% 

1240S 1-95 OSLO ROAD S. COUNTY LINE 2890 1,707 27 0 1156 60% 

1305N U.S.1 S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 1860 1,202 60 0 598 68% 

1305S U.S.1 S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 1860 1,581 49 0 230 88% 

1310N U.S.1 OSLO ROAD 4TH ST. @ IA BLVD. 2790 1,363 58 0 1349 52% 

1310S U.S.1 OSLO ROAD 4TH ST.@ IA BLVD 2790 1,820 101 0 869 69% 

1315N U.S.1 4TH ST. @ !A BLVD. 8TH STREET 1860 881 28 0 951 49% 

1315S U.S.1 4TH ST. @ IA BLVD. 8TH STREET 1860 1,238 34 0 588 68% 

1320N U.S.1 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1860 1,046 32 0 782 58% 

13208 U.S.1 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1860 1,220 47 0 593 68% 

1325N U.S.1 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L 1710 1,228 35 0 447 74% 

1325S U.S.1 12THSTREET S. VB Gin' L 1710 1,572 53 0 85 95% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET) - 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING column were collected in 2007 

Trips indicated in the VESTED column are as of2/18/20D8 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREIT TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
WI PROJECT 

"0" 

1330N U.S.1 S. VB CITY L 17TH STREET 1710 1,228 55 427 75% 

1330S U.S.1 S. VBCJTY L 17TH STREET 1710 1,572 54 0 84 95% 

1335N U.S.1 17TH STREET S.R. 60 1510 1,177 45 0 288 81% 

1335S U.S.1 17TH STREET S.R. 60 1510 1,125 25 0 360 76% 

1340N U.S.1 S.R. 60 ROYAL PALM PL 1820 1,287 60 0 473 74% 

1340S U.S.1 S.A. 60 ROYAL PALM PL 1510 895 15 0 600 60% 

1345N U.S.1 ROYAL PALM PL ATLANTIC BL VD. 2116 998 50 0 1068 50% 

1345S U.S.1 ROYAL PALM PL ATLANTJC BLVD. 1710 906 24 0 780 54% 

1350N U.S.1 ATLANTIC BLVD N. VB CITY L 2322 1,039 49 0 1234 47% 

1350S U.S.1 ATLANTIC BLVD. N. VB CITY L. 2010 1,596 73 0 341 83% 

1355N U.S.1 N. VB CITY L OLD DIXIE HWY 2320 2,019 98 0 203 91% 

1355S U.S.1 N. VBCITYL OLD DIXIE HWY 2010 1,039 46 0 925 54% 

1360N U.S.1 OLD DIXIE HWY 41ST STREET 2586 1,214 107 0 1265 51% 

1360S U.S.1 OLD DIXIE HWY 41STSTREET 2010 843 50 0 1117 44% 

1365N U.S.1 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 2352 1,093 88 0 1171 50% 

1365S U.S.1 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 2010 790 43 0 1177 41% 

1370N U.S.1 45THSTREET 49THSTREET 2384 1,281 115 0 988 59% 

1370S U.S.1 45TH STREET 49TH STREET 2010 747 34 0 1229 39% 

1375N U.S.1 49TH STREET 65THSTREET 2568 1,604 198 0 766 70% 

1375S U.S.1 49TH STREET 65TH STREET 2010 1,094 168 0 748 63% 

1380N U.S.1 65TH STREET 69TH STREET 2631 1,565 171 0 895 66% 

1380S U.S.1 65TH STREET 69TH STREET 1860 863 143 0 854 54% 

1385N U.S.1 69TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY 2648 1,453 196 0 999 62% 

1385S U.S.1 69TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY 1860 831 150 0 879 53% 

1390N U.S.1 OLD DJXIE HWY SCHUMANN DR. 2210 1,701 133 0 376 83% 

1390S U.S.1 OLD DIXIE HWY SCHUMANN DA. 1860 1,350 143 0 367 80% 

1395N U.S.1 SCHUMANN DR. C.R. 512 1860 971 94 0 795 57% 

1395S U.S.1 SCHUMANN DR. C.R. 512 1860 998 113 0 749 80% 

1400N U.S.1 C.R. 512 N. SES. CITY L 1710 1,142 49 0 519 70% 

1400S U.S.1 C.R.512 N. SEB. CITY L. 1710 1,179 64 0 467 73% 

1405N U.S.1 N. SEB. CITY L ROSELAND RD. 1860 1,089 127 0 844 65% 

1405S U.S.1 N. SEB. CITY L. ROSELAND RD. 1860 1,124 159 0 577 69% 

1410N U.S.1 ROSELAND AD. N. COUNTY LJNE 1860 1,150 94 0 616 67% 

1410S U.S.1 ROSELAND RD. N. COUNTY LINE 1B60 944 133 0 783 58% 

1610N SCHUMANN DR. C.R. 510@ 66TH AVE. S. SEB. CITY L 860 853 13 0 -6 101% 

1510S SCHUMANN DA. C.R. 510@ 66THAVE. S. SEB. CITY L 860 4n 19 0 364 58% 

1520N SCHUMANN OR. S, SEB. CITY L U.S.1 860 142 7 0 711 17% 

1520S SCHUMANN DR. S. SES. C)TY L U.S.1 860 138 19 0 703 18% 

1610E ROSELAND RD. S.A. 512 N. SEB. CITY L 860 337 23 0 500 42% 

1610W ROSELAND RD. S.R. 512 N. SEB. CITY L. 860 361 23 0 476 45% 

1620E ROSELAND RD. N. SES. CITY L. U.S.1 860 369 41 0 430 50% 

1620W ROSELAND RD. N. SEB. CITY L. U.$.1 860 459 41 0 360 58% 

1710E C.R. 512 S.R. 60 J-95 860 448 38 0 374 57% 

1710W C.R. 512 S.R. 60 1-95 860 645 11 0 204 76% 

1720E C.R. 512 1-95 C.R.510 1860 823 87 0 9,0 49% 

1720W C.R. 512 1-95 C.R. 510 1860 729 25 0 1106 41% 

1730E C.R. 512 C.R. 510 W. SEB. CITY L 1860 737 51 0 1072 42% 

1730W C.R. 512 C.R. 510 W. SES. CITY L. 1860 721 57 0 1082 42% 

1740E C.R. 512 W. SEB. CITY L. ROSELAND RD. 1860 553 43 0 1284 32% 

1740W C.R. 512 W. SEB. CITY L. ROSELAND RD. 1860 542 49 0 1269 32% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET) • 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING column were collected in 2007 

Trips Indicated in the VESTED column are as of 2/18/2008 

REMAINING 
% of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
W/ PROJECT 

"0" 

1750E C.R. 512 ROSELAND RD. U.S.1 1860 584 47 0 1229 34% 

1750W C.R.512 ROSELAND RD. U.S.1 1860 695 40 0 1125 40% 

1810E C.R. 510 C.R. 512 66TH AVE. 1860 272 182 0 1406 24% 

1810W C.R. 510 C.R. 512 66THAVE. 1860 667 106 0 1087 42% 

1820E C.R. 510 66THAVE. 58TH AVE. 1860 321 119 0 1420 24% 

1820W C.R. 510 68TH AVE. 58TH AVE. 1860 667 117 0 1076 42% 

1830E C.R. 510 58THAVE. U.S.1 1860 396 128 0 1336 28% 

1830W C.R. 510 58TH AVE. U.S.1 1860 717 154 0 989 47% 

1840E C.R. 510 U.S.1 S.R. A1A 1900 656 237 0 1007 47% 

1840W C.R. 510 U.S.1 S.R. A1A 1900 426 171 0 1303 31% 

1905E S.R.60 W. COUNTY LINE C.R. 512 1810 201 9 0 1600 12% 

1905W S.R. 60 W. COUNTY UNE C.R. 512 1810 206 9 0 1595 12% 

1907E S.R. 60 C.R. 512 100THAVE. 1810 230 0 1579 13% 

1907W S.R. 60 C.R. 512 10DTHAVE. 1810 230 0 0 1580 13% 

1910E S.R. 60 100TH AVE. 1-95 1860 435 113 0 1312 2'l% 

1910W S.R. 60 100TH AVE. 1-95 1860 336 191 0 1333 28% 

1915E S.R. 60 1-95 82NDAVE. 2790 1,252 125 0 1413 49% 

1915W S.R. 60 1-95 82ND AVE. 2790 1,809 170 0 811 71% 

1920E S.R. 60 82NDAVE. 66THAVE. 2790 1,226 296 0 1268 55% 

1920W S.A.60 82ND AVE. 66THAVE. 2790 1,473 229 0 1088 61% 

1925E S.R. 60 66THAVE. 58TH AVE. 2790 1,351 172 0 1267 55% 

1925W S.A. 60 66THAVE. 58THAVE. 2790 1,792 238 0 760 73% 

1930E S.A. 60 58TH AVE. 43ADAVE. 2790 1,339 m 0 1274 54% 

1930W S.R. 60 58THAVE. 43ADAVE. 2790 1,651 361 0 ns 72% 

1935E S.A. 60 43RDAVE. 27THAVE. 2790 1,390 192 0 1208 57% 

1935W S.A. 60 43RDAVE. 27THAVE. 2790 1,656 292 0 842 70% 

1940E S.R.60 27TH AVE. 20THAVE. 2790 1,225 162 0 1403 50% 

1940W S.A. 60 27THAVE. 20THAVE. 2790 1,285 296 0 1209 57% 

1945E S.R.60 20TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 3252 1,201 148 0 1903 41% 

1945W S.R. 60 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 3252 1,281 214 0 1757 46% 

1950E S.R.60 OLD DIXIE HWY 10THAVE. 3252 1,057 53 0 2142 34% 

i950W S.R. 60 OLD DIXIE HWY 10TH AVE. 3252 999 111 0 2142 34% 

1955E S.R. 60 10THAVE. U.S.1 3252 1,099 48 0 2105 35% 

1955W S.A. 60 10THAVE. U.S.1 3252 639 112 0 2501 23% 

1960E S.A. 60 U.S.1 INDJAN RIVER BLVD. 3252 784 31 0 2437 25% 

1960W S.R. 60 U.S.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 3252 482 62 0 2708 17% 

1965E S.R. 60 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. /CWW 1fl:60 980 7 0 873 53% 

1965W S.R.60 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. ICWW 1860 1,436 0 423 n% 

1970E S.A. 60 ICWW S.R.A1A 1860 958 9 0 893 52% 

1970W S.R. 60 ICWW &R. A1A 1860 1,017 7 0 836 55% 

2020E 16TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RDAVE. 860 150 61 0 659 23% 

2020W 16TH STREET 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 860 252 43 0 565 34% 

2030E 16TH STREET 43RD AVE. 2TTHAVE. 860 367 43 0 450 48% 

2030W 16TH STREET 43RDAVE. 27TH AVE. 860 538 36 0 286 67% 

2040E 16TH STREET 27TH AVE. 20THAVE. 860 597 29 0 234 73% 

2D40W 16TH STREET 27TH AVE. 20THAVE. 860 577 45 0 238 72% 

2050E 16TH STREET 20TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 1260 530 19 0 711 44% 

2050W 16THSTREET 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 1260 ns 36 0 449 64% 

2060E 16TH/17TH STREET OLD D!XfE HWY U.S.1 1710 584 37 0 1089 36% 

2060W 16TH/17TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 1710 698 34 0 97B 43% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET) - 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING column were collected In 2007 

Trips Indicated in the VESTED column are as of 2/1812008 

REMAINING 
% of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
W/ PROJECT 

"D" 

2110E 17THSTREET U.S.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 1710 495 25 0 1190 30% 

2110W 1TTH STREET U.S.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 1710 744 18 0 948 45% 

2120E 17THSTREET INDIAN RIVER BLVD. S.R.A1A 1860 944 18 0 898 52% 

2120W 17TH STREET /NDIAN RIVER BLVD. S.R.A1A 1860 1,040 9 0 811 56% 

2210E 12TH STREET 82ND AVE. 58TH AVE. 870 18 2 0 850 2% 

2210W 12THSTAEET 82ND AVE. 58TH AVE. 870 102 0 0 768 12% 

2220E 12THSTREET 58THAVE. 43ROAVE. 860 188 48 0 624 27% 

2220W 12TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RD AVE. 860 254 38 0 566 34% 

2230E 12TH STREET 43ADAVE. 27THAVE. 860 783 22 0 55 94% 

2230W 12TH STREET 43RD AVE. 27THAVE. 860 433 19 0 408 53% 

2240E 12THSTREET 27THAVE. 20THAVE. 860 463 17 0 380 56% 

2240W 12TH STREET 27TH AVE 20TH AVE. 860 514 16 0 330 62% 

2250E 12TH STREET 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 860 461 21 0 378 56% 

2250W 12TH STREET 20TH AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 860 674 18 0 168 80% 

2260E 12TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 1368 564 15 0 789 42% 

2260W 12TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 1368 782 17 0 569 58% 

2305N OLD DIXIE HWY S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 860 325 20 0 515 4D% 

2305S OLD DIXlE HWY S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 860 469 8 0 383 55% 

2310N OLD DIXIE HWY OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 860 349 48 0 463 46% 

2310S OLD DIXIE HWY OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 860 469 39 0 352 59% 

2315N OLD DIXIE HWY 4TH STREET 8TH STREET 810 440 47 0 323 60% 

2315S OLD DIXlE HWY 4TH STREET 8TH STREET 810 546 46 0 218 73% 

2320N OLD DIXIE HWY 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 810 535 25 0 250 69% 

2320S OLD DIXIE HWY 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 810 683 27 0 100 88% 

2325N OLD DIXIE HWY 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L. 810 383 0 418 48% 

2325S OLD DIXIE HWY 12TH STREET S. VB CITYL 810 391 13 0 406 50% 

2330N OLD DIXIE HWY S. VB CITY L. 16TH STREET 850 383 9 458 46% 

2330S OLD DIXIE HWY S. VB CITY L. 16TH STREET 850 391 10 0 449 47% 

2335N OLD DIXIE HWY 16TH STREET S.R. 60 850 286 17 0 547 36% 

2335S OLD DIXIE HWY 16TH STREET S.R.60 850 214 16 0 620 27% 

2345N OLD DIXIE HWY 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 860 214 38 0 608 29% 

2345S OLD DIXIE HWY 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 860 182 27 0 651 24% 

2350N OLD DIXIE HWY 45TH STREET 49TH STREET 860 128 52 0 660 21% 

2350S OLD DIXIE HWY 45TH STREET 49TH STREET 860 134 32 0 694 19% 

2355N OLD DIXIE HWY 49TH STREET 65TH STREET 860 162 97 0 601 30% 

2355S OLD DIXIE HwY 49TH STREET 65TH STREET 860 136 80 0 644 25% 

2360N OLD DIXIE HWY 65TH STREET 69TH STREET 860 215 20 0 625 27% 

23605 OLD DIXIE HWY 65TH STREET 69TH STREET 860 96 13 0 751 13% 

2365N OLD DIXIE HWY 69TH STREET C.R. 510 860 205 20 0 635 26% 

2365S OLD DIXIE HWY 69TH STREET C.R. 510 860 91 9 0 760 12% 

2410N 27TH AVENUE S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 1268 648 243 0 m 86% 
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2440N 27TH AVENUE BTHSTREET 12TH STREET 1020 473 75 0 472 54% 

2440S 27TH AVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1020 765 130 0 125 88% 

2450N 27TH AVENUE 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L. 1020 825 66 0 129 87% 

2450S 27THAVENUE 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L. 1020 na 114 0 128 87% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET} - 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Trafffc counts In the EXISTING column were collected In 2007 

Trips indicated in the VESTED column are as of 2/18/2008 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
W/PROJECT 

"D" 

2460N 27TH AVENUE S. VB CITY L 16TH STREET 1020 825 61 0 134 87% 

2460S 27THAVENUE S. VB CITY L. 16TH STREET 1020 778 112 0 130 87% 

2470N 27TH AVENUE 16TH STREET S.A.60 1020 792 38 0 190 81% 

2470S 27THAVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1020 694 62 0 264 74% 

2480N 27TH AVENUE S.A. 60 ATLANTIC BLVD. 810 254 18 0 53B 34% 

2480S 27THAVENUE S.R. 60 ATLANTIC BLVD. 810 416 28 0 366 55% 

2510N 27TH AVENUE ATLANTIC BLVD. AVIATION BLVD 810 389 2 0 419 48% 

2510S 27TH AVENUE ATLANTIC BLVD. AVIATION BLVD. 810 569 6 0 235 71% 

2530E OSLO ROAD 82ND AVE. 58TH AVE. 870 561 57 0 252 71% 

2530W OSLO ROAD 82NDAVE. SBTHAVE. 870 184 64 0 622 29% 

2540E OSLO ROAD 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 1953 561 184 0 1208 38% 

2540W OSLO ROAD 58TH AVE. 43RD AVE. 1953 493 65 0 1395 29% 

2550E OSLO ROAD 43RD AVE. 27TH AVE. 1953 792 150 0 1011 48% 

2550W OSLO ROAD 43RD AVE. 27TH AVE 1953 711 112 0 1130 42% 

2560E OSLO ROAD 27THAVE. 20THAVE. 1953 480 90 0 1383 29% 

2560W OSLO ROAD 27TH AVE. 20TH AVE. 1953 618 63 0 1272 35% 

257DE OSLO ROAD 20THAVE OLD DIXIE HWY 1953 763 14B 0 1042 47% 

2570W OSLO ROAD 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 1953 665 129 0 1159 41% 

2580E OSLO ROAD OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 1953 504 74 0 1375 30% 

2580W OSLO ROAD OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 1953 684 84 0 1185 39% 

2610E 6TH AVENUE 17TH STREET S. VB CITY L. 860 335 5 0 520 40% 

2610N 6THAVENUE 17TH STREET S. VB CITY L 860 335 0 524 39% 

2610S 6TH AVENUE 17TH STREET S. VB CITY L 860 421 4 0 435 49% 

2620N 6THAVENUE S. VB CITY L. S.R. 60 850 315 2 0 533 37% 

2620S 6TH AVENUE S. VBCJTY L S.R.60 850 421 0 428 50% 

2710N 10THAVENUE S.R. 60 ROYAL PALM BLVD. 810 131 0 0 679 16% 

2710S 10THAVENUE S.R. 60 ROYAL PALM BLVD. 810 184 0 0 526 23% 

2720N 10THAVENUE ROYAL PALM BLVD. 17THSTREET 810 218 0 0 592 27% 

2720S 10THAVENUE ROYAL PALM BLVD. 17THSTAEET 810 184 0 0 626 23% 

2810N 20THAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 860 310 59 0 491 43% 

2810S 20TH AVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 860 321 115 0 424 51% 

2820N 20TH AVENUE 4TH STREET 8TH STREET 810 338 33 0 439 46% 

2820S 20THAVENUE 4TH STREET 8TH STREET 810 572 53 0 185 n% 

2830N 20TH AVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 810 325 24 0 461 43% 

2830S 20THAVENUE 8TH STREET 12THSTAEET 810 532 38 0 24-0 70% 

2840N 20THAVENUE 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L 1710 317 15 0 1378 19% 

2840S 20THAVENUE 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L 1710 473 11 0 1226 28% 

2850N 2DTHAVENUE S. VB CITY L. 16TH STREET 1800 317 6 0 1477 18% 

2850S 20THAVENUE S. VB CITY L 16TH STREET 1800 473 11 0 1316 27% 

2860N 20THAVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1800 326 11 0 1463 19% 

2860S 20TH AVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1800 226 13 0 1561 13% 

2870N 20THAVENUE S.R. 60 ATLANTIC BLVD. 850 163 8 0 679 20% 

2870S 20TH AVENUE S.R. 60 ATLANTIC BLVD. 850 72 12 0 766 10% 

2905N 43RDAVENUE S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 950 348 138 0 464 51% 

2905S 43ADAVENUE S. COUNTY LINE OSLO ROAD 950 ~14 218 0 418 56% 

2910N 43RDAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 1068 483 124 0 461 57% 

2910S 43ADAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 1068 462 175 0 431 60% 

2915N 43RDAVENUE 4THSTREET 8TH STREET 1020 499 105 0 416 59% 

2915S 43RDAVENUE 4TH STREET 8TH STREET 1020 661 157 0 202 80% 

2920N 43RDA\IENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1071 923 99 8 41 96% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREEn • 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts in the EXISTING column were collected in 2007 

Trips Indicated in the VESTED column are as of 2/18/2008 

REMAINING 
% of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
WI PROJECT 

"D" 

2920S 43RD AVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1071 645 148 0 278 74% 

2925N 43ADAVENUE 12TH STREET 16TH STREET 1071 499 74 0 498 54% 

2925S 43ADAVENUE 12TH STREET 16TH STREET 1071 627 108 0 '" 69% 

2930N 43RDAVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1796 558 76 0 1162 35% 

2930S 43RD AVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1796 675 107 0 1014 44% 

2935N 43RD AVENUE S.R. 60 26TH STREET 1796 386 67 0 1343 25% 

2935S 43RDAVENUE S.R. 60 26TH STREET 1796 576 24 0 1196 33% 

2940N 43RDAVENUE 26TH STREET 41ST STREET 860 361 93 0 406 53% 

2940S 43RD AVENUE 26TH STREET 41STSTREET 860 362 35 0 463 46% 

2945N 43RDAVENUE 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 860 305 68 0 487 43% 

2945S 43RDAVENUE 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 860 284 37 0 539 37% 

2950N 43RD AVENUE 45THSTAEET 49TH STREET 860 208 12D 0 532 38% 

2950S 43RD AVENUE 45TH STREET 4STHSTAEET 860 148 52 0 660 23% 

3005N 58THAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 1860 381 73 21 1385 26% 

3005S 58TH AVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 1860 512 108 25 1215 35% 

3010N 58THAVENUE 4THSTREET 8THSTREET 1710 672 57 41 940 45% 

3010S 58TH AVENUE 4THSTREET 8TH STREET 1710 752 83 34 841 51% 

3015N 58TH AVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1710 743 72 26 869 49% 

3015S 58THAVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 1710 952 58 22 678 60% 

3020N 58TH AVENUE 12TH STREET 16TH STREET 1710 1,229 117 22 342 80% 

3020S 58TH AVENUE 12TH STREET 16TH STREET 1710 1,055 101 18 536 69% 

3025N 58THAVENUE 16TH STREET S.A. 60 1710 1,139 189 18 364 79% 

3025S 58THAVENUE 16TH STREET S.R. 60 1710 981 162 15 532 69% 

3030N 58TH AVENUE S.R. 60 41ST STREET 1860 920 110 0 830 55% 

3030S SBTHAVENUE S.R. 60 41ST STREET 1860 863 73 0 924 50% 

3035N SSTHAVENUE 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 860 545 174 0 141 84% 

3035S SSTHAVENUE 41STSTREET 45TH STREET 860 484 105 0 271 68% 

3040N 58TH AVENUE 45TH STREET 49TH STREET 860 489 199 0 172 80% 

3040S SSTHAVENUE 45THSTREET 49TH STREET 860 418 117 0 325 62% 

3048N 58TH AVENUE 49TH STREET 65TH STREET 860 545 263 0 52 94% 

3048S 58TH AVENUE 49THSTREET 65TH STREET 860 402 133 0 325 62% 

3050N 58THAVENUE 65THSTREET 69TH STREET 860 412 105 0 343 60% 

3050S 58TH AVENUE 65THSTREET 69TH STREET 860 330 117 0 413 52% 

3055N 5BTHAVENUE 69THSTREET C.R. 510 860 399 100 0 361 58% 

3055S SBTHAVENUE 69TH STREET C.R. 510 860 266 90 0 504 41% 

3120N 66TH AVENUE S.R. 60 26TH STREET 860 426 137 0 297 65% 

3T2DS 66TH AVENUE S.R. 60 26TH STREET 860 529 73 0 258 70%, 

3130N 66THAVENUE 26TH STREET 41STSTREET 860 469 144 0 247 71% 

3130S 66TH AVENUE 26TH STREET 41ST STREET 860 398 79 0 383 55% 

3140N 66THAVENUE 41ST STREET 45THSTREET 950 706 65 0 179 81% 

3140S 66THAVENUE 41ST STREET 45THSTREET 950 441 54 0 455 52% 

3Hi0N 66TH AVENUE 45THSTREET 65THSTREET 870 678 70 0 122 86% 

3150S 66THAVENUE 45TH STREET 65THSTREET 870 376 55 0 439 50% 

3160N 66TH AVENUE 65TH STREET 69THSTREET 870 681 44 0 145 83% 

3160S 66THAVENUE 65TH STREET 69THSTAEET 870 350 42 0 478 45% 

3170N 66THAVENUE 69TH STREET C.R. 510 870 723 60 0 87 90% 

3170S 66TH AVENUE 69TH STREET C.R. 510 870 360 50 0 460 47% 

3210N 74THAVENUE 16TH STREET SABO 860 93 0 0 7"l 11% 
32106 74TH AVENUE 16TH STREET SABO 860 118 0 0 742 14% 

3310N 82ND AVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 950 161 18 0 771 19% 

3310S B2NDAVENUE OSLO ROAD 4TH STREET 950 220 22 0 708 25% 

3320N 82NDAVENUE 4THSTREET 12TH STREET 950 194 82 0 674 29% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET) • 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts in the EXISTING column were collected in 2007 

Trips indicated In the VESTED column are as of2/18/20DB 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
WI PROJECT 

"D" 

3320S 82NDAVENUE 4TH STREET 12TH STREET 950 208 140 0 602 37% 

3330N 82NDAVENUE 12THSTREET S.R. 60 880 235 195 0 430 50% 

3330S 82NDAVENUE 12THSTREET S.A. 60 860 224 230 0 406 53% 

3340N 82NDAVENUE S.R. 60 65TH STREET 410 52 15 0 343 16% 

3340S 82NDAVENUE S.R. 60 65TH STREET 410 43 16 0 351 14% 

3350N 82NDAVENUE 65TH STREET 69TH STREET 410 21 15 0 374 9% 

3350S 82NDAVENUE 65TH STREET 69THSTREET 410 18 15 0 377 8% 

3360N 98THAVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 860 134 42 0 684 20% 

3360S 98TH AVENUE 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 860 188 78 0 594 31% 

3370N 98TH AVENUE 12THSTREET 16THSTREET 860 92 106 0 662 23% 

3370S 98TH AVENUE 12TH STREET 16TH STREET 860 54 194 0 612 29% 

3380N 98TH AVENUE 16TH STREET SR60 860 28 106 0 726 16% 

3380S 98TH AVENUE 16TH STREET SR60 860 25 194 0 641 25% 

3390N 98TH AVENUE SR60 26TH STREET 860 12 0 0 848 1% 

3390S 98TH AVENUE SR60 26THSTREET 860 11 0 0 849 1% 

3610E 77TH STREET 66TH AVE. U.S.1 820 60 10 0 750 9% 

3610W 77TH STREET 66TH AVE. U.S.1 820 150 7 0 663 19% 

3710E 69TH STREET 82ND AVE. 66THAVE. 410 37 33 0 340 17% 

3710W 69TH STREET 82ND AVE. 66THAVE 410 24 33 0 353 14% 

3720E 69TH STREET 66TH AVE. 58TH AVE 870 33 17 0 820 6% 

3720W 69TH STREET 66TH AVE. 58THAVE. 870 78 22 0 770 11% 

3730E 69TH STREET 58TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 870 48 13 0 809 7% 

3730W 69TH STREET 58TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 870 78 14 0 778 11% 

3740E 69TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 870 49 4 0 817 6% 

3740W 69TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 870 78 4 0 788 9% 

3820E 65TH STREET 66TH AVE 58THAVE. 870 36 20 0 814 6% 

3820W 65TH STREET 66THAVE. 58TH AVE. 870 76 19 0 775 11% 

3830E 65TH STREET 58TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 870 74 25 0 771 11% 

3830W 65TH STREET 58TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 870 110 23 0 737 15% 

3540E 65TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 870 58 1 0 811 7% 

3840W 65TH STREET OLD D!XJE HWY U.S.1 870 68 4 0 798 8% 

4220E 49TH STREET 6STHAVE. 58TH AVE. 860 28 31 0 801 7% 

4220W 49TH STREET 66THAVE. 58TH AVE. 860 33 19 0 808 6% 

4230E 49TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RDAVE. 860 137 17 0 706 18% 

4230W 49TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RDAVE. 860 166 28 0 666 23% 

4240E 49TH STREET 43ADAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 810 167 68 0 575 29% 

4240W 49TH STREET 43RD AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 810 33 68 0 709 12% 

4250E 49TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 98 0 707 13% 

4250W 49TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 119 21 0 670 17% 

4320E 45TH STREET 66TH AVE. 58TH AVE. 860 97 8 0 755 12% 

4320W 45TH STREET 66TH AVE. 58THAVE. 860 126 0 729 15% 

4330E 45TH STREET 58THAVE. 43ADAVE. 860 154 15 0 691 20% 

4330W 45TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RDAVE. 860 208 39 0 613 29% 

4340E 45TH STREET 43RD AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 860 243 27 0 590 31% 

4340W 45TH STREET 43ROAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 860 303 29 0 528 39% 

4350E 45TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY JNDIAN RIVER BLVD. 860 153 15 0 692 20% 

4350W 45THSTREET OLD DIX!E HWY IND!AN RNER BLVD. 860 225 28 0 607 29% 

4420E 41ST STREET 66TH AVE. 58THAVE. 870 78 6 0 786 10% 

4420W 41STSTREET 66TH AVE. 58THAVE. 870 126 6 0 738 15% 

4430E 41ST STREET 58TH AVE. 43RDAVE. 860 198 21 0 641 25% 



IMAGINE SCHOOLS (4th STREET) - 750 STUDENT CHARTER SCHOOL 
Traffic counts In the EXISTING column were collected In 2007 

Trips Indicated in the VESTED column are as of 2/18/2008 

REMAINING 
%of LOS 

LINK ON STREET FROM STREET TO STREET CAPACITY EXIST. VESTED PROJECT 
W/PAOJECT 
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4430W 41ST STREET 58TH AVE 43ADAVE. 860 233 41 0 586 32% 

4440E 41ST STREET 43RDAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 860 218 32 0 610 29% 

4440W 41ST STREET 43RD AVE. OLD DIXJE HWY 860 229 20 0 611 29% 

4450E 41ST STREET OLD DIXIE HWY IND!AN RIVER BLVD. 860 157 5 0 698 19% 

4450W 41ST STREET OLD DIXIE HWY JNDIAN RIVER BLVD. 860 160 21 0 679 21% 

446DE 37TH STREET U.S.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 860 361 0 490 43% 

4460W 37TH STHEET U.S.1 fND)AN RIVER BLVD. 860 667 16 0 m 79% 

4720E 26TH STREET 66THAVE. 58TH AVE. 860 284 34 0 542 37% 

4720W 26TH STREET 66THAVE. 58TH AVE 860 479 41 0 340 60% 

4730E 26TH STREET 58THAVE. 43RDAVE. 860 375 29 0 456 47% 

4730W 26TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RDAVE. 860 546 36 0 278 68% 

4740E 26TH STREET 43RD AVE. AVIATION BLVD. 860 430 10 0 420 51% 

4740W 26TH STREET 43RDAVE. AVIATION BLVD. 860 608 16 0 2'6 73% 

4750E 26TH STREET AVIATION BLVD. 27TH AVE. 860 150 10 0 700 19% 

4750W 26TH STREET AVIATION BLVD. 27THAVE. 860 280 15 0 565 34% 

4830E 8TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RD AVE. 860 216 18 10 616 28% 

4830W 8TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43ADAVE. 860 215 9 8 628 27% 

4840E 8TH STREET 43RDAVE. 27TH AVE. 860 595 46 0 219 75% 

4840W 8TH STREET 43RDAVE. 27TH AVE. 860 460 27 0 373 57% 

4850E 8TH STREET 27TH AVE. 20THAVE 860 573 10 0 277 68% 

4850W BTH STREET 27TH AVE. 20TH AVE. 860 543 9 0 308 64% 

4860E 8TH STREET 20TH AVE. OLD •!XIE HWY 810 359 14 0 437 46% 

4B60W 8TH STREET 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 810 664 19 0 127 84% 

/4870E 8TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 346 18 0 446 45% 

4870W 8TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 526 25 0 259 68% 

4880E 8TH STREET U.S.1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 860 279 12 0 569 34% 

4880W 8TH STREET U.S.1 IND/AN RIVER BLVD. 860 542 12 0 306 64% 

4910E 4TH STREET 82NDAVE. 58TH AVE. 870 78 5 83 704 19% 

4910W 4TH STREET 82ND AVE. 58TH AVE 870 111 1 6B 690 21% 

4930E 4TH STREET 58THAVE. 43RDAVE, 860 202 11 17 630 27% 

4930W 4TH STREET 58TH AVE. 43RD AVE. 860 187 7 14 652 24% 

4940E 4TH STREET 43RD AVE. 27TH AVE. 860 286 20 9 545 37% 

4940W 4TH STREET 43RDAVE. 27TH AVE. 860 428 16 8 408 53% 

4950E 4TH STREET 27TH AVE. 20TH AVE. 860 594 10 0 256 70% 

4950W 4TH STREET 27THAVE. 20TH AVE. 860 522 13 0 325 62% 

4960E 4TH STREET 20THAVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 880 352 37 0 471 45% 

4960W 4TH STREET 20TH AVE. OLD DIXIE HWY 860 544 52 0 264 69% 

4970E 4TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY U.S.1 810 403 32 0 375 54% 

4970W 4TH STREET OLD DIX!E HWY U.S.1 810 547 38 0 225 72% 

5010E 16TH STREET 74TH AVENUE 82ND AVENUE 860 46 0 0 814 5% 

5010W 16TH STREET 74TH AVENUE 62NDAVENUE 880 43 0 0 817 5% 

5610E FRED TUERK DR. A1A W. OF COCONUT DA. 860 129 0 0 731 15% 

5610W FRED TUERK DA. A1A W. OF COCONUT DA. 860 96 0 0 764 11% 

5710E WINTER BEACH RD. A1A JUNGLE TRAIL 860 39 8 0 813 5% 

5710W WINTER BEACH AD. A1A JUNGLE TRAIL 860 1?.0 4 0 738 14% 

5810E ATLANTIC BLVD. 27THAVE. 20TH AVE. 860 100 2 0 758 12% 

5810W ATLANTIC BLVD. 27THAVE. 20THAVE. 860 167 0 0 693 19% 

5620E ATLANTIC BLVD. 20THAVE. U.S.1 860 40 1 0 819 5% 

5820W ATLANTIC BLVD. 20THAVE. U.S.1 860 76 3 0 781 9% 

5910E AVJATJON BLVD. 26TH STREET 27THAVE. 1280 159 3 0 1118 13% 

5910W AVIATION BLVD. 26TH STREET 27TH AVE. 1280 147 19 0 1114 13% 

6010E ROYAL PALM BLVD. ROYAL PALM PL INDIAN RIVER BLVD. 880 270 0 0 610 31% 

6010W ROYAL PALM BLVD. ROYAL PALM PL !NDJAN·AIVER BLVD. 880 116 12 0 752 15% 

6110E ROYAL PALM PL U.S.1 INDIAN RJVER BLVD. 880 341 5 0 534 39% 

6110W ROYAL PALM PL. U.S.1 !NDIAN RIVER BLVD. 880 396 21 0 463 47% 

H:\147012000-lmaglne Schools (4th Street)\4th Street\[lmagine Schools• Link Tables 2·18·08 w-Link LOS.xJsJLink Tables 



LDR Section 971.14(4) 

( 4) Educational centers including schools, primary and secondary (not including business and vocational 
schools) (special exception and administrative permit). 
(a) Districts requiring administrative permit approval (pursuant to the provisions of971.04): OCR, 
MED, CN, CL, CG. 
(b) Districts requiring special exception (pursuant to the provisions of971.05): A-I A-2 A-3 RFD RS-I 
RS-2 RS-3 RS-6 RT-6 RM-3 RM-4 RM-6 RM-8 RM-10 ROSE-4 RMH-6 RMH-8 Con-I Con-2 Con-3. 
( c) Additional information requirements: 
I. A site plan which denotes the location of all existing structures, parking facilities, and the proposed 
circulation plan, pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 914; 
2. A description of the anticipated service area and projected enrollment shall be provided; 
3. A copy of all requisite licenses from State of Florida. 
( d) Criteria for educational facilities: 
I. Sites for secondary schools shall be located near thoroughfares so as to discourage traffic along local 
residential streets in residential subdivisions. Elementary schools should be discouraged from locating 
adjacent to major arterial roadways; 
2. For the type of facility proposed, the minimum spatial requirements for the site shall be similar to 
standards utilized by the Indian River County school board and the State of Florida; 
3. Except as provided below, no main or accessory building shall be located within one hundred (100) feet 
of any property line not adjacent to a street or roadway, and no main or accessory building shall be located 
within fifty (50) feet of any property line abutting a local road right-of-way that serves a single-family area; 
a. Where a school building is to be located adjacent to a property zoned RM-6, RM-8, RM-10, 
commercial, or industrial, and there is a non-residential use or reduced setback project (small lot 
subdivision or planned development) on that adjacent property, then the building setback along that 
adjacent property many be reduced to no less than twenty-five (25) feet. 
b. Where a school is to be located adjacent to property zoned RM-4, RM-3, single-family, or agricultural, 
and there is a non-residential and non-agricultural use on that property, then the building setback may be 
reduced to no less than fifty (50) feet. 
4. The applicant shall submit a description of anticipated service area and projected enrollment, by stages 
if appropriate, and relate the same to a development plan explaining: 
a. Area to be developed by construction phase; 
b. Adequacy of site to accommodate anticipated facilities, enrollment, recreation area, off-street parking, 
and pedestrian and vehicular circulation on-site including loading, unloading and queuing of school bus 
traffic; 
c. Safety features of the development plan; 
5. No rooms within the school shall be regularly used for the housing of students when located in a single
family residential district; 
6. The facilities shall have a Type "C" buffer in the A-1, A-2, A-3, RFD, RS-I, RS-2, RS-3 and RS-6 
districts; 
a. The board of county commissioners may waive or reduce the buffer requirements where the educational 
facility is located next to an existing cemetery, place of worship, child care facility, adult care facility, 
community center, or school. Consideration shall be given to security, noise, and visual impacts. Where a 
waiver or buffer reduction is granted, normal perimeter landscaping requirements shall apply, and 
alternative requirements (such as fencing) may be required. 
7. The facilities shall have a Type "C" buffer in all other residential districts not listed in subsection 6 
above. 
a. The board of county commissioners may waive or reduce the buffer requirements where the educational 
facility is located next to an existing cemetery, place of worship, child care facility, adult care facility, 
community center, or school. Consideration shall be given to security, noise, and visual impacts. Where a 
waiver or buffer reduction is granted, normal perimeter landscaping requirements shall apply, and 
alternative requirements (such as fencing) may be required. 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

ITcrn 4A 
Public 
Discussion 

TO: The Honorable Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

Ro ert M. Keating, AICP 
Community Development Director 

FROM: Sasan Rohani, AICP "'7 -.,1 · 
Chief, Long-Range Planning 

DATE: April 4, 2008 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DRAFT OF THE INDIAN RIVER COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN HOUSING ELEMENT EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT 

It is requested that the data herein presented be given formal consideration by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission at its regular meeting of April 10, 2008. 

DESCRIPTION AND CONDITIONS: 

Since 2006, staff has been working on the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) of the county's 
Comprehensive Plan. During that time, staff has made significant progress on preparing EAR 
drafts for the fifteen (I 5) elements and sub-elements of the comprehensive plan. At this time, those 
EAR drafts are in various stages of development, with some EARs having been submitted to review 
committees and others not having been reviewed by committees. 

According to Section 163.3191(4), F.S., the Local Planning Agency (LPA) shall prepare the 
evaluation and appraisal report and shall make recommendations to the governing body. State law 
further requires that the local planning agency hold at least one public hearing, with public notice, 
on the proposed report. According to state rules, Indian River County must submit its EAR to the 
state by December 1, 2008. 
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As indicated in the Indian River County EAR public participation plan, staff will compile 
information, conduct analyses, and prepare draft documents for each EAR element. These draft 
elements will then be presented to county committees, based on the focus of the EAR element and 
responsibility of the committee, for review and comment. 

In the case of the housing element EAR, the Affordable Housing Partnership Committee has review 
and comment responsibility. In this capacity, the Affordable Housing Partnership Committee 
(AHPC) has over the last year and a half reviewed staff reports, held public meetings, solicited 
public input, and provided comments to staff. As of this time, the Affordable Housing Partnership 
Committee has not completed its housing element EAR review. In future meetings, the AHPC will 
continue its review. 

Recently, a new Affordable Housing Advisory Committee (AHAC), mandated by state law, was 
created by the Board of County Commissioners. One of this committee's responsibilities is to 
review the draft housing EAR. Although the housing element EAR will undergo further review by 
housing advisory committees, the current draft is now being submitted to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission for its initial review. 

ANALYSIS: 

The attached draft of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report addresses current housing conditions and 
housing conditions existing at the time of last major plan update. The draft EAR also provides an 
evaluation of the achievement of housing element objectives, includes an assessment of housing 
element policy implementation and identifies anticipated future actions. 

According to section 9J-5.010(l)(a), F.A.C., the housing element inventory section must utilize the 
latest decennial United States Census information or more recent estimates, if available. The 
majority of the data in the current housing element is from the 1990 Census which is now 17 years 
old. This information must be compared to more recent data, 2000 Census or later estimates if 
available. 

The draft EAR also examines each objective of the housing element to determine if the objective 
was achieved and to determine if policies under each objective were implemented. Finally, the 
draft EAR identifies and recommends actions, including necessary amendments to the 
comprehensive plan to address housing related planning issues identified in the document. 

At the April 10, 2008 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, staff will provide further 
information on the EAR process and present the draft of the housing element EAR. At subsequent 
meetings, drafts of other EAR elements will be presented for Planning and Zoning Commission 
review and comment. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the Planning and Zoning Commission review the draft housing element 
EAR report and provide comments to staff. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

I. Draft of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report of the Housing Element 

F:\Community Development\Users\VICKIE\SASAN\DREAR2006.MEM.doc 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this section of the Indian River County comprehensive plan Evaluation and Appraisal 
Report is to assess the success or failure of the housing element of the Comprehensive Plan. This 
assessment involves an examination of changes in housing conditions within the county between 1995 
and 2005, an evaluation of housing objectives achievement, and an identification of changes in state 
requirements affecting the housing element. Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the housing 
element may need to be updated and revised. 

This assessment contains the following components: 

•Housing conditions at the time oflast major plan update (Census 1990 or 1995 data) 

•Existing housing conditions (Census 2000 or 2005/2006/2007 data) 

•Analysis of housing conditions within the county. 

•Evaluation of housing element objective achievement. 

•Assessment of housing element policy implementation. 

• Identification of major issues related to housing and the provision of affordable housing. 

• Identification of needed future actions 

•Identification of anticipated amendments 

HOUSING CONDITIONS JlT THE TIME OF LJIST IVIJIJOR PLJIN UPDJITE 

A summary of housing conditions within the county at the time of the last major plan update is 
provided in appendices "A" & "B". These baseline data allow the county to compare changes in 
housing conditions within the county from 1995 to 2005. 

The last major update of the housing element of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan was 
undertaken in 1998. That update was part of the county's EAR based comprehensive plan amendment 
process. In that update, most of the housing element data was derived from the 1990 census. Other 
more recent, non-census data for 1995 were also used. These data and their citations from the housing 
element are shown in Appendices "A" and "B". Some of the data are for the entire county, while other 
data relate only to the unincorporated county. These data will be compared to more recent data to 
assess changes in housing conditions within the county. 

In 1995, the county had 53,321 housing units, of which 33,365, or 62.57%, were located in the 
unincorporated county. In the county, 60.42% of the housing units were single family units; 25.20% 
were multi-family units; and 14.3% were mobile homes. In 1995, more than 87% of all housing units 
had been built after 1960. 
Indian River County 3 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

According to the 1990 census, median housing value in the county in 1989 was $78,800; median 
monthly cost for owner occupied units was $666.00, and median monthly rent was $505.00. The 
breakdown of owner-occupied home values, owner-occupied monthly housing costs, and renter
occupied rents is provided in Appendix "A". 

According to the 1990 census, I .4% of housing units within the county were substandard units. In 
1990, 206 units in the county were lacking complete plumbing facilities, and 456 units had no heating 
facilities. Also, 1,076 units were overcrowded, having I.I or more persons per room. In 1995, 427 
families were assisted through the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Section 8 
rental assistance program, and there was a waiting list consisting of 100 eligible recipients. In 1995, 
200 units of farm labor housing (Victory Park and Orangewood Park) were provided through Farmers 
Home Administration financing. There were 12 group homes in the county in 1995. 

As of 1995, 13 I households had been provided assistance from County's Local Housing Assistance 
Program, and 441 rental units had been built by receiving assistance from other federal and state 
programs. 

Additional housing information is provided in Appendix "A". 

EXISTING HOUSING CONDITIONS 

Information on current housing conditions is also provided in Appendix "A". These data were 
derived from the 2000 census and other sources. To assess changes in housing conditions within the 
county, the information for existing housing conditions will be compared to the conditions at the time 
of plan adoption. 

As indicated by census data, the county's 2000 population was 112,947. According to the University 
of Florida, the 2006 population was 135,215. Appendix "A" shows that there were 73,798 housing 
units existing in the county in 2005. Of these units, 48,188 (65.29%) were in the unincorporated 
county, and 25,610 units (34.71 %) were in the municipalities. Countywide in 2005, there were 48,638 
(65.90%) single-family units; there were 17,967 (24.34%) multi-family units, and there were 7,193 
(9.74%) mobile homes. In the same year, 48,707 units (66%) were owner occupied; 14,022 units 
(19%) were renter occupied, and the remaining 11,069 units (15%) were vacant (vacant for sale, rent, 
seasonal, others). 

According to the 2000 census, I 08 units in the county were lacking complete plumbing facilities; 4 77 
units had no heating facilities, and 1,431 units had 1.1 or more persons per room. 

In 2005, 345 families were assisted through the HUD Section 8 rental assistance program, and there 
was a waiting list consisting of 250 eligible recipients. At that time, 200 units of farm labor housing 
(Victory Park and Orangewood Park) were provided through Farmers Home Administration financing. 
There were 20 group homes within the county in 2005. 

Appendix "A" shows the percentage of household income used for monthly housing costs for 
households in the county. These percentages are useful tools in assessing affordable housing needs. 
According to the 2000 census, 4,724 (21.60%) owner households within the county were paying more 
than 30% of their income for housing costs, while 4,414 (40.30%) renter households were paying 
more than 30% of their income for rent. 

Indian River County 4 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Current population estimates and projections are provided in Appendix "B" under the existing 
conditions section. In Appendix "B", the 2000 population and 2000 housing estimates for the entire 
county and the unincorporated county are provided. Also, estimates of future housing needs and land 
requirements to meet those needs are provided in Appendix "B". On the county's Future Land Use 
Map, adequate sites are designated for residential uses with different densities to accommodate current 
and anticipated housing demand. 

According to census information, the percentage of substandard housing units (units lacking complete 
plumbing and units with no heating facilities) was 1 % in 2000. Most of the county's housing stock is 
new. In 2005, 91.63% of all county housing units had been built after 1960, and over 67% had been 
built after 1980. There are only 207 historical structures within the county. Generally, historic units 
in the county have been preserved in good or excellent condition. 

As of January 1, 2008, 855 households had been provided assistance from the county's Local Housing 
Assistance Program, while 452 households had received assistance from the county's Hurricane 
Housing Recovery Program, and 2,634 rental units had been built through other federal and state 
programs. While the county's Local Housing Assistance Program is a countywide program that 
provides assistance to income eligible households throughout the county, there are no formal interlocal 
agreements with municipalities for the provision of affordable housing. The county's policy is to 
assist persons displaced by public action or public activities. 

Since the time of the last major plan update, the county, through its assessment program or by utilizing 
state and/or federal grants, has provided paved roads as well as water and sewer services to more than 
22 existing subdivisions. According to the 2004 Shimburg Center for Affordable Housing "The Need 
for Farmworker Housing in Florida" report, there were two permitted farmworker camps within the 
county. These two projects consisted of 835 units. In addition, there were two projects funded by the 
Farmers Administration (Victory Park and Orangewood) with 100 units each. These projects 
accommodate households with members working in farm related industries. 

Current County Affordable Housing Strategies and Regulations 

Following are summaries of the county's current affordable housing incentive strategies and 
regulations. 

• Expedited Permitting 

Permits, as defined ins. 163.3164(7) and (8) F.S. for affordable housing projects, are expedited to a 
greater degree than other projects (see housing element policies 1.5 and 1.6). 

• Density Bonus 

The county provides affordable housing density bonuses for planned affordable housing 
development projects, allowing eligible affordable housing projects to receive up to a 20% density 
bonus (see housing element policy 2.3). 

• Small Lot Subdivision 

Section 971.41(9) of the LDRs provides small lot subdivision regulations for small lot subdivision 
for affordable housing projects. Through reduced lot size and setbacks, small lot subdivision 
Indian River County 5 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
projects have higher unit yields per acre, and consequently lower costs per unit. In a regular RS-6, 
zoning district, average yields will be about 2.5 units per acre. In a small lot subdivision in the 
same zoning district, the yield can be up to 5 units per acre. To ensure the long-term affordability, 
all sale and rent prices for a small lot subdivisions are restricted for IO years. 

• Accessory single-family dwelling units 

Section 971.41(10) of the LDRs provides regulations for accessory single family dwelling units. 
The construction of an accessory dwelling unit on a residentially zoned lot is allowed subject to the 
provisions of section 971.41(10). The standards and requirements of this section are intended to 
make inexpensive dwelling units available to meet the needs of older households, single member 
households, and single parent households. 

• Multi-Family Dwelling Units in Conjunction with Commercial Development 

Section 911.10 of the LDRs allows for the development of multi-family dwelling units in 
conjunction with commercial developments. Generally constructed as second and third floor 
apartments over a first floor, street frontage commercial space, these units can have a reasonable 
rent since the price of land is included with the commercial developments. 

• Housing Cost Impact Review Process 

As part of the adoption process for any county regulations which could affect housing development, 
county planning staff prepares a Financial Impact Statement to assess the anticipated impact of the 
proposed regulation on the cost of housing (see housing element policy 1. 7). This allows for 
decisionmakers to assess whether the proposed regulation's advantages outweigh its housing cost 
impacts. 

• Surplus County Owned Land Inventory 

The county's general services department maintains an inventory of all surplus county-owned land, 
including county owned foreclosed properties, that could be used for affordable housing. The 
county notifies for-profit and non-profit affordable housing developers whenever it proposes to 
surplus these properties (see housing policy 2.4). 

• Zero Lot Line Subdivisions 

Section 915.15 of the LDRs allows for development of zero lot line subdivisions and other projects 
which vary from conventional zoning district requirements. Through the section 915 planned 
development process, affordable housing projects with smaller lots can be constructed. 

Indian River County 6 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
IINIILYSIS OF HOUSING CONDITIONS 

Until recently, the county's population was growing at a relatively fast rate. Between 2000 and 2005, 
the county's population increased by 17,094 persons, or 15.13%. For 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, and 
2005, the county's population increases were 2.45%, 2.10%, 2.52%, 4.67%, and 2.53%, respectively. 
An adequate supply and mix of housing for this growing population is an important issue that the 
housing element must address. 

Probably more than any other issue addressed by the comprehensive plan, housing radically changed 
between 1995 and now. During that time, housing production increased significantly, then declined. 
Along with the increase in housing production came a significant increase in housing costs. These 
cost increases have created a number of housing problems and issues. With the recent downturn in the 
housing market, however, housing costs have moderated and even declined. 

Housing Production and Private Sector Housing Delivery 

A housing analysis summary is provided in Appendix "B". This appendix includes population and 
housing unit estimates and projections for both the entire county and the unincorporated county; 
estimated housing needs to accommodate the anticipated population; estimated housing demand; 
estimated land requirements to accommodate total housing need; estimated private sector housing 
delivery; and other information. 

As indicated in Appendix "A", the number of housing units in the county increased from 57,902 units 
in 2000 to 73,798 units in 2005, an increase of27.45%. During the same time period, the number of 
housing units in the unincorporated county increased from 36,398 units to 48,188 units, an increase of 
32.75%. Between April 1, 2000 (Census 2000 date) and December 31, 2005, 15,896 residential 
building permits were issued within the entire county. Of those, 11,890 (74.79%) were issued for the 
unincorporated county. 

Table 1 

Residential Unit Type Total Housing Units - Census April 1, 2000-Dec.31, 2005 Total Residential April 1, 2000-Dec. Total 
2000 (Apcil I, 2000) Permits* Units (Year 2005) 31, 2006 Permits Residential Units 

(yeac 2006) 
Total Sinele Familv Units 36,240 12,398 48,638 15,211 
Total Multi-Familv Units 14,792 3,175 17,967 3,357 
Total Mobile Home Setups 6,870 323 7,193 335 
Total Housing: Units 57,902 15,896 73,798 18,903 

* These bmldmg penmts do not include 337 bmldmg permits for units that were demohshed and replaced with new units. 

Since 1995, a number of multi-family housing projects have been constructed within the county. 
Many of these projects were constructed as affordable subsidized housing projects utilizing state or 
federal housing grants. Some of the affordable rental housing developments constructed since 1995 
are: Indian River Apartments, Sunset Apartments, Kyles Run, Gardenia Gardens, River Park Place, 
Lindsey Gardens, Club at Vero, Woods of Vero, Walker Avenue Club, Pinnacle Grove, Palms of 
Vero Beach, Sandy Pines, Grace Landing, Pelican Isle, Sonrise Villas, Whispering Pines and Gifford 
Grove. These projects have increased the number of affordable housing rental units available to 
county residents by 2,734. 

The County's housing delivery system consists of a public and private partnership. In the past, the 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
county's role has been to designate lands with appropriate density, provide public facilities and 
services, and adopt regulations that facilitate the provision of housing, especially affordable housing, 
within the county. In the last 15 years, however, the county has also provided direct assistance to very 
low, low, and moderate income households for home purchases or rehabilitation. Currently, the 
county provides more than 50% of the cost of building Habitat for Humanity homes. 

While the county provides funding assistance for qualifying households, the private sector provides the 
majority of financing for these households as well as the actual construction of the housing units. At 
least 95% of all new housing units in the county are built by the private sector without any direct 
government assistance. These represent a variety of housing types which accommodate households in 
various income categories. In this way, the public and private sectors work together to provide 
housing within Indian River County. 

Housing Affordability 

To assess the affordability of housing within the county, median housing value, median monthly rent, 
and median household income must be examined. Basically, housing affordability is the relationship 
between housing cost and household income. 

• Housing Cost 

According to census information, the median sales price of housing units in Indian River County 
increased from $78,800 in 1989 to $104,000 in 1999, an increase of32%. Also, median monthly rent 
increased from $505 per month in 1989 to $615 per month in 1999, an increase of28%. During that 
same period, median household income increased from $28,961 to 39,635, an increase of26%. (Note: 
the census median household income figure is different from the HUD median household figure 
provided on the next page). These housing costs and income figures indicate that, in the 1989 to 1999 
period, income increases generally kept pace with increases in housing costs. 

According to the Florida Association of Realtors, the median housing sales price for the Ft. Pierce -
Port St. Lucie Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), including Indian River County, grew from 
$79,200 in January, 2000 to $261,500, in January, 2006, a 230% increase (Table 3). During that time 
period, median household income increased from $47,700 to $55,500, only a 16% increase. That 
means that, in recent years, the median price of homes outpaced median income by more than 14 fold. 
As expected, the significant increase in housing costs compared to the much lower increase in 
household income produced housing affordability problems. 

The significant increase in housing costs between 2000 to 2006 can be attributed to a number of 
factors. These factors range from the real estate market to government regulation and include many 
others. It is important to consider the components of housing cost, because addressing housing cost is 
one way to address the housing affordability problem. 

Of all the factors affecting housing cost, market demand is probably the most significant. In coastal 
Florida, there has long been a high demand for housing from affluent retirees and second home buyers. 
This demand has increased the cost of land and housing units in the coastal areas of Florida more than 

in non-coastal areas. During the 2004 to 2006 period, however, market demand was more influenced 
by investors, speculators, and sub-prime lending practices. These factors resulted in artificially 
inflated demand for housing and a corresponding increase in housing prices. 
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While market demand was a significant component in the 2000 to 2006 housing cost increases, other 
components contributing to the rise in housing prices included construction cost increases, property 
insurance increases, and high property taxes. Since the hurricanes of 2004 and 2005, property 
insurance rates have doubled or tripled. Construction costs, particularly concrete prices and roofing 
material prices, have also significantly increased since the hurricanes. With the increase in housing 
values, property taxes have significantly risen for those residents not protected by the Save Our Homes 
law. 

Also affecting housing cost is government regulation. In a low density area such as Indian River 
County, density limitations impact housing costs. Besides density, other regulations also increase 
development costs and thereby the cost of housing. Some of these cost increasing regulations include 
enhanced landscaping and buffer requirements, additional open space requirements, and new bonding 
requirements. Finally, government imposed impact fees also raise housing costs. 

Just because government regulations and fees increase housing cost, however, does not warrant 
eliminating those regulations or fees. Most regulations address safety or aesthetics, while fees cover 
costs incurred by feepayers. If regulations are eliminated, community goals may not be met. If fees are 
eliminated, costs are shifted to other payers. 

Recently, housing costs have declined. In January 2007, the median sale price for homes had 
decreased to $241,000; in December 2007, the sale price for homes further decreased to $196,800, a 
25% reduction from January 2006. From 2006 to 2007, median household income for the county 
decreased from $55,500 to $54,100. 

A review of the data from the Indian River County Board of Realtors Multiple Listing Service (MLS) 
confirms that housing costs are declining. Of the 3,165 units that sold in 2005, only 195 units were 
priced less than $100,000. In 2006, only 117 of2,301 units that sold were priced less than $100,000. 
In 2007, however, 213 of 1,979 units that sold were priced less than $100,000. This trend indicates 
that, since 2007, the price of housing has decreased and that the housing affordability problems that 
arose in the 2004 to 2006 period are moderating. 

- Household Income and Housing Cost 

According to the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC)'s 2006 Outreach report, the Fair 
Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment in Indian River County was $734 in 2006. In order 
to afford this level of rent and utilities without paying more than 30% of its income for housing, a 
household must earn $2,247 monthly, or $29,360 annually. Assuming a 40 hour work week, 52 weeks 
per year, this level of income translates into a hourly wage of $14.12 for a one worker household. 

In Indian River County, a minimum wage worker earns an hourly wage of $6.40. To afford the Fair 
Market Rent (FMR) for a two-bedroom apartment, a minimum wage earner must work 88 hours per 
week, 52 weeks per year. Or, a household must include 2.2 minimum wage earners working 40 hours 
per week year-round in order to make the two bedroom FMR affordable. 

At this time, the estimated mean (average) wage for a renter in Indian River County is $10.22 an hour. 
In order to afford the FMR for a two-bedroom apartment at this wage, a renter must work 55 hours 

per week, 52 weeks per year. Working 40 hours per week year-round, a household must include 1.4 
workers earning the mean renter wage in order to make the two-bedroom FMR affordable. 
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Currently, the monthly Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payment for an individual in Indian River 
County is $603. If SSI represents an individual's sole source of income, $181 in monthly rent is 
affordable, while the FMR for a one-bedroom apartment is $575. 

- Affordability 

One measure of housing affordability is the home price/household income ratio, or housing cost as a 
percentage of income. The table below from the Central Florida Workforce Housing Toolkit relates 
the home price/household income ratio to housing affordability. 

Table 2 
Housing Affordability Ratings 

Rating Home Price/Income Ratio Housing Cost as % of 
Income 

Severely Unaffordable 5.1 and more 51 % or hiQher 
Seriously Unaffordable 4.1 to 5.0 41%to50% 
Moderately Unaffordable 3.lto4.0 31% to 40% 
Affordable 3.0 or less 30% or less 

Source: Central Flonda Workforce HousmgToolkit 

Based on the methodology from the Central Florida Workforce Housing Toolkit, the median sales 
price/household income ratios for Indian River County were calculated. These are shown in Table 3. 
Table 3 indicates that, through 2003, the prices of homes in the region were affordable. By 2005, the 
purchase prices of homes had become seriously unaffordable. In 2007, however, median housing 
prices decreased, and now housing prices are only moderately unaffordable. 

In the last few years, affordable housing has become a significant issue for the region's workforce. 
With current housing prices, households with one full-time worker or even two full-time workers often 
carmot afford to live in the community where they work. Consequently, many of the region's workers, 
including teachers, firefighters, service workers and others vital to the community, increasingly find 
themselves priced out of the housing market 

Year 

2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
Indian 

Table3 
Indian River County 

Median Household Income - Median Home Sale Price Comparison 

Median Household Income Median Home Price (January) 

$47,700 $79,200 
$48,400 $98,200 
$52,400 $109,200 
$50,900 $141,600 
$52,400 $] 71,200 
$53,250 $228,800 

River Count y 

Home Price/ 
Income Ratio 

1.66 
2.03 
2.08 
2.78 
3.27 
4.30 
1 0 
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Year Median Household Income Median Home Price (January) Home Price/ 

Income Ratio 
2006 $55,500 $261,500 4.71 
2007 $54,100 $241,000 4.45 
2007 Dec. $54,100 $196,800 3.63 

Source: - Median Household Income HUD 
- Median Single Family Existing Homesite Price, Florida Association of Realtors (Ft. 
Peirce - Port St. Lucie Metropolitan Statistical Area including Indian River County) 

Generally, households needing assistance are extremely low and very low income households, those 
with annual incomes ofless than $24,999. According to the Census, 14,698 households were in those 
two income categories in 2000. Because of high housing costs, many of these 14,698 households may 
have housing affordability problems. 

- Cost Burden 

Based on the definition of affordable housing, a housing unit is affordable if a household's monthly 
housing expenses do not exceed 30% of the household's gross income. For owner occupied 
households, housing cost includes principal, interest, taxes, and insurance. According to the 2000 
census (Appendix "A"), 5,881 (21.60%) owner households within the county were paying more than 
30 percent of their income for housing costs. 

For renter households, housing cost includes contract rent and some allowance for utilities. In 2000, 
4,414 (40.30%) renter households within the county were paying more than 30 percent of their income 
for rent. In some cases, this represents an affordability problem, but in other cases this represents 
people choosing to spend a higher percentage of their income to obtain better housing. 

According to the Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, 13,577 Indian River County households 
paid more than 30% of their income for housing in 2005. In the same year, 5,066 county households 
paid more than 50% of their income for housing. Table 4 provides a break down of cost burden 
between homeowners and renters. 

Table 4 
Indian River County 

2005 Cost Burden 

Households paying between 30- Households paying more 
50% of income for housing than 50% of income for 

housing 
Owner households 5,747 3,113 
Renter households 2,764 1,953 
Total 8,511 5,066 

Table 5 provides a breakdown of cost burden by income group. 

Indian River County 

Total 

8,860 
4,717 
13,577 
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Household income as 
percentage of Area Median 
Income ( AMI) 
(ELI) Less than 30% AMI 
(VLI) 30 - 59.90% AMI 
(LI) 60-79.90% AMI 
(MI) 80+ % AMI 
Total 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Table 5 
Indian River County 

2005 Cost Burden by Income Group 

Households paying Households paying 
between 30-50% of 50% or more of 
income for housing income for housing 

764 2,178 
2,531 1,970 
1,796 434 
3,420 484 
8,511 5,066 

Total 

2,942 
4,501 
2,230 
3,904 
13,577 

ELI: Extremely Low Income, VLI: Very Low Income, LI: Low Income, MI: Moderate Income 

Most likely, the 13,577 households identified in Table 5 are having housing affordability problems. 
Of these 13,577 households, 9,673 households are very low income or low income. These 9,763 very 
low and low-income households are surely having housing affordability problems. 

Because housing prices have so significantly outpaced household income, housing experts now 
recognize that, even though a limit of 30% of a household's income allocation for housing costs is a 
good social goal, this 30% allocation limit is not economically feasible anymore. In fact, most 
financial institutions now consider 35-45 percent of household income as a better measure of how 
much income could be spent for housing costs. 

With a 30% allocation limit, a household can purchase a house with a mortgage that is approximately 
3 times its household gross annual income. In those cases where households do not have any other 
debt and can allocate more income for housing cost, then they can purchase a higher priced home. 
With a 45% allocation limit, for example, a household could purchase a house with a mortgage 
approximately 4.5 times the household's gross annual income. Consequently, a 45% front end ratio 
may be an appropriate measure for moderate income and workforce households, since they have more 
disposable income. 

The above information indicates that there is a need for additional assistance to very low and low 
income households. Even though funds are available for assisting households through the county's 
Local Housing Assistance Program, these funds are not sufficient to address all needs. 

Housing Need 

Housing need is defined as the number of new dwelling units that must be constructed within a certain 
timeframe to accommodate a projected future population. For Indian River County, the University of 
Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) population projections are used to project 
the number of future households and, consequently, the number of units needed to house those 
households. Assuming a 15% rate for seasonal and vacant units, the total needed units are then 
calculated. For years 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030, the total number of additional units needed 
was determined by subtracting existing units from projected units. Based on these projections, an 
additional 33,023 units must be constructed between now and 2030. 
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Housing Need 

Indian River County 

2010 2015 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

2020 2025 2030 
A. BEBR Pooulation Proiections 150,000 166,800 182,400 196,200 209,000 
B. Average Household Size 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 2.25 
C. Number of Households (nop. + house size) 66,666 74,133 81,066 87,200 92,888 
D. Seasonal and Vacant Units (15% of total) 9,999 11,119 12,159 13,080 13,933 
Total Housing Units Needed (C+D) 76,665 85,252 93,225 100,280 106,821 
Existing 2005 single family and mobile home 55,831 55,831 55,831 55,831 55,831 
units 
Existing 2005 Multi-familv Units 17,967 17,967 17,967 17,967 17,967 
Total 2005 Units 73,798 73,798 73,798 73,798 73,798 
Housing Unit Needed (demand - current 2,867 11,454 19,427 26,482 33,023 
number of units) 

• Special Housing Needs 

In determining housing needs, there are several population categories that warrant particular 
consideration. These are the elderly, the low income disabled, and farmworkers. One population 
category that warrants particular consideration from a housing needs perspective is the elderly. The 
following table shows the percentage of Indian River County households headed by a person 65 or 
older as reported by the 1990 census, the 2000 census, and the 2005 Shimberg Center for affordable 
housing estimate. 

Percentage of 

Table 7 
Percentage of Elderly Head of Households 

Indian River County 

1990 Census 2000 Census 
Households 

headed by a person of 65 or 28.75% 36.09% 
older 

2005 Shimbern: 

41% 

Compared to other areas, Indian River County has a high percentage of elderly households ( 41 % in 
2005). According to the Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, the percentage of elderly 
households in the state is 27%. 

In Indian River County, future housing needs for elderly households (65+) were projected by utilizing 
2005 Shimberg Center figures which indicate that 41 % of households were headed by an elderly 
person. The following table shows the projected number of elderly households within the county. 
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Elderly households 
(Couuty Total) 

Table 8 
Projected Number for Housing for Elderly (65+) 

(41 % of Total Housing Units) 

2010 2015 2020 2025 
31,432 34,953 38,222 41,115 

2030 
43,797 

Many of these elderly households, however, are affluent retirees who do not have housing affordability 
problems. Consequently, the couuty targets its housing assistance resources to very low, low and 
moderate income elderly households. By targeting assistance to very low, low, and moderate income 
households generally, the couuty also provides assistance to elderly households withich fall in those 
income categories and need assistance. Based on the couuty' s SHIP program having assisted I 69 
elderly households between 1993 and 2007, it appears that the elderly household special need category 
is being adequately served with current policies. 

A second special need category is low-income disabled persons. According to the Shimberg Center for 
Affordable Housing, there were 5,899 low-income households that included at least one person aged 
15 or older with a disability in Indian River Couuty in 2000. These households have incomes below 
60% of the area median. In 2000, the 5,899 low income disabled households represented 10 % of total 
households. 

Based on the I 0% figure, the number of low-income disabled households was projected through 2030. 
These projections are shown in table 9. Some of these households might be included in the elderly 
household projections provided above. As with other low income groups, low income disabled 
households are eligible for SHIP and similar program assistance. Through the SHIP program, the 
couuty provides assistance to very low and low-income disabled households. In the past, that 
assistance has included rehabilitation loans and grants to make homes handicapped accessible. 

Couuty Total 

Table 9 
Projected Number for Low-Income Disabled Households 

(10% of Total Housing Units) 

2010 2015 2020 2025 
7,666 8,525 9,322 10,028 

2030 
10,682 

Another special housing needs group is farmworkers. According to the Schimberg Center for 
Affordable Housing's 2004 "The Need for Farmworker Housing in Florida" report, there were 2,622 
farmworker households in Indian River Couuty in 2002. These 2,622 farmworker households 
represented 4,271 persons. Currently, there are 2 farmworker housing camps having a capacity of 835 
uuits within the couuty. Also, there are two rural development farmworker housing projects 
(Orangewood Park and Victory Park) with 100 uuits each. A majority of the county's farmworkers, 
however, live in single-family units or mobile homes within or arouud the City of Fellsmere. Due to 
the decline in citrus production within the couuty, it is estimated that farmworker housing needs will 
decline over time. Therefore, no shortage of farmworker housing is anticipated. 

As part of its overall housing strategy, the couuty targets some of its housing assistance funds for 
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farmworker housing units. The county also works with private agricultural growers to identify needs 
for farmworker housing and to assist farmworkers in satisfying those needs. 

At this time, there is no need for additional farmworker housing strategy. 

Substandard Housing Conditions 

According to 2000 census data, most of the county's housing units (more than 91 %) were built after 
1960. Because less than 9 percent of the county's housing was built before 1960, there are not many 
age related problems with the county's housing stock. 

Appendix "A" shows that, between 1990 to 2000, the number of units lacking complete plumbing 
facilities decreased from 206 to 108, and the number of units with no heating facilities increased from 
456 to 4 77. These figures indicate that the number of substandard units has declined over time. 

Even though there is not a major substandard housing problem within the county, the county has 
provided rehabilitation loans through State Housing Initiatives Partnership (SHIP) program, Hurricane 
Housing Recovery (HHR) program, and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program to 
owner occupied housing units to ensure that units are in good condition and houses are safe for 
occupancy. Besides rehabbing substantial units through its various housing programs, the county also 
addresses substandard conditions by providing households living in substandard units with new 
housing and razing the vacated substandard units where those units cannot be rehabilitated. In the 
future, the county will continue to provide SHIP rehabilitation loan assistance to qualified households. 

Overcrowded Conditions 

Another housing condition that must be considered is overcrowding. Between 1990 to 2000, the 
number of occupied housing units with more than 1.1 persons per room increased from 1,016 to 1,431. 
Generally, overcrowded conditions occur when families cannot afford to rent or buy a home large 

enough to accommodate their entire family. As housing costs increase, more people tend to share the 
same unit, and overcrowding occurs. Households that live in overcrowded units usually face housing 
affordability problems. 

Through SHIP, HHR, and other federal and state programs, the county has increased the affordable 
housing stock so residents are not forced to live in overcrowded conditions. More affordable housing, 
however, is needed, and the county will need to continue to provide assistance through its SHIP 
program to qualified households. 

Infrastructure and Community Development Characteristics 

Within the county, there are some older neighborhoods with inadequate infrastructure. These 
neighborhoods lack paved roads, adequate drainage facilities, and centralized water and sewer. When 
the county retrofits a neighborhood to provide these improvements, the funding is usually derived 
through an assessment. With this process, benefiting property owners pay some or most of the cost of 
the improvement. For some of the neighborhoods, however, this is not a viable solution because the 
homeowners in the neighborhood cannot afford to pay for assessments. 

Besides assessments, there are other sources of funding for infrastructure improvements. Among these 
sourc_es is !hf Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program. Currently, the county has a 
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CDBG grant to make infrastructure improvements in the Wabasso and Rockridge areas. Although the 
CDBG program is a good funding source for infrastructure improvements, the program is competitive 
and has limited funds. Project ranking criteria also make it difficult for Indian River County to obtain 
CDBG funding. 

The areas that have infrastructure deficiencies are some portions of Wabasso and Oslo; limited areas in 
Gifford; and a small area adjacent to the City of Fellsmere. Also subdivisions such as Vero Lake 
Estates and Pinetree Park also have infrastructure deficiencies. While infrastructure improvements 
have been made in some of these areas, there are still infrastructure deficiencies in the county. 

In areas with a high concentration of low to moderate income households, the county is utilizing state 
and federal grant programs to address infrastructure deficiencies. For other areas, the county assesses 
residents for the cost of infrastructure projects so that the people benefiting from these projects pay for 
a portion of the cost while the county pays for a portion of the cost. 

Homeownership 

An important factor in improving neighborhoods is increasing the percentage of home ownership. 
Generally, homeowners maintain their property and their neighborhood better than renters. One 
advantage of the SHIP and HHR programs is that both focus on homeownership. In Indian River 
County, 66% of all units are owner-occupied, while only 19% are renter occupied. The remaining 
units are vacant. 

County Regulations and Programs 

Since the last major plan update of the comprehensive plan, the county has established several housing 
programs and enacted regulations to address various housing problems. In addition, the county has 
reviewed all of its ordinances and regulations to determine if any ordinances or regulations 
unnecessarily increase housing costs. Where appropriate, regulations and ordinances were revised to 
encourage the provision of affordable housing within the county. 

Overall, the county's affordable housing related programs and regulations consist of the following: 

*Provisions for up to a 20% affordable housing density bonus for affordable development projects. 

*Provisions for small lot subdivisions with reduced setback, lot size, and lot width requirements for 
affordable development projects. 

* Allowance for accessory single-family dwelling units m all agricultural and residential zonmg 
districts. 

* Allowance for multi-family dwelling units, such as apartments over commercial buildings, m 
conjunction with commercial development. 

* Allowance for zero lot line subdivisions. 

*Provisions for density transfer from wetland properties to upland properties. 

* Affordable housing assistance through the county's Local Housing Assistance Program, Hurricane 
Housing Recovery (HHR) Program, and other affordable housing programs. 
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Some of these allowances, such as the 20% affordable housing density bonus, the accessory single
family dwelling unit provision, the allowance of multi-family dwelling units in conjunction with 
commercial development, and the provision for zero lot line subdivisions, have been used by 
developers. For example, the density bonus provision has helped some developers obtain funding 
from the state's Low-income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program. This has produced some much 
needed affordable rental housing within the county. 

• SHIP and HHR Programs 

Indian River County's Local Housing Assistance Program (LHAP) has been in effect since June of 
1993. This program is funded with money from the State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program 
(SHIP) and loan re-payments from the county's revolving SHIP loan program. All funds are deposited 
in the county's affordable housing trust fund. The LHAP provides downpayment/closing cost loan 
assistance, rehabilitation loan or grant assistance, impact fee/capacity charge loan or grant assistance, 
emergency disaster repair grant assistance, and land acquisition loan assistance to extremely low 
income, very low income, low income, and moderate income households. 

Each year, the county earmarks some of the SHIP funds for Habitat for Humanity (HFH) clients. This 
earmarking is beneficial to HFH and to the county. Overall, SHIP funds pay more than 50% of the 
cost of building each HFH home, thereby allowing HFH to build more units. Since HFH constructs 
new housing units for extremely low, very low, and low income households, HFH helps the county 
meet state requirements that mandate at least 30% of SHIP funds be utilized by very low income 
households and 30% by low income households. Also, HFH helps the county meet the requirement 
that at least 75% of the funds be used for construction. 

Since 2000, the amount of SHIP assistance per applicant has increased threefold to address the 
substantial increase in housing prices. For example, downpayment/closing costs assistance for very 
low income households increased from $15,000 to $50,000 between 1995 and 2005 and then reduced 
to $30,000 in 2007. Although this per applicant increase in SHIP funding allows very low income and 
low income households to qualify for home purchases, this higher funding results in fewer applicants 
being assisted. With the amount of rehabilitation assistance per housing unit increased, the county's 
program ensures that all code and safety issues are addressed with owner occupied housing 
rehabilitation projects. 

As structured, SHIP loans are deferred payment loans that applicants do not have to pay back until 
they sell their assisted unit. Generally, SHIP loans are subordinated to a first mortgage on an assisted 
unit. If a SHIP recipient refinances his first mortgage and receives cash back, the county will not 
subordinate its SHIP loan to the refinanced first mortgage, and the SHIP loan must be paid back. 

As of January 2008, almost 32% of SHIP loans had been paid back. These SHIP funds revert to the 
main housing trust fund and are available to assist other applicants. Although funds derived from 
repaid SHIP loans are available to assist other applicants, SHIP loan repayments associated with cash 
out refinancings reflect a problem. Almost invariably, a cash out refinancing leaves a household with 
more debt, higher payments, and an increased probability of foreclosure. To discourage this practice, 
the county recently revised its Local Housing Assistance Plan to impose a simple annual interest rate 
of 3% on SHIP loans to very low and low income households and 5% on SHIP loans to moderate 
income households. These interest charges are forgiven after 10 years for VLI and LI households and 
after 20 years for MI households. 
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After the 2004 hurricanes, the county was awarded a one time allocation of Hurricane Housing 
Recovery (HHR) funds. As structured, HHR assistance strategies are similar to SHIP assistance 
strategies. Unlike the SHIP program, however, HHR funds may be used and in Indian River County 
have been used to assist qualified households with replacement of existing homes and mobile homes 
that were destroyed through the hurricanes. Also, HHR assistance is available to rehabilitate existing 
rental units and to match other state and federal funds for building new affordable housing projects. 

Another housing program used by the county is the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
Program, a federal program that, in Florida, is administered by the Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA). In Indian River County, the CDBG program has been used to rehabilitate or replace 24 
existing homes for very low and low income families. For non-entitlement communities, such as 
Indian River County, these funds are provided through a competitive application process. 

Through its Local Housing Assistance Program, the county provides assistance to very low, low, and 
moderate income households. As of January I, 2008, 855 households had received assistance from the 
county's program. As structured, the county's Local Housing Assistance Program works through a 
partnership of lenders, builders, contractors, real estate agents, non-profit organizations, and the 
county. In addition to the households assisted through the local housing assistance program, 460 
households have received assistance through the county's Hurricane Housing Recovery (HHR) 
program, while 24 households have received assistance through the Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) housing rehabilitation program. 

The following tables provide a sunnnary of SHIP and HHR assistance as of January 1, 2008 
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Table 10 
SHIP Program Summary 

State FY Amount of SHIP SHIP Number of Number and% of Loans Approved by Income Category by 
(July 1-June Allocations Repayments Loans FY 

and other 30) (State funding Approved by 
VLI % LI % MI % only) Program FY 

92-93 $250,000.00 
93-94 $250,000.00 
94-95 $250,000.00 
95-96 $565,773.00 
96-97 $632,136.00 
97-98 $622,455.00 
98-99 $903,723.00 
99-2000 $749,773.00 
2000-01 $1,205,592.00 
2001-02 $1,023,335.00 
2002-03 $1,195,168.00 
2003-04 $955,048.00 
2004-05 $916,659.00 
2005-06 $930,319.00 
2006-07 $1,209,521.00 
2007-08 $1,231,134.00 
YTD 

TOTAL $12,890,636.00 
ELI- Extremely Low Income 

VLI- Very Low Income 

LI - Low Income 

tv1I - Moderate Income 

Incomes 

41 13 
37 12 -
30 II 

$14,358.95 58 19 
$29,887.06 74 34 
$50,489.83 65 22 
$76,289.63 64 23 
$62,361.43 45 19 
$94,288.47 74 27 

$117,946.26 70 26 
$263,472.59 84 40 
$429,002.84 66 32 
$780,843.50 54 23 
$776,332.65 46 22 
$571,296.01 41 II 
$267,308.54 6 2 

$3,533,877.76 855 335 

Table 11 
HHR Program Summary 

31.71% 17 41.46% II 26.83% 
32.43% 18 48.65% 7 18.92% 
36.67% 13 43.33% 6 20.00% 
32.76% 35 60.34% 4 6.90% 
45.95% 35 47.30% 5 6.76% 
33.85% 36 55.38% 7 10.77% 
35.94% 37 57.81% 4 6.25% 
42.22% 21 46.67% 5 11.11% 
36.49% 35 47.30% 12 16.22% 
37.14% 34 48.57% 10 14.29% 
47.62% 36 42.86% 8 9.52% 
48.48% 22 33.33% 12 18.18% 
42.59% 17 31.48% 14 25.93% 
47.83% 17 36.96% 7 15.22% 
26.83% 15 36.59% 15 36.59% 
33.33% I 16.67% 3 50.00% 

39.18% 390 45.61% 130 15.20% 

State FY Amount of Number of Number and % of Assisted Units for Approved Loans by Income Category 
(July 1- HHR Assisted Units 
June30) Allocations for Approved 

(State Funding LoansYTD 
only) ELI % VLI % LI % MI 

2005/06-
2007/08 YTD $14,563,228.00 460 126 27.39% 209 45.43% 96 20.87% 29 

• Other Funding Programs 

Besides SHIP and HHR assisted units, there are 2,634 subsidized rental housing units within the 
county. These units were produced through federal and state housing programs such as the Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program, the state bond program, and others (see tables 12 and 
13). 
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PROJECT NAME 

. 

Victqry-Park 
· .. 

Sunset Apartments 

OrangewOod Park . .. · 
Gifford Grove 

. 
Indian River ·. 

Apartments 

Kyles Run 
. 

Table 12 
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING PROJECTS 

UNINCORPORATED INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

PROJECT # NUMBER OF TYPE OF SUBSIDY YEAR 
UNITS SET- APPROVED 
ASIDE 

. I · .. . 100 Farmers Home 1989 
Admiilistration . I ; • 

96110114 36 LIHTC* 1997 
· ... ·.• ... · 

1992;\t<····.• 100 .. .·Farmers Home 
;, ·. 

... AdministratiOn . . · .. ·.. . 
94010142 61 LIHTC 1993 

(single-
family 
rental) 

cc . .. 
941101:,4 180 LIHTC 1994 

. . < ; .. 
95110062 200 LIHTC 1996 

:--: > · . . .. 

DATE LENGTH OF 
RESTRICTED RESTRICTED 

PERIOD BEGAN PERIOD 

, 11/4/88 20 
· . 

years 
. 
. 

3/25/98 50 years 

9/5/nc 
.· ··. 

20 years 
. · .. ., . 

6/13/96 30 years 

2/9/96 50 r~ars 
·:': . 

12/11/97 50 years 
"'•.:·· 

:i.9'93 :i'/i6/98 Gardeni.a Gardens 960.40048 80 HUD,· 

··' :td , 
40 yeqrs 

.. I.e. . I. pr·o·j:ect/Elder:l;y;· 
..:.I 

.. ·.· 

· Housing P.r9,j}='·~6' 

River Park Place 97080124 144 LIHTC/Elderly 1997 
Housing Project 

·. ~ 

Lindsey Gardens, :Ph. 96030057 96 LIHTC < 1997 
I . . ··.• ... .. ···•. 

Lindsey Gardens Ph. 2002040003 State Bond 
,,..v-J.t. 

II 72 Program 
. 

State:i,Bo!ld I tf9s 
The Club at Vero 96030.057 184 

• Prq9r.ain/ Elderly .. • . .. 
.. ( J;!9U,Sing Proj e;=:r, 

Woods of Vero 98010133 176 state Bond 2000-01 
Program 

.. . 
',The Walker AVE$:riue 9 .. 6120101 ' 172 State-Bond . 2000 
Club . P:i;ogram .. 

Briar Wood of Vero 45 LIHTC 1989 
3each 

Pinnacle Groves 2001120128 234 State iBond 2.003 
.. · . .... . Prog_rrim 

The Palms of Vero 259 State Bond 2003 
Beach Program 

Total Multi-Family Rental Units Set-Aside: 2,078 Units 
Total Single-Family Rental Units Set-Aside: 61 Units 
*LIHTC: Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
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. 
6/24/99 50 years 

'. 
1/6/17/99 ....... •. 

. ·-••·••·· 

50 years 
I ··. 

. 

4/27/04 30 years 

(tf.{15/0 . < . ;i.o years 

. /;! \;'.✓ ' .. 
9/4/01 38 years 

9/4/02 > . ··• 30 years 
.. 

. · .. 

9/14/89 15 years 

1/18/05 .. , 0 years . 

. < . ·.• . 

5/31/05 30 years 

20 
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Table 13 
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING PROJECTS 

IN MUNICIPALITIES WITHIN INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

PROJECT MUNICIPALITY NUMBER TYPE OF YEAR RESTRICTED LENGTH OF 
NAME NAME OF SUBSIDY APPROVED PERIOD RESTRICTED 

UNITS BEGAN PERIOD 

Sandy City of 45 LIHTC 1993 6/12/96 30 years 
Pines Sebastian 

Grace City of 69 LIHTC 1996 4/29/98 so years 
Landing Sebastian (Elderly) 

Pelican City of 150 LIHTC '2.003 8/1.6/2005 
Isles Sebastian 

Sonrise City of 160 LIHTC 2003 8/16/2004 
Villas Fellsmere { tarmworkers 

housing) 

Whispering City of 71. HUD and U;S; 2003.::_04 · 9/24/01 
Pines Fells.mere Dept. o:E. 

l\.gricul tur.e 
{farmworkers 
llousiI)g) 

Total Multi-Family Rental units: 495 units 

Total subsidized housing units in the county and municipalities= 2,078 + 61 + 495 = 2,634 

Housing Conditions Summary 

Currently, housing conditions, particularly the relationship between housing cost and household 
income, are in a state of flux. This applies to the county as a whole, but more so to the State of Florida 
and Indian River County. 

Until the housing boom of 2004-2006, housing cost and household income generally grew in sync. 
Prior to the boom, housing problems primarily affected the low and very low segments of the 
population. Workforce housing in the pre-2004 period was generally affordable to the workforce. 

In the 2004 to 2006 period, housing cost and household income diverged significantly. Consequently, 
there were more housing affordability problems in the moderate income category and an emphasis on 
addressing workforce housing issues. With the recent decreases in housing prices, however, it appears 
that the housing cost increases in the 2004 to 2006 period were unsustainable and that housing will 
probably return to levels more in line with the historic relationship between housing cost and 
household income. 

If the housing cost decrease trend continues, then the housing issue focus can shift back to low and 
very low income households, with less emphasis on moderate income households and workforce 
housing. This will allow resources to be concentrated on a smaller segment of the population, with the 
result being that a higher percentage of the smaller segment can be assisted. 

In terms of housing assistance strategies, there are generally two types. One type is monetary 
assistance, where a household can be provided grants or loans for purchasing housing or rehabilitating 
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a substandard housing unit or where a household is provided an ongoing rental subsidy. Another type 
of housing strategy is where actions are taken to reduce the cost of housing. These actions can involve 
increasing densities, providing affordable housing density bonuses, or implementing inclusionary 
zoning requirements. Some of these strategies are discussed in the next section. 

Of the strategies being used in Indian River County, the most successful is the Habitat for Humanity 
model. This model combines housing cost reduction with monetary housing assistance. In addition, 
Habitat for Humanity provides homebuyer education and on-going mentoring. 

With Habitat projects, housing unit costs are reduced by building small, no-frill houses on small lots. 
Costs are further reduced by the use of volunteer workers, sweat equity from Habitat clients, and 
donated materials. Even with those cost reducing initiatives, Habitat clients receive county SHIP loans 
for almost half of the cost of their housing unit. 

More importantly, Habitat for Humanity focuses its efforts on the population segments which are most 
housing disadvantaged. These are primarily very low and low income households. Indian River 
County's policy is to continue to support Habitat for Humanity, continue to provide assistance to 
Habitat clients, and encourage other organizations to provide housing assistance in the manner that 
Habitat for Humanity does. 

HOUSING STRIITEGY IINIILYSIS 

Throughout the state and the country, there are various strategies used by local jurisdictions to address 
housing problems and needs. These strategies have advantages and disadvantages. Some of these 
strategies could be appropriate for Indian River County. 
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Community Land Trust (CLT) 

One tool to provide homeownership opportunities to households that would otherwise be renters is a 
Community Land Trust. A Community Land Trust (CLT) is a nonprofit organization that seeks to 
preserve housing affordability over the long term. A CLT preserves housing affordability by selling 
homes to low or moderate income families, but retaining ownership of the land under these homes. 
The CL T then leases the land to a homeowner for 99 years, while the homeowner owns the structure. 

Buyers of land trust homes agree that, when they move, they will sell their home to another low or 
moderate income family at an affordable price. Consequently, resale of CLT units is limited to income 
eligible households, and resale prices are limited to keep CL T units affordable for the next homebuyer. 
By owning the land under the house, the land trust ensures that the subsidy is retained for the benefit 
of subsequent families. Therefore, the owner of a CLT unit may share in the equity produced by the 
sale of a CLT unit, but will not realize a market rate of return. 

According to Central Florida Workforce Housing Toolkit, some of the most established CLT's are 
Durham, North Carolina; Burlington, Vermont; The New Town, Tempe, Arizona; Sawmill, 
Albuquerque, New Mexico; Middle Key, Florida; and Hannibal Square, Winter Park, Florida. 

Generally, CLTs are used: 

• In fast-growing areas, where the price of real estate is escalating rapidly. They can be used in 
gentrifying areas to preserve a community's character. Limits on resale prices ensure that 
some housing remains affordable, even in these areas. 

• In disinvested neighborhoods, where CL Ts can be used to increase owner occupancy, decrease 
absentee ownership, improve the physical condition of housing and stabilize the community. 
Such CL Ts assist not only the buyers of the CLT homes, but also existing homeowners in the 
area, who likely are lower income families. 

• In expensive resort communities, where CLTs can provide housing for the community's 
workers. 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Provides permanent stock of affordable & workforce housing 
Lowers housing cost 
Provides some return of equity 
Provides for deduction of mortgage interest payments 
Provides financial stability (no fear ofrent increase) 
No cost to the county 

Better for a household than renting, but not as good as traditional home ownership 
Resale restriction limits ability of the owner to utilize full equity 
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Resale formula must be prepared carefully to provide some benefit to homeowner without 
making the house unaffordable for the next homebuyer 
Mechanics of resale ( direct sale or through CLT) is complicated and must be established 
upfront 
Payment of ad valorem taxes and insurance are additional costs that an owner of a CLT 
home must incur that a renter does not 

Conclusion: 

A CLT is an effective method of providing affordable homeownership opportunities. Although CLTs 
are generally established by private non-profit groups, local governments usually assist non-profit 
housing groups which are willing to form CLTs. This assistance may involve providing technical 
assistance, or providing surplus properties appropriate for affordable housing and others. The county 
should support any non-profit housing organization seeking to establish a CLT by providing surplus 
lands appropriate for affordable housing, when available, and technical assistance as needed. 
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Private/Public Housing Trust Fund 

Housing Trust Funds generally are established through an ordinance or legislation passed by a county, 
city, or state legislature. Two steps are necessary to create a Housing Trust Fund. First, a revenue 
source must be dedicated to the Housing Trust Fund, or other obligations (e.g., developer extractions) 
that create revenue must be established. Second, the Housing Trust Fund must be created as a separate 
and distinct entity that can receive and disburse funds. Currently, the county has a housing trust fund 
for SHIP program funds and an HHR trust fund for HHR program funds. 

A private/public housing trust fund may be established by a city or county to collect public and private 
funds that may be used to assist income eligible households with the provision of affordable housing 
this private/public trust fund would be separate from a SHIP trust fund. 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Can provide gap financing (low interest loan or grant) 
No cost to the county, unless the county decides to contribute to the trust fund 
Local governments that cannot provide affordable housing within their jurisdictions could 
contribute to a trust fund 
Could be used as match to get other federal or state funds 
Additional funding for provision of Affordable or Workforce Housing (gap financing or 
leveraging other funds). 

No major issues 

Conclusion: 

Establishing a private/public housing trust fund could facilitate the provision of more affordable 
housing. Within Indian River County, high cost barrier island towns that cannot provide affordable 
housing within their jurisdiction could contribute to a private/public affordable housing trust fund. 
Also, private parties, businesses, and developers could contribute funds to this trust fund. The county 
should establish a private/public housing trust fund separate from its current SHIP and HHR trust 
funds. 
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Community Development Corporation (CDC) 

Community Development Corporation (CDC) is a broad term referring to not-for-profit organizations 
incorporated to provide programs, offer services, and engage in other activities that promote and 
support a community. CDCs usually serve a geographic location such as a neighborhood or a town. 
They often focus on serving lower-income residents or struggling neighborhoods. They can be 
involved in a variety of activities, including economic development, education, and real estate 
development. These organizations are often associated with the development of affordable housing. 

Activities: 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

• Real estate development 
- affordable housing 

• Economic development 
-small business lending 
-small business technical assistance 
-small business incubation (i.e. provision of space at low or no cost to 
start-up businesses) 

• Education 
-early childhood education 
-workforce training 

• Non profit incubation 
• Youth and leadership development 
• Advocacy 
• Community Planning 
• Community Organizing 

Facilitating development of affordable or workforce housing 
Advocating for affordable housing 
No cost to the county 

No major issues 

Conclusion: 

An active CDC can assist with provision of affordable housing. The county should provide technical 
assistance to any not-for-profit organization proposing to form a CDC. 
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Inclusionary Zoning 

Inclusionary zoning (IZ) is a government regulation that requires new housing developments of a 
certain size to include a percentage of affordable housing units within the development. According to 
the Central Florida Workforce Housing Toolkit, inclusionary zoning works well when the housing 
market is strong in an area. One of its primary benefits is the deconcentration of assisted housing 
units. 

Generally, an inclusionary zoning program includes eligibility requirements for potential affordable 
housing residents and a provision for continued affordability of the units. Through regulation, the 
resale of inclusionary units is limited to income eligible households, and resale prices are limited to 
keep the house affordable for the next buyer. Among its other components, an inclusionary zoning 
ordinance must identify the project size that triggers the inclusionary requirement, the percentage of 
units to be affordable, the length of affordability, the target income groups for affordable units, the 
type of units permitted, the type of incentives such as density increases for the developer, and an 
appeal process. 

According to "2004 housing supply and affordability: do affordable housing mandates work," 
inclusionary zoning produces few units, imposes large burdens on the housing market, makes market
priced homes more expensive, restricts the supply of new homes, lowers assessed values thereby 
costing government revenue, and does not address the cause of the affordability problem. The above 
referenced report concluded that: Inclusionary zoning has failed to produce a significant number of 
affordable homes due to the restriction created by the price controls. Even the few inclusionary zoning 
units produced have cost builders, homeowners, and governments greatly. By restricting the supply of 
new homes and driving up the price of both newly constructed market-rate homes and the existing 
stock of homes, inclusionary zoning makes housing less affordable. 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Creates additional affordable or workforce housing units 
Creates long term affordable or workforce housing stock 

Imposes a burden on the housing market by artificially restricting selling price 
Restricts the supply of new market rate homes by driving away builders and reducing the 
number of units to be built 
Passes cost to other market rate housing units, thereby increasing the cost of other units 
Requires a density bonus or other incentives to work 
Needs reasonable threshold for number of units that triggers the inclusionary requirement 
to be effective (if threshold is too high, inclusionary zoning will not produce a substantial 
number of affordable housing units, and if threshold is too low inclusionary zoning puts 
burdens on small developers) 
Costs government revenue by lowering the assessed values of the inclusionary units 
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Conclusion: 

Inclusionary zoning is a housing strategy that has produced mixed results and creates various 
implementation issues. To ensure that developers are not penalized by inclusionary regulations, 
density bonuses are required. Consequently, inclusionary zoning requires density increases. Even 
with inclusionary units being affordable, homeowner association fees, which can be as much as 
$300.00 a month, make inclusionary units unaffordable in some projects. Unlike impact fees which 
impose the same burden on all units, inclusionary zoning is discriminatory, affecting only new 
development projects over a certain size. For these reasons, inclusionary zoning is not a viable 
affordable housing strategy in Indian River County. 
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Linkage Fee 

Linkage fees are fees or other requirements that local governments place on new industrial, 
commercial and office developments to offset the impact that new employment has on housing needs 
within a community. In the same way that local governments require residential developers to offset 
the school impacts caused by their development, businesses are required to mitigate the new housing 
needs created by their new job development. 

In order to enact a linkage requirement, a local government must first complete a nexus study to show 
the relationship between non-residential development and the need for affordable housing. 
Establishing a nexus for linkage fees is difficult. That is one reason why Winter Park is the only 
jurisdiction in Florida with a linlcage fee ordinance. 

A linkage fee is, in essence, a type of impact or mitigation fee. Under this strategy, non-residential 
developers pay linlcage fees to provide for some portion of the Affordable Housing need created by 
their developments (businesses need employees who need affordable housing). 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Additional funds for affordable or workforce housing 
No cost to the county 

Difficult to establish a logical connection between new non-residential development and 
affordable housing needs generated by that development 
Complicated fee establishment and calculation 

Conclusion: 

This is a difficult program to establish and is not a viable affordable housing strategy for Indian River 
County. 
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Employer Assisted Housing 

Employer Assisted Housing (EAH) is an initiative where employers can assist their employees in 
purchasing a home; in exchange, the employer is guaranteed that the participating employee will 
remain with the firm for a designated period of time. The employee benefits as he/she receives 
substantial assistance in obtaining a home. The employer benefits as the program is an effective 
recruitment tool and aids in the retention of employees. 

Employers who wish to assist employees with housing can undertake any number of activities, 
including: providing ( or partnering with another agency to provide) homeownership education and 
counseling services; providing down payment assistance, closing cost assistance and/or second 
mortgage financing as a grant, a low or no-interest loan or a forgivable loan; offering an employee a 
savings plan with the employer making a matching contribution; providing a mortgage guarantee to 
assist employees with securing financing; or acquiring property to rent to employees, either at a market 
or subsidized rate. 

Employer assisted housing programs generally are used in areas where housing prices are high and/or 
unemployment is low, and in areas where one employer is dominant. 

Benefits: 

Provision of affordable or workforce housing 
Effective recruitment and retention tools for large private and public employers 

Issues: 

Additional cost to employer 

Conclusion: 

Employee assisted housing is an effective program to provide affordable housing for workers and to 
retain those workers for longer periods. The county should promote this program by informing major 
private and public employers of the possibilities and benefits of establishing an employer assisted 
housing program. 
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New Construction Technologies 

New construction technologies (such as modular homes, etc.) may be utilized for the provision of 
affordable housing. In some cases, new construction technologies can expedite the construction of 
new affordable homes and be more cost effective. 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Decreases housing cost 
Expedites housing production 

- None 

Conclusion: 

This is an effective way of reducing the housing cost. The county currently allows these new 
construction technologies and expedites permits for affordable housing projects. 

Indian River County 31 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Zoning Regulation (Increasing Density) 

Every property in the county has two designations. One is a future land use map designation, while the 
other is a zoning designation. These designations establish a maximum density or intensity for 
property. Usually lower densities are associated with single family residential developments, while 
higher densities are associated with multi-family residential developments. Density is an important 
factor in forming the community's character and lifestyle. Some housing advocates believe that 
changing regulations to allow higher density generally or allowing for density bonuses in conjunction 
with construction of affordable housing units will lower housing costs. 

Benefits: 

Allows for additional units 

Issues: 

Higher density not always acceptable 
Higher density in rural and agricultural areas without clustering will cause urban sprawl* 

Conclusion: 

Currently, the county provides up to a 20% density bonus for affordable housing projects. Between 
1994-2000, several affordable housing developers utilized the county's affordable housing density 
bonus to get Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) or bond program funding to build affordable 
housing rental projects such as Indian River Apartments, Lindsey Gardens, the Club at Vero and 
others. To receive the affordable housing density bonus, an applicant must apply for a Planned 
Development (PD). Then, the Board of County Commissioners can examine each case individually 
and grant a density bonus if beneficial to the county. 

There is no evidence that general increased density will reduce the housing costs. In fact, many areas 
(such as Miami) with a high density have high housing prices. Consequently, just increasing density 
will not necessarily result in lower housing costs and more affordable housing. Some people assume 
that the cost of land is static, so allowing higher density results in lower cost per unit and thereby lower 
housing costs. In reality, however, land price increases with density increases. Therefore, it is more 
appropriate to link density increases to affordable housing projects, as the county does with its existing 
affordable housing density bonus program than a general density increase. Also, county regulations 
such as the allowance of small lot subdivisions, allowances for accessory single-family units, and 
allowance for multi-family dwelling units in conjunction with commercial buildings in fact provide for 
additional density appropriate for affordable housing type of units. 
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Impact Fees (reduction or waiver) 

Impact fees are one time charges applied to new construction to obtain the revenue necessary to make 
capital improvements to replace the capacity consumed by new construction. Overall, Impact fees 
increase housing costs and, therefore, have a negative effect on the provision of affordable housing. 
Legally, impact fees must be applied to all activities that create a demand for capital facilities. 
Consequently, impact fees cannot be reduced or waived for affordable housing. Impact fees, however, 
can be paid by other funding sources, such as SHIP program funds. 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Lowers cost of housing for affordable or workforce housing 

Not legal 
County loses funding 
Impacts provision of facilities and services 
Shifts costs to others 

Conclusion: 

Waiving impact fees doesn't make the costs of the infrastructure that impact fees are designed to pay 
for go away. Either new developments or existing residents must pay the cost of infrastructure 
improvements. It is, however, fair to the current residents, if the new developments which put 
additional demand on county facilities pay their fair share of infrastructure cost through impact fees. 

While waiving or reducing impact fees for certain groups is not legal, impact fees for affordable units 
may be paid from other funding sources. In fact, the county provides impact fee loans or grants to 
extremely low, very low, low and moderate income households through the SHIP program. The 
county should keep its SHIP Program impact fee assistance strategy for income qualified households. 
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Urban Service Area (USA) Expansion 

The urban service area is the area in Indian River County where infrastructure is provided and where 
urban growth is encouraged. The area outside of the USA is limited to development that is not urban 
in nature. In Indian River County, the urban service area is designated based on the county's 
population forecast and includes areas and densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is 
projected to occur for a specified period. 

Expanding the USA would bring more land within USA and open up more land for residential 
development. This could increase the supply of residential land and possibly reduce the cost of land. 
In theory, an increase in the supply of land would decrease land cost and make housing more 
affordable. In reality, however, there are many market driven factors which impact land costs. 
Therefore, it is not given that an expansion of the USA would decrease land cost. 

Expanding the USA, when not warranted, can result in urban sprawl. Urban sprawl can increase the 
cost of providing infrastructure, can have a negative impact on agricultural and conservation lands, can 
cause traffic congestion, and can create other negative impacts. In a December 1994 Florida Trend 
article by Phillip Longman, "Sprawl", he indicated that Florida traffic continues to grow faster than the 
population increase due to sprawl. He indicated in that article that a 90% population increase in the 
last two decades, caused a 166% increase in the number of registered vehicles. In a February 1993 
PAS Memo, Kevin Kasowski wrote an article titled "The Cost of Sprawl Revisited", in which he 
stated that each homeowner pays $12,000 - $15,000 more for a home because of sprawl development. 

In a December 2002 Affordable Housing Issue Publication, Mr. Rinker in an article titled "Measure 
Sprawl and its Impact" identified following sprawl's impact on quality of life: higher rates of driving 
and vehicle ownership; increase levels of ozone pollution; greater risk of fatal accidents; and depressed 
rate of walking and alternative transportation use. 

Benefits: 

Issues: 

Additional residential land availability may reduce price ofland 

Creates urban sprawl 
Increases infrastructure and service costs 
Frustrates achievement of other county objectives 

Conclusion: 

An expansion of the USA would increase supply of land, but it would create a host of other problems 
such as urban sprawl. With urban sprawl, the cost of providing infrastructure and services will 
increase, traffic congestion will increase, and agricultural and conservation areas will be impacted. 
The county should not expand the USA unless population projections indicate a need for additional 
residential land. 
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• Unanticipated and Unforeseen Problems and Opportunities 

Since the time of the last major plan update, the county has encountered several problems and 
opportunities with respect to affordable housing. Following is a brief summary of these problems and 
opportunities. 

- Unforeseen Problems 

In recent years, the county, as well as the state, has been affected by a significant increase in housing 
cost. While this increase had a positive impact on housing production, it had a negative impact on the 
availability of affordable housing for very low, low, and moderate income households. 

Another unforeseen problem was the hurricane damage that occurred in 2004. The 2004 hurricanes 
destroyed some affordable housing units and caused a shortage of materials and labor for building and 
rehabilitating housing units. 

- Unanticipated Opportunities 

Since 1995, the county has experienced several unanticipated opporhmities related to housing. One 
such opportunity was the availability of funding through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) program, the State Bond program, and other programs. This resulted in the construction of 
2,734 affordable rental housing units within the county. 

Another opportunity related to state funding. In 1992, the legislature passed the Sadowski Act to 
provide funding for the provision of affordable housing. That legislation established the State Housing 
Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP), a program which provides funds to local governments for 
affordable housing. Subsequent to passage of the Sadowski Act, the county approved its Local 
Housing Assistance Program (LHAP) and now provides assistance to very low, low, and moderate 
income households. The county provides assistance in the form of deferred payment, no interest loans 
and grants for downpayment/closing costs, rehabilitation costs, and impact fee costs. 

Consistent with its local housing assistance program, the county leverages its SHIP funds through a 
partnership program with private lenders. With this program, financial institutions provide principal 
mortgage loans, while the county provides subordinated deferred payment, low interest 
downpayment/closing cost loans. As of May 18, 2007, the county had provided assistance to 819 
eligible households. 

Unlike the late 1980's, recent years have been characterized by mortgage interest rates low enough to 
encourage housing production. Consequently, private developers and contractors have been actively 
involved in providing housing. 

Because of the 2004 hurricanes, the county received more than 14 million dollars for the provision of 
additional affordable housing through the state's Hurricane Housing Recovery (HHR) program. As of 
May 1, 2007, 446 households have been assisted with this funding. 

Due to the recent slowdown in the housing market, housing prices are now declining. Therefore, more 
affordable housing is now becoming available in the market for sale or rent. 
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• Effect of Statutory and Rule Changes 

Since the time of last plan update, Ch. 163, F.S. and Ch. 9J.5, F.A.C. have been revised. These 
changes, however, have not been significant with respect to the housing element. As a result of these 
changes, several new policies were added to the county plan. 

There has been no change to the housing section of the state comprehensive plan since the time of last 
major plan update. The county's housing element is consistent with the state comprehensive plan and 
the strategic regional policy plan. 

In 2006, the legislature passed HB 1363, relating to affordable housing. This bill had the following 
provisions: 

- Established a program for meeting the needs of the extremely low income households 
Treats funds for development of apartments serving extremely low income households as 
grants, rather than loans; exempts funds used for the extremely low income apartments from 
leveraging requirements, and others 

- Established a program for meeting the needs of the low paid professional earning up to 140% of area 
median income 

Created the Community Workforce Housing Innovations Pilot Program (CWHIP) to assist the 
private sector in meeting the needs of essential services personnel, such as teachers and police 
officers 

- Established public land inventory and donation program 
Requires each county, by July 1, 2007, and every 3 years thereafter, to prepare an inventory list 
of all real property within its jurisdiction to which the county holds fee simple title that is 
appropriate for use as affordable housing. The county then must adopt a resolution that 
includes an inventory list of county owned properties that are appropriate for affordable 
housing. The properties on the list that are identified as appropriate for use as affordable 
housing may be: 

• Sold to generate funds for the provision of affordable housing 
• Sold to developer with a restriction that requires the development of the property as 

permanent affordable housing, or 
• Donated to non-profit housing organizations for the construction of permanent 

affordable housing 

In 2007, the Legislature passed HB 1375, relating to affordable housing. This bill had the following 
prov1s10ns: 

Requires local governments to reactivate and expand Affordable Housing Advisory 
Committees (AHAC). The AHAC shall review the established policies and procedures, 
ordinances, land development regulations, and adopted local government comprehensive plan, 
and shall recommend specific actions or initiatives to encourage or facilitate affordable 
housing while protecting the ability of the property to appreciate in value. The first report is 
due to the BCC by December 31, 2008. After this initial submission, the reports are required 
to be submitted triannually 
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Changes income limit from 120% Average Median Income (AMI) to 140% of AMI when 
SHIP funds are leveraged with the Community Workforce Housing Innovation Pilot Program 
(CWHIP) funds. 

Some of these requirements will be included in the housing element. Others will be implemented 
when the state establishes appropriate rules and programs 
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EVALUATION OF HOUSING ELEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Following is an evaluation of the achievement of the housing element's objectives. The Evaluation of 
Housing Element objectives are summarized in Appendix "C". While six of the housing element 
objectives were achieved, two of the objectives were only partially achieved, one objective was not 
achieved, and one objective is not due until 2010. Attachment I lists the goal, objectives, and policies 
of the housing element. 

Under each objective, those policies associated with the objective were assessed to identify those that 
were implemented and those that were not implemented. Also, each policy was assessed to determine 
if it directly or indirectly contributed to meeting the corresponding objective. Finally, each policy was 
assessed to determine if it needs to be maintained, revised, or deleted. Where a policy is proposed for 
revision or deletion, reasons for the proposed revision or deletion are provided. 

Generally, policies can be classified into several groups. One group consists of non-action policies. 
These policies may express a position or call for some non-specific action such as encourage some 
action. Another group consists of actions such as performing studies or conducting analyses. While 
action oriented, policies falling in this group may only indirectly contribute to meeting their 
corresponding objective by providing the basis for developing specific policies or establishing 
programs supported by the study' s results. 

A final group consists of action oriented policies. These are policies that involve specific actions such 
as building a road, providing funding, or taking other such actions. 

By classifying policies according to the above referenced groups, the policy assessment process is 
more effective. With this method, similar types of policies can be considered together and reviewed in 
context. This provides a more comprehensive assessment. 

• OBJECTIVE 1 Housing Affordability 

By 2000, the number of owner-occupied households paying more than 30% of their income for 
housing costs will be less than 19% of the total number of owner-occupied households, and the 
number of renter-occupied households paying more than 30% of their income for rent will be less than 
39% of the total number ofrenter-occupied households. 

Measure: Percentage of owner-occupied and renter occupied households paying more than 30% of 
their income for housing expenses. 

To address objective 1, the county implemented policies under this objective and adopted several new 
regulations and programs that could reduce the cost of housing construction. Those regulations and 
programs were identified earlier in this report. While these programs and regulations were developed 
to reduce the cost of housing, housing cost increased due to factors beyond the county's control. 
These factors include increases in land cost, labor cost, and construction material costs. While the 
county's median household income has increased; the median income has not kept pace with increases 
in housing cost. 

In 2000, 21.60% of owner households and 40.30% of renter households paid more than 30% of their 
income for housing. Since housing cost increased by 230%, while income increased by only I 6% 
between 2000 and 2006, it is safe to assume that currently there are even more households paying over 
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30% of their income for housing costs. 

Objective 1 was not achieved. 

Future Action: This objective needs to be revised to change the target date and household 
percentages. The revised objective should state that, by 2010, the number of owner households paying 
more than 30% of their income for housing costs will not exceed 22%, and the number of rental 
households paying more than 30% of their income for housing costs will not exceed 41 %. 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

1.1) By 2000, - Reviewed appropriate codes X X X Revise for date 
review of county and ordinances 
regulations and 
ordinances 

1.2) Encourage - Provided infrastructure X X X Maintain 
infill development 

1.3) Coordinate - Coordinated funding X X X Maintain 
with FHFC for - Secured (CDBG, HHR, 
affordable housing SHIP, Home Again, 
funding Residential Construction 

Mitigation) funding 

1 .4) Participate in - Participated in Escambia X X X Maintain 
housing bond county bond program 
programs 

1.5) By 2000, - Not done X X X Revise to 
Establish one stop establish a new 
permit process date and to 

indicate that the 
county shall 
establish a web 
based 
permitting 
process. 

1.6) Eliminate - Affordable housing projects X X X Maintain 
delays in review of and permits expedited 
affordable housing 
development 
projects 

1.7) Review effect - Analysis performed and X X X Maintain 
of new policies and included in staff report to 
regulations on BCC for new regulations 
housing cost 

All policies under objective 1, except policy 1.5, were implemented. Policies I. 1 and 1.5 must be 
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revised for new target dates. In addition, policy 1.5 should be changed to promote a web based 
permitting process, instead of a one stop permitting system. 

•verall Assessment of Policies 

The policies under objective 1, with revisions as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the objective. No 
other policies are needed. The achievement of this objective, however, depends to some extent on 
market factors beyond the county's control. 

• OBJECTIVE 2 Balanced Housing Market 

Within its residential areas, Indian River County will have adequate sites to accommodate current and 
anticipated housing demand for all income groups and groups with special housing needs. These sites 
shall have an appropriate land use and zoning designation which allows for a balanced housing market 
with a mixture of housing types, including mobile and manufactured homes. 

Measure: Mix of dwelling unit types 

The county has provided for a mixture of housing types through its land use map designations and 
zoning district designations. 

Objective 2 was achieved. 

Future Action: This objective should be maintained 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

2. I) Maintain - Ordinance adopted in X X X Maintain 
county's local fair 1995 and maintained 
housing ordinance 

2.2) Designate lands - Designated through X X X Maintain 
for various housing future land use map 
types 

2.3) Provide - None (no community X X X Maintain 
technical assistance development corporation) 
to community 
development 
corporations 

2.4) Inventory - Inventory completed X X X Maintain 
County surplus 
lands that could be 
used for affordable 
housing 

2.5) Maintain - Provided through planned X X X Maintain 
affordable housing development process 
density bonuses 

2.6) Transfer of - County maintained its X X X Maintain 
density provision TDR provisions 
through the PD 
process 

2. 7) Provision and - Affordable Housing units X X X Maintain 
preservation of provided and maintained 
Affordable Housing through SHIP, HHR, 
Units CDBG, and other housing 

programs 

All policies under objective 2, except policy 2.3, were implemented. Policy 2.3 was not implemented 
because there are no CDCs in the county. 

Overall Assessment of Policies 

The policies under objective 2 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 

• OBJECTIVE 3 Improved Property Maintenance/Elimination of Substandard Housing 
Conditions 

By 2000, the percentage of sub-standard housing units (units lacking complete plumbing and units 
with no heating facilities) will have been reduced below the 1990 figure of 1 .40%. 
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Measure: Percentage of substandard housing units 

The majority of the county's housing stock is new; therefore, the county does not have major sub
standard housing problems. Between 1990 and 2000, the percentage of sub-standard housing units in 
the county decreased from 1 .40% to I%. Through the use of state, federal, and local programs, such as 
SHIP, HHR, CDBG, and others, the county has assisted owners in maintaining and rehabilitating their 
units. In 2000, the percentage of substandard housing units was 1.00%. 

Objective 3 was achieved. 

Future Action: This objective should be revised to change the target date and to establish a new 
measure. 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

3.1) Apply standard - Standard housing codes X X X Maintain 
housing code maintained and applied 

3 .2) Inventory - Inventory completed X X X Maintain 
housing conditions 

3.3) Provision of - Technical assistance X X X Maintain 
technical assistance provide as needed 
in areas with high 
percentage of 
substandard housing 
units 

3 .4) Improve - Neighborhood plans X X X Maintain 
neighborhood prepared partially 
appearance by 

- Worldchanger program establishing 
neighborhood initiated 

awareness program 
and merit 
recognition 

3 .5) Provide Rehabilitation assistance X X X Maintain 
rehabilitation loan provided through SHIP, 
assistance HHR,CDBG 

3.6) Guideline for Not Provided X X X Revise 
housing 
preservation, 
rehabilitation and 
redevelopment 

3.7) Worked with Info provided through X X X Maintain 
community based different groups 
organizations to 
inform residents of 
housing rehab 
assistance 

All policies under objective 3 were implemented. Policy 3.6 should be revised to indicate that the 
county shall maintain its SHIP program "Minimum Standards for Rehabilitation of Residential 
Properties". 

Overall Assessment al Palicies 

The policies under objective 3, with the revision as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the objective. 
No other policies are needed. 
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OBJECTIVE4 Housing Assistance/Housing Implementation Program 

By 2005, at least 700 households will have received assistance through county's local housing 
assistance program. 

Measure: Number of households assisted 

Between 1995 and 2005, the number of units receiving direct assistance through the SHIP, HHR, and 
CDBG programs increased from 131 to 1,295. By 2005, 855 households (as of January 1, 2008, 819 
households) had been assisted through the SHIP program alone. 

Objective 4 was achieved. 

Future Action: Revise objective to change the target date and establish a new measure 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

4. I) Request report - Report provided X X X Maintain 
from housing 
authority 

4.2) Review - Additional assistance to X X X Maintain 
housing authority H.A.'s Victory Park and 
report/provision of Orangewood Park projects 
housing assistance provided through HHR 

funds 

4.3) Amortization of - Water & sewer capacity X X X Maintain 
water and sewer charges fees can be 
capacity charges amortized through utilities 

department 

4 .4) Maintain - Housing trust funds X X X Maintain 
housing trust funds maintained for SHIP 

Program and for HHR 
program 

4.5) Interlocal - Not done X X X Maintain 
agreement with 
municipalities on 
barrier island 

4.6) Partner with - Provided though AHPC X X X Maintain 
financial institutions 

4. 7) Encourage - Provided through SHIP X X X Maintain 
Homeownership by &HHR 
Providing DPCC 
Assistance 

4.8) Utilize all state - Utilized X X X Maintain 
and federal subsidy 
programs 

4.9) DPCC -Done X X X Maintain 
applicant to attend 
HBEW 

All policies under objective 4, except policy 4.5, were implemented. 

New Policies 

The county should add new policies addressing various housing assistance strategies. These 
policies should indicate that the county will assist Community Land Trusts (CLT), establish a 
private/public housing trust fund, facilitate the creation of Community Development Corporations 
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(CDC), inform employers of opportunities to provide employer assisted housing, and promote the 
utilization of new construction technologies. These are all strategies that can be undertaken with 
little or no cost to the county, an important consideration in a period of declining local government 
revenue. 

A new policy should be added to indicate that county will continue to provide SHIP funds to Habitat 
for Humanity (HFH) clients. Another new policy should indicate that the county will cooperate 
with St. Lucie County and Martin County in forming a HOME program consortia to obtain HOME 
program funding. 

•verall Assessment of Policies 

The policies under objective 4, with the proposed additions, are sufficient to achieve the objective, 

• OBJECTIVE 5 Improved Infrastructure and Community Development Characteristics 

By 2010, the county will have provided paved roads, drainage facilities, and/or centralized water 
systems to at least 10 existing subdivisions currently without sufficient infrastructure. 

Measure: Number of subdivisions which received infrastructure improvements. 

The county has provided paved roads as well as water and sewer to several existing subdivisions 
through assessment programs. Between 1995 and 2006, 22 undersized subdivisions received potable 
water and/or sanitary sewer service. Since 1995, the number of undersized residential subdivisions 
that are served by the county utilities increased from 72 to 94. 

Objective S's target date is 2010. Even though the target date is iu the future, the objective has 
been achieved. 

Future Action: Revise the objective's target and the target date to indicate that, by 2020, the county 
will have provided paved roads, drainage facilities, and/or centralized water or sewer systems to at 
least 5 additional existing subdivisions currently without sufficient infrastructure. Although the 
county met objective S's target in the 1995 to 2006 time period, it will be difficult to make 
infrastructure improvements to the same number of subdivisions in the future. That is because the 
easier subdivisions were retrofitted first. Future improvements will be more difficult and more costly. 
Consequently, it is appropriate to lower the target. 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

5.l)By2000, -Done X X X Delete 
Inventory 
neighborhoods with 
inadequate 
infrastructure 

5.2) Apply for -Done X X X Maintain 
federal and state 
funding such as 
CDBG 

5.3) Memo to - Done through public X X X Maintain 
residents informing works 
them of 
opportunities for 
obtaining 
infrastructure 
improvements to 
existing 
neighborhoods 

5.4) Flexible - Offered X X X Maintain 
petition paving 

All policies under objective 5 were implemented. Since policy 5.1 involved conducting an inventory 
and since another inventory is not necessary, this policy should be deleted. 

Overall Assessment al Palicies 

The policies under objective 5, with the proposed deletion, are sufficient to achieve the objective. No 
other policies are needed. 

• OBJECTIVE 6 Special Housing Needs 

Indian River County will have sufficient lands in residential areas to accommodate group homes and 
care facilities and will have at least 2000 beds in these facilities by 2005. 

Measure: Number of beds in group homes, foster care homes, and ACLFs in 2005. 

According to the Future Land Use Element, the county has more than 2.79 times the residentially 
designated lands required to meet 2030 housing needs; therefore, the county has sufficient residentially 
designated lands for development of group homes, ACLFs, and similar facilities. Between 1995 and 
2005, the number of beds in group homes and ACLF facilities increased from 490 to 901. Even 
though the county designated sufficient lands with appropriate residential land use designations for 
these type of uses, the private sector did not build sufficient group homes and ACLF's to meet the 
objective's target. 
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Objective 6 was partially achieved. 

Future Action: Revise the objective to make it more specific, to change the target date, and to 
establish a new target of 1000 additional beds by 2015. Given the increase in the number of beds 
between 1995 and 2005, an increase of 1000 beds by 2015 should be achievable. 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy 
Implemented? Contribute To 

Meeting The 
Objective? 

YES NO YES NO 

6.1) Require group -Done X X 
homes and foster 
care facilities to 
obtain Dept. of 
Children & Families 
permit 

6.2) Provide - Provided X X 
demographic and 
technical 
information to non-
profit organization 
willing to provide 
foster and group 
homes 

6.3) Require that - Federal law enacted X X 
foster and group (ADA) 
homes have a - County 504 compliance 
barrier-free design policy adopted in I 995 

6.4) Allow group - LDRs allow group homes X X 
homes and foster within residential districts 
care facilities in all 
residential districts 

6.5) Provide - Provided X X 
supporting 
infrastructure 
needed for group 
homes, foster homes 
and residential care 
facilities 

All policies under objective 6 were partially or completely implemented. 

Dverall Assessment al Policies 

Was The Original Should This 
Policy Policy Be 
Appropriate? Maintained/ 

Deleted/ 
Revised? 

YES NO 

X Maintain 

X Maintain 

X Maintain 

X Maintain 

X Maintain 

The policies under objective 6 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
The achievement of this objective, however, depends on private market and private developers taking 
actions that are beyond the control of the county. 
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• OBJECTIVE 7 Farmworker Housing 

Through 2005, Indian River County will preserve the existing farmworker housing stock and ensure 
that there will be no net loss in the number of farmworker housing units within the county (2 permitted 
HRS housing developments with 833 occupants and 200 RECD funded units with a total 800 person 
capacity). 

Measure: Number of farmworker dwelling units 

According to the 2004 Shimburg Center for affordable housing report, there were 2 permitted 
farmworker housing campuses within the county; these two projects consisted of 835 units. In 
addition, there were two rural development farmworker housing projects (Orangewood Park and 
Victory Park) with 200 units within the county in 2004. 

Objective 7 was achieved. 

Future Action: Revise the objective's target date 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

7 .1) Assist private - HHR funds approved for X X X Maintain 
agricultural Fellsmere community 
businesses to secure enrichment for 
funding for replacement of 50 mobile 
construction and/or homes for farmworkers 
rehabilitation of 
farmworker housing 

7.2) Undertake -None X X X Delete 
cooperative 
activities with 
agricultural industry 
for provision of 
affordable housing 

7.3) Require that - Provided through SHIP X X X Maintain 
permanent and HHR programs 
farmworker housing 
be located near 
public facilities and 
services 

7.4) Permit seasonal - Permitted X X X Maintain 
farmworker housing 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

7.5) Outreach for - Provided X X X Maintain 
farmworkers 

All policies under objective 7, except for policy 7.2, were implemented. With the decline in the citrus 
industry, the demand for farmworker housing is decreasing. Consequently, there is no need to produce 
more farmworker housing. Therefore, policy 7.2 should be deleted. 

Overall Assessment al Policies 

The policies under objective 7 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 

• OBJECTIVE 8 Historic Housiug 

By 2005, 207 (72.9%) of Indian River County's historic properties will be in excellent or good 
condition. 

Measure: Number of historically significant dwelling units in good or excellent condition. 

There are no data for 2005 indicating the actual number of older housing units in excellent or good 
condition. Because building division records indicate that many units in the county have been 
rehabilitated by owners using private resources and because many other units were rehabilitated 
through the county's Local Affordable Housing Assistance Program, HHR Program, and CDBG 
Program, it can be assumed that the number of historic housing units within the county that are in 
excellent or good condition has increased. 

According to the county's 1989 historic properties survey, 9 (3.2%) of the county's 284 historic 
buildings were in excellent condition, 198 (69.7%) were in good condition, 65 (22.9%) were in fair 
condition, and only 12 (4.2%) were deteriorated. Of these 284 properties, 262 (92.3%) were private 
single family residences, 7 (2.5%) were apartments, and the other 15 (5.2%) were non-residential 
buildings. There has, however, been no recent survey to assess the existing condition of these 
historical buildings. 

Objective 8 was achieved. 

Future Action: Revise objective to change the target date also to revise the objective's wording. 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

YES NO 

8.1) Technical - Purchased some historic X 
assistance for housing 
conservation of 
historic housing - technical assistance 

provided 

8.2) Maintain - Historic preservation X 
historic ordinance adopted LDR 

. preservation Ch. 933 
ordinance 

Both policies under objective 8 were implemented. 

Overall Assessment al Policies 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Contribute To Policy Policy Be 
Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO 

X X Maintain 

X X Maintain 

The policies under objective 8 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 

• OBJECTIVE 9 Intergovernmental Coordination 

By 2000, Indian River County will have interlocal agreements with the municipalities within the 
county to provide housing assistance to very low, low, and moderate income households. 

Measure: Existence of interlocal agreements. 

The county Local Housing Assistance Program and the Hurricane Housing Recovery Program are 
countywide programs. While these are not formal interlocal agreements, all of the municipalities 
participate in these programs. 

Objective 9 was partially achieved. (while SHIP and HHR are countywide programs, no formal 
interlocal agreements exist) 

Future Action: Revise objective to change the date. 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Implemented? Contribute To Policy Policy Be 

Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO YES NO 

9.1) Maintain local - Local housing assistance X X X Maintain 
housing assistance program is maintained 
program 

9.2) Letter to -None X X X Maintain 
municipalities to 
encourage 
provision of 
housing assistance 

9.3) Economic - Lower unemployment X X X Maintain 
solution to rate 
Affordable 
Housing - Income did not keep pace 

with housing price 

All policies under objective 9, except policy 9.2, were implemented. Even though a formal letter was 
not sent to the municipalities within the county to encourage the municipalities to provide housing 
assistance to meet their share of county housing needs, policy 9 .2 is appropriate. Therefore, the county 
should maintain it and implement it. 

Overall Assessment of Policies 

The policies under objective 9 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 

• OBJECTIVE 10 Relocation Housing 

Indian River County will maintain a relocation housing policy for persons displaced by public action 
or public activities. 

Measure: Existence of a relocation policy 

The county has an established policy lo assist persons relocated because of a public action or activity. 

Objective 10 was achieved ( county maintained its relocation housing policy). 

Future Action: Revise the objective's wording to read like an objective 
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Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

YES NO 

JO.I) List of - Assistance provided by X 
possible housing HHR, CDBG, etc. 
opportunities and 
financial assistance 
to displaced 
households 

10.2) Provide - County policy X 
funding to housing 
authority to assist 
displaced persons 

Both policies under objective IO were implemented. 

Overall Assessment of Policies 
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Did This Policy Was The Original Should This 
Contribute To Policy Policy Be 
Meeting The Appropriate? Maintained/ 
Objective? Deleted/ 

Revised? 

YES NO YES NO 

X X Maintain 

X X Maintain 

The policies under objective IO are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 

IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS 

Within one year of submittal of the EAR (in 2008), the county housing element must be revised to 
reflect changes to housing conditions since the time of plan adoption. This will involve revising all 
tables that reflect 2000 census data or 2005/2006 data as well as the corresponding text. These tables 
and text must be revised to reflect 2000 census data and, when available, more recent data. 

Since the planning timefrarne will be extended to 2030, population and housing projections must be 
provided for the new planning horizon. 
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ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 

The following EAR based amendments to the housing element are needed to update the element's data 
and analysis section. 

- Tables that must be revised or updated: 
7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, 7.7, 7.8, 7.9, 7.10, 7.11, 7.12, 7.13, 7.14, 7.15, 7.16, 7.17, 7.18, 7.19, 7.20, 

7.21, 7.22, 7.23, 7.24, 7.25 and 7.26. 

- Maps that need to be revised: 

7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 7.4, 7.5, 7.6, and 7.7 

- Figures to be deleted: 

7.8, 7.9, 7.10, 7.11, and 7.12. 

- Pages of the elements must be revised to reflect changes in the tables (data): 

All Pages. 

Objectives to be revised: 

1,3,4,5,6,7,8, 9 and 10 

Policies to be revised: 

1.1, 1.5, and 3.6 

Policies to be deleted: 

5.1, and 7.2 

Policies to be added: 

New policies under objective 4 for establishment of new housing assistance strategies. Add new 
policy regarding continuing to provide SHIP assistance to Habitat for Humanity's clients, and a new 
policy regarding HOME program consortia. 
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Attachment 1 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

GOAL I 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

A housing supply which permits all households to enjoy safe, healthful, and affordable living 
accommodations which meet accepted standards of affordability and which are located in pleasant 
environments where a sense of civic pride and personal well-being can be achieved. 

OBJECTIVE! HOUSING AFFORDABILITY 

By 2000, the number of owner-occupied households paying more than 30% of their income for 
housing costs will be less than 19% of the total number of owner-occupied households, and the 
number of renter-occupied households paying more than 30% of their income for rent will be less 
than 39% of the total number of renter-occupied households. 

POLICY 1. 1: By 2000, all codes, ordinances, regulations, policies and procedures regarding 
residential development review and construction shall be reviewed by the Community Development 
Department staff to determine their impact on housing development costs. Those components 
which unnecessarily increase the cost of housing without impairing the health, sanitation, fire safety, 
structural integrity and maintenance requirements shall be eliminated. 

POLICY 1.2: The county shall encourage infill development by providing infrastructure to infill 
areas, removing blighting influences, stabilizing neighborhoods, and providing private developers 
with information regarding available funding. 

POLICY 1.3: The County shall coordinate with the Florida Housing Finance Corporation (FHFC) to 
identify federal, state and other sources of funding, such as Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) funds and Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program funds, earmarked for very low, low, 
and moderate income housing and actively pursue those funds for local use by applying for funds 
when appropriate. The county shall also assist and support private applicants applying for these 
funds. 

POLICY 1 .4: The county shall continue to participate in housing bond programs (such as the 
Escambia County bond program) in order to provide below market rate loans to very low, low, and 
moderate income households for home purchases. The county shall inform financial institutions of 
the availability of the bond programs. 

POLICY 1.5: By 2000, the county shall assess its existing permit processing procedure and, if 
warranted, establish a full one-stop permitting process. 

POLICY 1.6: The county shall take all necessary steps to eliminate delays in the review of 
affordable housing development projects. In order to define delay, the county hereby establishes 
the following maximum timeframes for approval of projects when an applicant provides needed 
information in a timely manner: 
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• Administrative approval - 5 days; 
• Minor site plan - 5 weeks; 
• Major site plan - 6 weeks; 
• Special exception approval - 13 weeks. 

Whenever these review times increase by 150% or more due to the work load of the review 
staff, the county will begin prioritizing the review of affordable housing development project 
applications. In prioritizing affordable housing development project applications, staff will 
schedule affordable housing project applications for review before other types of project 
applications to ensure that maximum review timeframes are not exceeded for affordable 
housing projects. 

POLICY 1.7: As part of the adoption process for any county regulation which could affect housing 
development, county planning staff shall prepare a Financial Impact Statement to assess the 
anticipated impact of the proposed regulation on the cost of housing. When proposed regulatory 
activities are anticipated to increase the estimated cost per unit for the development of housing, the 
Financial Impact Statement shall include an estimated increased cost per unit projection. The 
financial impact statement then will be reviewed by the Professional Services Advisory Committee, 
the Planning and Zoning Commission, and, if possible, the Affordable Housing Advisory 
Committee. Those groups shall consider the regulation's effect on housing cost in making their 
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners. The Board of County Commissioners will 
consider the financial impact statement in making its final decision on the adoption of any proposed 
regulations. 

OBJECTIVE2 BALANCED HOUSING MARKET 

Within its residential areas, Indian River County will have adequate sites to accommodate current 
and anticipated housing demand for all income groups and groups with special housing needs. 
These sites shall have an appropriate land use and zoning designation which allows for a balanced 
housing market with a mixture of housing types, including mobile and manufactured homes. 

POLICY 2.1: The county shall maintain and enforce its adopted local fair housing ordinance to 
ensure equal housing opportunity in accordance with Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 and 
the Florida Fair Housing Act, Chapter 760.020, F.S. 

POLICY 2.2: Indian River County shall continue to designate on its future land use plan map 
sufficient land area with adequate density to accommodate the projected 2020 population. 
Accordingly, the county's Future Land Use Map residential designations vary in density from 1 unit 
per acre to IO units per acre. All of this residentially designated land is located within the Urban 
Service Area where adequate infrastructure is available to accommodate a wide variety of housing 
types, including mobile homes, farmworker housing, housing for very low, low, and moderate 
income households, and group homes and foster care facilities. As structured, the county's land use 
designations accommodate housing units with a wide range of costs and physical characteristics (lot 
sizes, setbacks, and land use mixes). These future land use map designations are situated to allow 
for residential development that has: 

I. Proximity to public transportation, employment centers, recreational 
facilities, and community services such as shopping, personal services, 
schools, daycare facilities, and health care facilities; and 
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2. Compatibility with adjacent land uses and existing neighborhoods. 

The County's Residential Land Use Districts 

District 

M-2 
M-1 
L-2 
L-1 
R 

Net 
Acres 

1071 
5158 

13532 
12574 

956 

Maximum 
Density 

10 
8 
6 
3 
1 

Type of Residential 
Development 

MF, SF, Mobile Home, Farmworker housing, Group homes 
MF, SF, Mobile Home, Farmworker housing, Group homes 
MF, SF, Farmworker housing, group homes 
MF, SF, Farmworker housing, group homes 
SF, Farmworker housing, group homes 

POLICY 2.3: The county shall provide technical assistance to existing and future community 
development corporations. 

POLICY 2.4: The county's general services department shall maintain an inventory of all surplus 
county-owned land and foreclosed properties that could be used for affordable housing. The county 
shall notify for-profit and non-profit affordable housing developers whenever it proposes to sell 
surplus land. 

POLICY 2.5: The county shall maintain its affordable housing density bonus provision for planned 
development projects, allowing eligible affordable housing projects to receive up to a 20% density 
bonus based on the following table. 
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Very Low Density Additional Density Bonus for Range of 
Income (VLI) Bonus Providing Additional Buffer and Possible Density 
and Low (Percent Landscaping based on one of the Bonus 
Income (LI) increase in following options (percent Percentage 
Affordable allowable increase in allowable units) (Percent 
Units as units) increase in 
Percentage of Option I Option II allowable units) 
Project's Total 
Units 

Material equal to Material equal 
a IO' wide Type C to a20' wide 
buffer with 6' Type B buffer 
opaque feature with 6' opaque 
along residential feature along 
district residential 
boundaries and 4' district 
opaque feature boundaries and 
along roadways 4'opaque 

feature along 
roadways 

More than 30% 10% 5% or 10% 10-20% 

POLICY 2.6: The county shall maintain its current transfer of density provisions through the 
planned development process. 

POLICY 2.7: The county shall provide for the creation and preservation of affordable housing for 
all current and anticipated future residents and households with special housing needs including 
rural residents and farmworkers by allowing affordable housing in all residential areas, 
rehabilitating existing units with SHIP funds, utilizing CDBG funds for housing rehabilitation and 
neighborhood revitalization, and undertaking other measures to minimize the need for additional 
local services and avoid a concentration of affordable housing units in specific areas. 

OBJECTIVE3 IMPROVED PROPERTY MAINTENANCE/ELIMINATION OF 
SUBSTANDARD HOUSING CONDITIONS 

By 2000, the percentage of sub-standard housing units (units lacking complete plumbing and units 
with no heating facilities) will have been reduced below the 1990 figure of 1 .40%. 

POLICY 3.1: The Standard Housing Code shall continue to be the county's standard for public 
health, safety, and welfare with regard to occupancy limits based on unit size, provision of adequate 
plumbing facilities, and prevention of exterior physical deterioration. This code will be enforced by 
the building division and code enforcement section staffs. 

POLICY 3 .2: The county shall do a periodic inventory of housing conditions, as permitted by 
funding and staffing, on a neighborhood by neighborhood basis to identify units suitable for 
concentrated code enforcement, rehabilitation, demolition, or other actions to achieve a suitable 
residential environment. 
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POLICY 3 .3: In areas with a high percentage of substandard housing units, the county shall provide 
property owners with consumer information and technical assistance on new housing products and 
their applications in order to encourage improved housing maintenance. 

POLICY 3.4: The county shall encourage improved neighborhood appearance by establishing 
neighborhood awareness programs and providing merit recognition awards for neighborhood 
improvement programs. 

POLICY 3.5: The county shall offer rehabilitation loan assistance through its local housing 
assistance program, cooperative ventures with non-profit groups, or Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) type programs to effect spot removal of blighted structures and blighting 
influences. 

POLICY 3.6: The County and the Housing Authority shall jointly develop appropriate principles to 
guide activities and priorities in housing conservation, rehabilitation, and redevelopment. 

POLICY 3.7: The county shall work with community based organizations to inform and encourage 
people to rehabilitate their home by utilizing the county's local housing assistance program. 

OBJECTIVE4 HOUSING ASSISTANCE/HOUSING IMPLEMENTATION 
PROGRAM 

By 2005, at least 700 households will have received assistance through county's local housing 
assistance program. 

POLICY 4.1: The Board of County Commissioners shall request the Housing Authority to provide 
an annual report of its activities to the Board of County Commissioners by July 1, of each year. The 
report shall also identify the agency's objectives regarding the number and types of recipients the 
Authority is able to serve annually. 

POLICY 4.2: The Board of County Commissioners shall evaluate the annual act1v1ty report 
prepared by the Housing Authority and take appropriate actions through funding, policy revisions, 
and program initiatives to assist the authority to support, augment, and facilitate assistance to 
households who are unable to provide housing within acceptable cost limits of 30% of gross 
household income, or who require rehabilitation, financial, and/or technical assistance to assure 
safe, healthful, and affordable housing. 

POLICY 4.3: The county shall maintain its ordinance which provides for the financing of water and 
sewer impact fees for newly constructed housing units. 

POLICY 4.4: The county shall maintain its Housing Trust Fund which provides below-market 
interest rate financing and/or grants for land acquisition, downpayment/closing cost loans, impact 
fee payment loans, and rehabilitation loans for affordable housing units in the county. The fund will 
also assist non-profit facilitators with pre-development expenses associated with very low, low, and 
moderate income housing development. Some disbursements from the Housing Trust Fund will be 
grants, but the majority of funds will be revolving loans, with borrowers paying back principal and 
applicable interest into the trust, therefore ensuring a permanent source of financing. 
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POLICY 4.5: The county shall enter into interlocal agreements with any county municipality which 
because of unusually high property values or coastal high hazard area constraints cannot meet its 
affordable housing needs within its jurisdiction, and desires to contribute to the Housing Trust 
Fund. The amount and method of payment will be established prior to execution. 

POLICY 4.6: The county shall maintain its affordable housing partnership with financial 
institutions for leveraging State Housing Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP) funds. 

POLICY 4.7: The county shall encourage increased home ownership by providing 
downpayment/closing cost loan assistance to eligible very low income, low income, and moderate 
income households through the county's local housing assistance program. 

POLICY 4.8: The county shall utilize all appropriate federal, and state subsidy programs for 
provision of affordable housing within the county by supporting private developers who are 
applying for funding from programs such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program. 

POLICY 4.9: The county shall require all applicants for downpayment/closing cost loan assistance 
from the Indian River County Local Housing Assistance Program to attend a homebuyers' 
educational program workshop as a prerequisite for getting a loan. The homebuyers' educational 
program provides useful information to people wanting to buy their own home. Typical subjects 
presented are as follows: 

• Preparing for homeownership (including budgeting, saving, etc.) 
• Shopping for a home 
• Obtaining a mortgage ( qualifying, processing, etc.) 
• Understanding mortgages and the closing process 
• Life as a homeowner (includes maintenance and responsibilities) 
• Credit and credit reports 

OBJECTIVES IMPROVED INFRASTRUCTURE AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

By 2010, the county will have provided paved roads, drainage facilities, and/or centralized water 
systems to at least 10 existing subdivisions currently without sufficient infrastructure. 

POLICY 5.1: By 2000, the county shall make a comprehensive inventory of all neighborhoods with 
inadequate infrastructure. 

POLICY 5.2: The county shall apply for federal and state funding such as the Small Cities 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds to provide necessary improvements to 
neighborhoods with existing infrastructure deficiencies. 

POLICY 5.3: The county shall send a memorandum to property owners of subdivisions lacking 
infrastructure to inform them of opportunities for obtaining infrastructure improvements to existing 
neighborhoods. 
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POLICY 5.4: The county shall offer more flexible petition paving requirements for neighborhoods 
where at least 50 percent of residents are very low and low income households. 

OBJECTIVE6 SPECIAL HOUSING NEEDS 

Indian River County will have sufficient lands in residential areas to accommodate group homes 
and care facilities and will have at least 2000 beds in these facilities by 2005. 

POLICY 6.1: Indian River County shall require group homes and care facilities applicants to obtain 
appropriate permits from the State Department of Children and Families. 

POLICY 6.2: The county shall provide demographic and technical information to private and non
profit sponsors willing to develop group and foster care facilities for county residents. 

POLICY 6.3: The County shall enact regulations requiring that all foster and group home 
developments include barrier-free design features. 

POLICY 6.4: The county shall revise its land development regulations to allow group homes and 
foster care facilities in all residential districts. Group homes must obtain a valid license from the 
Department of Children and Families and meet all the requirements of Ch. 419, F.S. 

POLICY 6.5: The county shall provide supporting infrastructure and public facilities needed for 
development of group homes, foster care facilities, and residential care facilities. 

OBJECTIVE7 FARMWORKER HOUSING 

Through 2005, Indian River County will preserve the existing farmworker housing stock and ensure 
that there will be no net loss in the number of farmworker housing units within the county (2 
permitted HRS housing developments with 833 occupants and 200 RECD funded units with a total 
800 person capacity). 

POLICY 7.1: The county shall provide assistance to private agricultural businesses to secure 
funding for construction and/or rehabilitation of farmworker housing. The county's assistance will 
include, but not be limited to, providing information regarding rural and farmworker housing needs, 
ensuring the availability of lands with sufficient density and adequate infrastructure to support 
farmworker housing developments, and providing funding assistance for farmworker housing 
development. 

POLICY 7.2: The county shall consider undertaking cooperative activities with the agricultural 
industry and public regulatory/financial agencies to improve the affordability of farmworker 
housing. 

POLICY 7.3: The county shall require permanent housing for farmworker households be located in 
areas which contain infrastructure necessary for safe and sanitary habitation and in proximity of 
other public services and facilities. 

POLICY 7.4: The county shall permit seasonal farmworker housing as an accessory on-site use in 
agricultural areas. This housing shall be required to have on-site infrastructure, as required by 
county land development regulations. 
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POLICY 7.5: The county shall provide an outreach program for farmworkers and shall target State 
Housing Initiatives Partnership Program (SHIP) funds to provide housing assistance for 
farmworkers. 

OBJECTIVES HISTORIC HOUSING 

By 2005, 207 (72.9%) of Indian River County's historic properties will be in excellent or good 
condition. 

POLICY 8.1: Technical assistance shall be provided by the County staff to individuals and 
organizations having individual or collective interests in conserving historic or architecturally
significant structures, neighborhoods, and areas. Assistance will, at a minimum, include preparation 
of applications for the Historic Preservation Grants-In-Aid program administered by the Division of 
Archives, History and Records Management Bureau of the Florida Department of State. 

POLICY 8.2: The county shall maintain and implement its Historic and archeological resource 
protection Ordinance (Ch. 933, LDRs). 

OBJECTIVE9 INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION 

By 2000, Indian River County will have interlocal agreements with the municipalities within the 
county to provide housing assistance to very low, low, and moderate income households. 

POLICY 9.1: The county shall maintain its local housing assistance programs. As part of this 
coordination process, the county will accept funds, land, in-kind services, or other types of 
payments for housing assistance purposes from local municipalities which are unable to provide 
sites for low cost housing within their jurisdictions. 

POLICY 9.2: The county shall write a letter to the municipalities within the county to encourage 
provision of housing assistance to meet their share of county housing needs. 

POLICY 9.3: The county shall, as an economic solution to affordable housing, provide incentives as 
listed in the Economic Development Element of the plan for job creation and shall coordinate with 
the jobs and education partnership program council and Indian River Community College for job 
training for county residents. 

OBJECTIVE 10 RELOCATION HOUSING 

Indian River County will maintain a relocation housing policy for persons displaced by public 
action or public activities. 

POLICY 10.1: Residents displaced by housing rehabilitation and redevelopment or other publicly
initiated activities shall be provided with a list of possible housing opportunities and financial 
assistance to expedite their relocation. 

POLICY 10.2: The Board of County Commissioners shall provide funding to the Housing 
Authority on an emergency basis to ensure that households displaced by public action or public 
activity are guaranteed adequate housing. 
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Figure 7.6 
Historic Housing in Indian River County 1. Roseland 
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Figure 7.7 
Group Homes in Indian River County 
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Appendix A 
Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report 

Conditions at the Time of last Major Plan Update (1998) and Existing Conditions (2005/2006/2007) 
Element: Housing (Housing Data) 

ioATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

( CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
{1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

DATA ~ DATA'S jCITATION !DATA ~ DATA ~ 
CORRESPONDING jFROM HOUSING 

YEAR ~LEMENT 

1. Number of Housing Units 

a. Municipalities 19,956 37.42 1995 Table 21,604 37.31 25,610 34.70 
7.3 

b. Unincorporated County 33,365 62.57 1995 Table 36,298 62.18 48,188 65 .29 
7.3 

c. Total 53,321 100 1995 lrable 57,902 100 73,798 100 
7.3 

2. Housing Characteristics (County 2.30 1987 Table 2.25 2.25 
Total) 7.3 

a. Household Size (persons per 
household) 

b. Vacant Seasonal and 5,369 10.06 1995 lrable 5,293 9.14 6,745 9.14 

Migratory Units (County 7.3 

Total) 

COMMENTS 

2005 Same as 
2000 

2005 Same%' as 
2000 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 ~XISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

p}ATA • !DATA'S CITATION DATA • loATA • 
icORRESPONDING FROM HOUSING 

CiEAR ELEMENT 

C. Housing Type ( County Total) 53,321 100 1995 Table 57,902 100 73,798 100 
7.3 

i. single family 32,216 60.42 36,240 62.58 48,638 65. 90 

ii. multi family 13,436 25.20 14,792 25.54 17,967 24.34 

iii. mobile home 7,669 14 .30 6,870 11.86 7,193 9.74 

d. Year round Housing Unit Occupancy 
(County Total) 

i. vacant units for sale or 11,404 21. 38 1995 Table 8,765 15.13 11,069 15 For 2005 same 
rent 7.3 % as 2000 

Census 
ii. owner occupied units 31,537 59.14 38,115 65.82 48,707 66 

iii. renter occupied units 10,380 19.46 11,022 19.03 14,022 19 

iv. total occupied units 41,917 78.61 49,137 84.85 62,729 85 

e. Age of Year Round Housing Units 
( County Total) 

i. number of units 2000-2005 ------- ------ Table ------ 15,896** 21. 53 * 5 year 1990-
7.5 95 

ii. number of units 1990-1999 6,193* 11.61 90-95 14,409 24.88 14,409 19.52 

** 5 year 
iii. number of units 1980-1989 20,879 39.15 19,461 33.61 19,461 26.37 2000-05 

iv. number of units 1960-1979 19,413 36.40 17,805 30.75 17,805 24. 21 

V. number of units 1940-1959 5,573 10.45 5,076 8.76 5,076 6.87 

vi. number of units 1939 and 1,263 2.36 1,151 1. 98 1,151 1. 55 
earlier 
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!DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

DATA ~ DATA'S CITATION DATA % DATA % 

CORRESPONDING FROM HOUSING 

YEAR E:LEMENT 

f. Owner-occupied home value {County 18,846 100 1990 Table 27,261 
Total) (no. of 7.7 

units in sample) 

i. Less than $50,000 3,294 17. 46 1,780 6.5 

ii. 50,000 - 99,999 8,928 47.36 11,333 41. 6 

iii. 100,000 - 149,999 2,610 13.84 6,088 22.3 

iv. 150,000 - 199,999 1,387 7.35 2,661 9.8 * For 1990 
data: $200,000 

v. 200,000 - 299,999 2,627* 13.93 1,992 7.3 or more 

vi. 300,000 - 499,999 - - - - - - - - 1,514 5.6 

vii. 500,000 - 999,999 - - - - - - -- 1,376 5.0 

viii. 1,000,000 or more - - - - - - - - 517 1. 9 

ix. median value $78,800 - - - - $104,000 - - - - $228,800 Jan. 2005 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 ~XISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA} (2005) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

!DATA ' !DATA'S icITATION IDATA ~ !DATA ~ 

CORRESPONDING iFROM HOUSING 

jYEAR ELEMENT 

Monthly Housing Cost (County ID~v J.ab..Le g. 
7.8 Total) 

Mortgage Status 

Soecified Owner-Occuoied Units 
i. units with a mortgage 

10,988 58.30 1990 Table 16,871 61.90 
650 5.91 7.8 90 0.3 

ii. less than $300 3,292 35.75 ($300-599) 1,195 4.4 

iii. $300 to $499 6,409 58.32 3,521 12 .9 
- - - - - - - - '1!ore than 5,524 20.3 

iv. $500 to $699 $600 3,619 13.3 - - - - - - - -
v. $700 - $999 - - - - - - - - 1,294 4.7 

vi. $1,000 to 1,499 - - - - - - - - 1,628 6.0 
- - - - $881 - - -

vii. $1,500 to $1,999 

viii. $2000 or more 

ix. median monthly cost $666 

(dollars) 10,390 38.10 

units not mortgaged 
7,858 41.69 

X. 

xi. median monthly cost with no $190 -- - - $328 - - --
mortgage (dollars) 

Specified renter-occupied units 9,418 1990 Table 10,932 
{County Total) Gross Rent 7.8 
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IDATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

IDATA % /DATA'S )CITATION JDATA % loATA ~ 
CORRESPONDING FROM HOUSING 

!YEAR !ELEMENT 

i. Less than $200 520 5.51 316 2.9 

ii. $200 to $299 1,141 12.11 425 3.9 

iii. $300 to $499 2,149 22.81 ($300- 2,292 21. 0 

iv. $500 - $749 5,171 54.90 
$399) 

4,451 40.7 
$400 or v. $750 to $999 - - - - - - - - !more 1,608 14.7 

vi. $1,000 to $1,499 - - - - - - - - 638 5.8 

vii. $1,500 or more - - - - - - - - 513 4.7 

viii. no cash rent 437 - - -- 689 6.3 

ix. median rent (dollars) $SOS - -- - $615 
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loATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT ICONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

~- Housing Affordability (County 

ITotal} 

i. occupied housing units 

ii. median income all households 

l°ATA 

41,917 

$28,961 

iii. owner-occupied housing units 
·28,561 

iv. median income-owner 

household 

v. income available tor housing 

(30% of total income) 

vi. median annual cost 

$31,537 

$9,460 

$7,992 

vii. median cost to median incomel0.253 

ratio 

~esult: Income available for annual 

~ousing expenditure is within 30% of 

total median income at 23.90% in 2000 

Indian River County 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

1% 

~

ATA'S 

ORRESPONDING 

EAR 

1989 

1989 

1990 

1989 

!CITATION 

jF'ROM HOUSING 

~LEMENT 

!Table 

7.10 

loATA 

$49,137 

$39,635 

$38,115 

$44,172 

$13,252 

$10,572 

0.239 

1% 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

!EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

i'>ATA 1% 

!COMMENTS 

1999 data :trom 

2000 census 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

loATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
{1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

!JJATA • !DATA'S CITATION DATA % !JJATA • 
icoRRESPONDING FROM HOUSING 

!>'EAR ELEMENT 

l. H.enter occup1eu uous1ng jJ.U,..,..,v IDv, ll 1 v.:...:.. IJ.::;,:;;i:;;, uac.a i:::rorn 
units 2000 census 

ii. Median income-renter $22,000 1989 $26,650 
households 

iii. Income available tor housing $6,600 1990 $7,995 
(30% of total income) 

iv. Monthly income available tor $550 1989 $666 
housing 

v. Median monthly rent $505 1989 $615 

vi. Median monthly rent to 0.275 0.276 
income ratio 

!Result: Income available for annual 
~ousing expenditure is within 30% of 
total median income at 27.60% in 2000 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

loATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

DATA ~ DATA'S CITATION !DATA % DATA ~ 
CORRESPONDING !FROM HOUSING 

YEAR !ELEMENT 

nost Burden (Owner-Occunied Units) 18,846 100% 27,261 100% 
Monthly housing cost as% of Income 

Less than 20% 
11,280 59.85 15,910 58. 36 

20-24% 
2,114 11.21 3,158 11.58 

25-29% 
1,564 8. 29 2,033 7.45 

30-34% 
1,036 5. 49 1,436 5.26 

35% or more 
2,638 13. 99 4,445 16.30 

!Not Completed 
214 1.13 279 1.02 

Total Owner 0cc. Cost Burden 30% and more 3,674 19.48 5,881 21.56 

Cost Burden rRenter-Occupied Units) 9,418 100% 10,932 100% 

Rent as% of Income 

Less than 20% 
2,472 26.24 3,053 2.79 

20-24% 
1,383 14.68 1.449 13.25 

25-29% 
1,267 13 .45 1,123 10.27 

30-34% 
770 8.17 889 8 .13 

35% or more 
2,908 30.87 3,525 32.24 

!Not Completed 
558 5.92 893 8.16 

Total Renter 0cc. Cost Burden 30% and more 3,678 39.04 4,414 40.37 

Indian River County 77 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

(2005) 

joATA % /DATA'S !CITATION fDATA % joATA ~ 
CORRESPONDING jFROM HOUSING 

tyEAR !ELEMENT 

Grand Total Owner Occupied and Renter Cos1 7,352 10,295 
Burden (30% and more) 

3. Standard and Substandard 1990 Table 
Housing Conditions (County 7.14 
Total) 

a. Total housing units 47,128 57,902 - - --

b. Lacking complete plumbing 206 0.44 108 0.18 

c. Lacking complete kitchen 230 0.48 272 0. 46 

d. No heating facilities 456 0.96 477 0.82 

e. Total substandard housing units 892 1. 89 857 1.48 

f. Occupied housing with 1.1 or 1016 2.15 1431 2.47 
more persons per room 

g. Estimated total substandard and 
over crowded housing units 1908 4.04 2288 3.95 

4. Renter Occupied subsidized 1995 Table 
housing development (County 7.16 
Total) 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 ~XISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

( CENSUS DATA) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

(2005) 

!DATA ~ !DATA'S CITATION DATA ' !DATA % 

!CORRESPONDING FROM HOUSING 

,'EAR ELEMENT 

a. number of families 427 100 345 100 
receiving Section 8 
assistance 

80 18.73 - - --- 202 program 

229 53.62 - - - -
- Certificate 

118 27.63 345 
- Voucher 

100 250 
b. waiting list 

s. Other Direct Housing Assistance 1995 
Provided (County Total) 

- FMHA(Farmers Home Administration) 200 200* 200* 

- Local Housing Assistance Program 131 414 855 1/1/08 

- Low Income Housing Tax Credit, 441 1,240 2,634 
Bond, Etc. 

- Local Hurricane Housing Recovery 
Program - - - - -- - - 460 1/1/08 

CDBG Housing Rehabilitation - - - - - - - - 24 -
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

(2005} 

DATA % DATA'S CITATION !DATA % DATA r. 
CORRESPONDING )FROM HOUSING 

ty'EAR !ELEMENT 

6. Inventory of Group Homes Group Homes: 
(Unincorporated County) (number Level I: I-8 
of beds or residents/type) 1neds 

Level II: 9-12 
1neds 

Level III: 13-
21 beds 

[Residential 
Center (RC) : 

'1!ore than 21 
beds 

- Elders in Touch 6 (Level 1995 Table 12 2006 
I) 7.17 (level 

II) 

- Florida Baptist Retirement Center 41 (RC) 1995 41 (RC) 2006 

- Hibiscus Manor Retirement Center 24 (RC) 1995 72 (RC) 2006 

- ALCO Hope, Inc. 28 (RC) 1995 Out of 
business 2006 

- Exchange Manor of I.R.C. 8 {Level 1995 Out of 
I) ~usiness 2006 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
U)ATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 
(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 

!DATA • jr)ATA'S CITATION JDATA ~ !DATA ~ 
!CORRESPONDING !FROM HOUSING 

/YEAR jELEMENT 

- I.R. Women's Group Home 10 1995 12 (also known as 
(Level (Level SafeSpace) 
II) II) 

2006 

- I.R. Estates (total care facility) 108 (RC) 1995 100 (RC) 2006 

- Isle of Vero (old Fountains) so beds 1995 50 beds 2006 
(RC) (RC) 

- Sterling House so beds 1995 42 beds 2006 
(RC) 

(RC) 

- National Health Corp. 124 beds 1995 124 beds 2006 
(RC) (RC) 

- White Dove 12 beds 1995 12 beds 2006 
(Level (Level 
II) 11) 

- Alterra Clare Bridge Cottages 36 (RC) 2006 

- Alterra Sterling House 42 (RC) 2006 

- Aurora II 8 (Level 2006 
I) 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
;DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

{2005) 

!DATA ~ !DATA'S !CITATION !DATA ~ !DATA ~ 
!CORRESPONDING )FROM HOUSING 

/YEAR jELEMENT 

- Courtyards of Vero Beach 28 (RC) 2006 

- Green Gables 26 (RC) 2006 

- Merrill Gardens 104 2006 
units 

(RC) 

- Orchid Island Manor 24 (RC) 2006 

- Pelican Gardens 50 beds 2006 
(RC) 

- The Place at Vero Beach 116 (RC) 2006 

- Stewart's Adult Living Facility 5 (Level 
I) 

- Dixie Oak Manor 29 beds 1995 19 beds 2006 
(Level (Level 
III) III) 

Total Number of Beds 490 1995 901 2006 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
~ATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

(CENSUS DATA) (2005) 
(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

!DATA ~ jDATA'S lcITATION toATA ~ loATA ~ 

lcORRESPONDING IFROM HOUSING 

O'EAR ~LEMENT 

7. Inventory of Historically 284 1990 284 284 Based on 
Significant Housing (units) historic 

property 
survey 

8. Nwnber of Farmworker Housing Units 1033 1995 1035 2004 

9. Program & Regulations Affecting 
Affordable Housing Provision 
(unincorporated County) 

a. zero lot line subdivisions as X X X 
part of planned development 

b. transfer of density X X 

c. accessory multi-family dwelling X X 
units in conjunction with 
commercial development 

d. affordable housing density X X 
bonus 

e. small lot subdivisions X X 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
loATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 2000 !Ex_ISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

{1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 
(CENSUS DATA) {2005) 

IDATA % !DATA'S lcITATION joATA ~ IDATA ~ 
!CORRESPONDING jFROM HOUSING 

/YEAR !ELEMENT 

f. accessory single-family X X 
dwelling units 

g. SHIP Program X X 

h. HHR Program X 

i. CDBG Program X X X 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
Appendix B 

Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report 
Conditions at the Time Last Major Plan Update (1998) and Existing Conditions (2006/2007) 

Element: Housing (Housing Analysis) 

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1998 HOUSING ELEMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS {2006) COMMENTS 

DATA ' DATA'S CITATION DATA ' DATA'S 

CORRES- CORRESPONDING 

PONDING YEAR 

YEAR 

1.Projected nlllllber of households (Co. Total) 

Estimates (1995} Table 7.19 135,215 2006 estimates 
BEBR estimates 

100,261 1995 

a. Population estimates 

b. average persons per household (occupied) 2.39 2.25 

c. projected permanent households 41,917 79% 65,224 85% 

d. seasonal and vacant units 11,404 21% 11,510 15% 

e. average household size for seasonal households 1. 90 1.90 

f. projected seasonal households 5,369 10% 6,906 9% 

g. vacant units 6,035 11% 4,604 6% 

h. total housing units required (C+F+G) 53,321 100% 76,734 100% 

Projections (2020 last update, 2030 current) (County 

Total) 

158,400 1995 BEER 209,000 2007 BEER BEBR projections 
a. population 2020 proj. 

2030 projection 

b. average persons per household (occupied) 2.25 2.25 

c. projected permanent households 61,940 79% Table 7 .19 92,888 85% 

d. seasonal and vacant units 16,130 21% 13,933 15% 

e. total housing units required (C+D) 78,070 100% 106,821 100% 
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Projected Number of Households (uninco:92orated 

county) 

Table 7.20 

Estimates 

64,114 1995 BEBR 86,779 2006 BEBR 
a. population projection estimate 

b. average persons per household (occup.:".ed) 2.39 2.35 

c. projected permanent households 25,946 78% 1990 36,610 81% 

estimate 

d. seasonal and vacant units 7,310 22% 8,587 19% 

e. total housing units required (C+D) 33,365 100% 45,197 100% 

f. projected seasonal households 3,847 12% 4,520 10% 

g. vacant units 3,463 10% 4,067 8% 

2.Housing needs for anticipated population (county Table 7 .19 

total) 

Estimates (1995) 

a. estimated demand for housing assistaLce (10%) 4,192 10% 1990 6,522 10% 

estimate 

b. projected inventory of housing units provided by 1990 58,702 90% 

private sector (90%) 37,725 90% estimate 

c. total units occupied by permanent households 41,917 100% 1990 65,224 100% 

(1995) / (2007) estimate 

Projection (2020 for last plan update, 2030 current) 

(County total} 

6,194 10% 2020 9,289 10% 

a. estimated demand for housing assistance (10%) projection 

b. projected inventory of housing units provided by 

private sector (90%) 52,746 90% 83,599 90% 

c. total units (2020) 61,940 100% 92,888 100% 
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EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

3.Estimated Additional Housing Needs (1995-2020 last 

plan update)/(2007-2030 current) 

a. total additional housing units needed 20,023 100% 1995-2020 27,664 100% 

projection 

b. estimated additional units requiring assistance 2,002 10% 1995-2020 2,766 10% 

projection 

c. estimated additional units provided by private 18,021 90% 1995-2020 24,898 90% 

sector projection 

4.Land Requirement for the Total Estimated Housing 

Need (county total) (acres) 

a.single-family units low density (50% of total need) 10,011 50% 1995-2020 Table 7.21 13,832 50% 

units projection units 

b.required acres for low density residential (assumes 4,171 1995-2020 5,763 

2.4 units per gross acres) projection 
Acres Acres 

c.single & multi family units medium density (30% of 6,006 30% 1995-2020 8,299 30% 

total need) projection 
Units Units 

d. required acres for medium density residential 1,502 1995-2020 2,074 

(assume 6 units per gross acre) projection 
Acres Acres 

e. multi-family units medium to high density (20% of 4,004 20% 1995-2020 5,538 20% 

total need) projection 
Units Units 

f. required acres for medium to high density 500 1995-2020 692 

residential (assume 8 units per projection 

gross acre) 
Acres Acres 

g. total units (A+C+E) 20,023 1995-2020 27,664 

projection 
Units Units 

h. total requires acres (B+D+F) 6,173 1995-2020 8,529 

projection 
Acres Acres 
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5.Private Sector Housing Delivery 

a.majority of housing provided through private sector 

b units provided through Housing Authority utilizing 

FmHA funds 

c.units assisted through SHIP program 

cl.building new rental apartments 

e.hurricane housing recovery program 

f.CDBG 

6.How Community Will Provide Housing 

a.availability of lands with appropriate density 

b.provision of public utilities 

c.regulations and programs affecting affordable 

housing provision 

ct.substandard units rehabilitated since 1995 

e.blighted units removed since 1995 

£.availability of housing units at an affordable cost 

g.public/private partnership 

h.county permitting process & processing time 

Indian River County 

Yes 

200 

131 

441 

0 

0 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

94 

Yes 

Yes 

good 

1995 

1995 

Yes 

200 

814 

2534 

437 

24 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

500 

337 

Yes 

Yes 

good 

2007 

2007 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Since 2000 housing prices 

increased by 180% 

Housing units rehabilitated 

with SHIP/HHR/CTlBG funds 

Lower interest rate 

SHIP partner-ship Clnte. 
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ELEMENT 

!Housing 

Housing 

!Housing 

Housing 

EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 
APPENDIX C 

EAR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN EVALUATION MATRIX 
EVALUATING THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE ~EASURABLE TARGET BASELINE CONDITIONS CURRENT CONDITION OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? COMMENTS/RECOMMENDED 

jAT DATE OF PLAN (2006) jACTION 

jADOPTION (1995) 

YES !No loTHER{S) 

(SPECIFY) 

I 
the number at owner-occupied Per 1990 census Per 2000 census 21.60% 1. By 2000, Percentage of owner- X 

households paying more than 30% of their ~ccupied and renter-
19.48% of owner of owner-occupied and 

income for housing costs will be less than ~ccupied households 
occupied and 39.04% 40.30% of renter 

19% of the total number of owner-occupied jpaying more than 30% 
of renter occupied occupied households 

households, and the number of renter- their income for ~ouseholds pay more !Paid more than 30% of 

occupied households paying more than 30~ ot ~ousing expenses than 80% of their their income for 

their income tor rent will be less than 39~ income for housing housing costs 

of the total number of renter-occupied costs 

households. 

2. Within its residential areas, Indian River ~dequate site for mix jMix of D.U. (s) !Mix of D.U.(s) allowed X IRC provide mix of 
County will have adequate sites to ot dwelling unit {D.U.J allowed through through land use and land use and zoning 
accommodate current and anticipated housing types land use and zoning zoning designations designations 
demand for all income groups and groups designations 

with special housing needs. These sites Private sector 
shall have an appropriate land use and ~rovides mix of 
zoning designation which allows for a dwelling units type 
balanced housing market with a mixture of 

housing types, including mobile and 

manufactured homes 

the percentage of sub-standard 1.40% in 1990 1% in 2000 census 3. 2000, Percentage of X 

housing units (units lacking complete substandard housing census 

plumbing and units with no heating junits 

facilities) will have been reduced below 

the 1990 figure of 1.40% 

4. 2005, at least 700 households will have N"umber of units 
131 housing units 

855 housing units 
X 

received assistance through county's local 
assisted through SHIP 

assisted iassisted {as ot Jan. 1, 

housing assistance program. 2008) 
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Housing 5. By 2010, the county will have provided rumber of subdivisions Between 1995 and 2005. 
X arget date tor the 

drainage facilities, and/or 
which receive Infrastructure paved roads, objective is 2010 

centralized water systems to at least 10 
infrastructure provided to 22 existing 

existing subdivisions currently without 
improvement subdivisions 

sufficient infrastr~cture 

Housing 490 beds 6. Indian River County will have sutticient ~umber ot beds in group 901 beds Partial There were 

lands in residential areas to accommodate homes and care Sufficient lands sufficient land to 

group homes and care facilities and will facilities designated Sufficient lands 
jaccommodate group 

have at least 2000 beds in these tacilities designated 
!home, 901 beds 

by 2005 ~elow target of 

2000 beds 

!Housing 7. Through 2005, Indian River County will rumber of existing 1033 1035 X 

jPreserve the existing farmworker housing stock (2006) farmworker 

~nd ensure that there will be no net loss in housing units 
200 RECD 200 RECD 

the number of farmworker housing units within 

the county (2 permitted HRS housing 

developments with 833 occupants and 200 RECD 

funded units with a total 800 person capacity) 

!Housing 8. By 2005, 207 (72 .9%) of Indian River ~umber of historically 207 207 X 

County's historic properties will be in significant dwelling 

excellent or good condition tunits in good or 

excellent condition 

!Housing 9. By 2000, Indian River County will have Existence of an !No interlocal Countywide SHIP and HHR Partially - Countywide SHIP & 

interlocal agreements with the interlocal agreement agreement !Programs achieved jHHR program 

municipalities within the county to provide with municipalities tor providing 

housing assistance to very low, low, and housing assistance assistance to VLI, 

moderate income households LI, and MI 

!households. 

Housing 10. Indian River County will maintain a !Availability of County policy County policy/enforced X - Compensation 

relocation housing policy for persons relocation housing for when households must ~rovided through 

displaced by public action or public fersons displaced by relocate due to public ~ppropriate county 

activities !Public action or actions ld-epartment causing 

activities relocation. 

- Also, relocation 

inousing provided 

through housing 

authority when 

feasible. 
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INDIAN RIVER COUNTY, FLORIDA 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: The Honorable Members of the Planning and Zoning Commission 

Robert M. Keating, AICP 
Community Development 

40 
FROM: Stan Boling, AICP 

Planning Director 

DATE: April 4, 2008 

PLANNING 
MATTERS 

SUBJECT: Planning Information Package for the April 10, 2008 Planning and Zoning 
Commission Meeting 

For this meeting's packet, the following articles are provided: 

(I) "Economy slows Florida population growth to lowest level in 30 years", University of Florida 
News, March 27, 2008 Cathy Keen and Stan Smith. 

(2) "Budget crisis prompts Volusia board's OK to close 7 elementary schools", Orlando Sentinel, April 
I, 2008, Erika Hobbs. 

(3) "Health, environmental concerns fuel popularity of grass-fed beef', Palm Beach Post, March 31, 
2008, Susan Salisbury. 

( 4) "Lee commissioner worries state will under-mine local permitting process", Naples News, March 
30, 2008, Charlie Whitehead. 

(5) "Don't strip mine control", Palm Beach Post, April 2, 3008, Editorial. 

( 6) "Mines must be restored to natural state", News Press, April 2, 2008, Byron Stout. 

(7) "2 rock mines in West Palm Beach County win key endorsements", South Florida Sun Sentinel, 
April 3, 2008, Andy Reid. 

cc: Board of County Commissioners 
Joe Baird 
Michael Zito 

F:\Community Development\Users\CurDev\P&ZIARTICLES\Articles for 200814-10-08.doc 



University of Florida News • Economy slows Florida population growth to lowest level in... Page 1 of 2 

University of_floridaJiews 
Economy slows Florida population growth to lowest level in 30 years 

Filed under Research, Business, Florida on Thursday, March 27, 2008. 

GAINESVILLE, Fla. - The bursting of Florida's housing bubble and overall economy has also 
let the air out of the state's famed population growth, which has shrunk to its lowest levels 
in three decades, according to the latest projections from the Uniyecsity of Florida. 

"A tremendous slowdown is forecast over the next few years compared to what we've 
experienced during the last five years," said SJ:anSmiJb, director of UF's Bureau of E:c_onomic 
and Business Research. "The state has not experienced a decline of this magnitude since the 
mid-'?Os, when we were in a national recession." 

The Sunshine State is expected to add an average of only about 209,000 residents a year 
between 2007 and 2010, compared with annual increases of about 418,000 people between 
2002 and 2006, he said. 

Although Florida remains a major destination for retirees, far more young and middle-aged 
people move into the state to find work than their older counterparts arrive to retire, Smith 
said. But declining job opportunities have stanched the influx of younger people, he said. 

"The vast majority of Florida's population growth is due to migration, and during a recession 
the rate of job creation slows down in Florida," he said. 

The biggest group moving to the state during the last four or five decades has typically been 
those in their 20s and 30s, with those 65 and older accounting for only about 15 percent of 
in-migration, Smith said. But younger people in their 20s and 30s also make up the biggest 
share of those leaving the state, which is why Florida became the nation's oldest state after 
World War II, he said. 

Robust real estate markets and burgeoning construction fueled Florida's growth from 2002 to 
2006, just as it did during the boom years of 1971 to 1974, Smith said. In turn, the housing 
market's decline dramatically curbed population growth after 2006, just as a national 
recession in the '?Os sharply limited expansion between 1974 and 1977, he said. 

Another reason growth typically slows during a recession in addition to the availability of 
fewer jobs is that people have difficulty selling their houses, which delays their move, he 
said. 

"We've certainly seen a slowdown in economic growth nationally, and it's even possible we 
may be in a recession right now, although we won't know for sure until later this year," he 
said. 

Projections call for Florida's population to return to more normal growth levels of about 
317,000 a year between 2010 and 2020, similar to the 1980s and 1990s, Smith said. Although 

http://news.ufl.edu/2008/03/2 7 /florida-population-2/ 3/28/2008 
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there also was a slowdown in growth during recessions in the 1980s and 1990s, it was 
nowhere near the steep decline of the 1970s or that which is taking place now, he said. 

"It's really sort of a boom-and-bust pattern that we have seen in Florida," Smith said. "The 
years between 2002 and 2006 were the biggest in terms of absolute increases since the early 
'70s, and then just as we experienced in the '70s we are going from a period of high- to low
growth numbers." 

The county projected to grow the fastest in percentage terms between 2007 and 2010, 
Lafayette in Florida's Big Bend, is something of an anomaly because it owes its top spot to 
prison construction, Smith said. It is predicted to grow from 8,215 in 2007 to 9,200 in 2010, 
he said. 

Otherwise, many of the high-growth counties are the same as in past years, he said. 

Flagler, which was the fastest-growing county between 2000 and 2007, jumping from 49,832 
to an estimated 93,568, is expected to continue to expand at a rapid rate, to 103,500 by 
2010, Smith said. Its coastal location, proximity to Jacksonville and relatively low cost of 
living, as well as the presence of the large Palm Coast development, contribute to its high 
ranking, he said. 

Other rapidly growing counties are Sumter, which owes its surge in part to prison expansion 
and the increasing number of residents at The Villages retirement community, and Osceola 
County, which receives spillover from nearby Orlando. 

In terms of absolute numbers, the counties expected to make the biggest gains between 
2007 and 2010 are Miami-Dade, from 2,462,292 to 2,512,300; followed by Orange, from 
1,105,603 to 1,154,200; and Hillsborough, from 1,192,861 to 1,234,900. 

-30-
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Budget crisis prompts Volusia board's OK to close 7 elementary schools -- OrlandoSentin... Page 1 of 3 

orlandosentinel.com/news/local/orl-closings0 108apr01,0, 7096341.story 

OrlandoSentinel.com 

Budget crisis prompts Volusia board's OK to close 7 elementary 
schools 

Erika Hobbs 

Sentinel Staff Writer 

April I, 2008 

The Volusia County School Board will close seven 
schools in three years in an attempt to avert a budget 
cns1s. 

The five board members overwhelmingly voted to close 
the schools, saying they had no choice because they were 
"held hostage" by a lack of state funding. 

"We're being slammed every way we tum," board 
member Candace Lankford said. 

The decision rankled about 200 parents, clergy and local 
officials who attended Monday's special meeting, far 
fewer than the DeLand High School auditorium could 
hold. District officials had expected a large crowd and 
even hired extra security to monitor the grounds. 
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. 

. 

Mari-ind ale 
; : l_ow C~n;.:;:i.up : : 

Contact ======================= 
Attorney Rick Martindale 
( lliQ 7') Ci(\·-;, (;, (1 ,r ,i 

.t:.1- I o l 1-0 toLi 

Click Here! It's just that easy! 

"This is outrageous," said Ouma Judy Sawak, whose two children attend Bums-Oak Hill, a school that 
will be closed. "They need to look in other places to save money." 

During the highly emotional meeting, the audience peppered comments with applause as parents pleaded 
with board members for more than two hours to save their beloved neighborhood schools. 

"Don't close our schools because they are the heart of our community," said an angry Christina Tacy, 
whose daughter attends third grade at Samsula Elementary, which is set to close. "Bigger is not better." 

Mike Panko said he fears his granddaughter, a Samsula kindergartner, won't be able to read the 300 
books her older sister did by next year, because with bus time, she will be weathering a 10-hour school 
day. 

"She'll be too tired," he said. "And that's on your heads." 

Board members were equally as testy. 

"I am not here to please you. I struggle with this," board member Al Williams told audience members 
who clapped for his lone dissenting vote. He voted to close all schools but Bonner Elementary. 

http://www. or landosentinel. com/news/local/ orl-closings0 I 08apr01, 0 ,24 5 73 06 ,print. story 4/2/2008 
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"'What if doesn't work right now," Vice-Chairwoman Diane Smith said. "We have to deal with reality." 

The board opted to close Bonner Elementary, Boston Avenue, Samsula Elementary and Seville Public at 
the end of the year. Bums-Oak Hill will close in 2009-10, followed by Starke Elementary in 2010-11 
and Holly Hill Middle in 2011-12. 

The board will vote on which new schools the students will attend at a future meeting. 

Some students will go to new, unnamed schools while others will attend existing schools. Special-needs 
children who attend Boston Avenue, for example, will go to a small-school setting inside Taylor
Middle-High or a new, unnamed high school in Orange City. 

"I would love for there to be an alternative," Judy Conte, chairwoman of the School Board, said in an 
interview before the meeting. "But they [state officials] came sucking money right out of our budget." 

Without such drastic measures, Volusia would have to trim classroom spending -- an idea Conte loathes. 

"We don't want to cut programming-- that is what affects all the students," she said. 

By closing the schools, board members hope to save $4.6 million in an effort to stave off a cash crunch 
caused by a drop in state funding, partly because of declining enrollment, and by an anticipated loss of 
revenue from the Amendment 1 property-tax measure. 

They also aim to create a more-streamlined district by operating larger elementary schools rather than 
small, under-enrolled ones. 

Plans to close at least two of the schools had been in the works for years: Boston Avenue and Seville 
had been slated to close in 2009 and 2010. The board hastened those dates because of budget 
constraints, Lankford said. 

Closing schools -- especially elementaries -- is always a heartwrenching experience. Parents tend to 
form deep bonds with the teachers and staff who educate their youngest children, and do so close to 
home. Elementary schools, too, tend to act as community anchors, serving as a place where the public 
can meet for sports, performances and other activities. 

And in Seville's case, parents fear losing a beloved landmark. The school, built in 1924, has 12-foot 
ceilings, hardwood floors and Depression-era paintings of sailing ships on the walls. 

"The survival of the city I live in depends on the next generation, and the quality of education we have 
in our city," said Oak Hill Commissioner Mike Thompson. 

"Business will not come to a city that does not have quality education ... and we'd like to keep it," he 
said, reminding them that voters will may not re-elect them to office in coming years. 

Conte also noted that the closures are not the only steps school officials are taking to save money. 

The board voted overwhelmingly to close each school except for Bonner. 

Williams opposed the Bonner, Samsula, Starke, Bums-Oak Hill and Holly Hill closures. 
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Stan Schmidt opposed closing Holly Hill. 

Erika Hobbs can be reached at ehobbs@orlandosentinel.com or 407-420-6226. 

Copyright© 2008, Orlando Sentinel 
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Most people didn't even know what it was. 
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William Powers stocks meat at Whole Foods in Palm Beach Gardens. Grass-fed beef costs more in 
stores, but some consider it healthier. 
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factory-farming model that has dominated American agriculture - and the food we eat - for decades. 

"Grass-fed beef is from cattle that are raised the way cattle were raised before the industry became indus1 
after World War II," Harris said. 
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Interest has sharpened during the past few months, with the largest beefrecall in U.S. history - 143 
million pounds - following revelations from an undercover video that showed workers at 
Hallmark/Westland Meat Packing Co. in California kicking and ramming sick or injured cows at the 
slaughterhouse. 

Such cows have been banned from the food supply since 2003, but almost as urgent a question as safety 
is that of humane treatment, experts say. 

"Now the consumer not only wants safe meat ... she is looking for what we are terming 'compassionately 
raised,' " said Lochrane Gary, Hardee County's agricultural extension director, who works with nearly 
450 cattle ranchers. "She is looking for humane treatment." 

Or, like Kathi Ragozzino of Wellington, she also is looking for something healthier to eat. 

"We'd like to try it and see if there is a difference. We're not crazy fanatics," said Ragozzino, 50, who 
was checking out the organic and grass-fed beef case at the Publix Greenwise Market in Palm Beach 
Gardens recently along with her husband Pasquale, 65. "We just try to eat healthy. We don't eat 
processed foods." 

U.S. residents consumed more than 28 billion pounds ofbeeflast year, and less than 2 percent ofit was 
grass-fed. But demand for grass-fed, also known as grass-finished, rose 30 percent from 2006 to 2007. 

Whole Foods Market, the Austin, Texas-based chain of natural-foods supermarkets, has added grass-fed 
beef from Chile to its offerings and has seen high demand. 

"We are having problems keeping it in stock,'' said Russ Benblatt, a Fort Lauderdale-based spokesman 
for Whole Foods. "I don't think that anyone could have guessed how popular this was going to be." 

Most of the nation's beef, including Florida's, starts out on a diet of grass and hay and is fattened later on 
com feedlots in Midwestern states. The average product travels 1,300 miles to get to market, Gary said. 

Traditional method costly 

The soaring costs of com and fuel, with no relief in sight, are making the traditional beef production 
method increasingly expensive. But Florida, with its large population and year-round growing season, is 
perfect for the grass-fed beef industry, Gary said. 

"It could be done here in Florida more easily than anywhere else in the country," he said. "It's a natural 
thing for livestock." 

Among the most passionate of Florida grass-fed-beef producers are Erin and Al Rosas, who own Rosas 
Farms, an organic farm on 100 acres in Sparr, just north of Ocala. 

In their early 40s, they are pioneers who have been producing grass-fed organic beef since 1990. They 
also work with 177 farmers in Florida, Wisconsin and the Midwest, helping them run sustainable 
operations and market their products. 

The Rosas say they are witnessing a growing interest in grass-fed beef from consumers. 

"Now people are paying attention. Now they are saying, 'OK, I need to know this,' "Erin Rosas said. 
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High on consumers' lists are the greater healthfulness of grass-fed - Clemson University meat scientist 
Susan Duckett says it has about half the fat of traditional beef - and its environmental advantages, which 
include saving topsoil and reducing water use and carbon emissions. 

The grass-fed industry also is helping to preserve family farms, which are being lost at the rate of one an 
hour in the United States, Rosas said. 

"It is beyond organic. It is about going back to being sustainable," she said. "Agribusiness is not going to 
do that." 

Jo Robinson, creator and owner of a Web site called eatwild.com, said the number of grass-fed-beef 
ranchers in the U.S. has jumped to more than 1,000 from fewer than 50 in 1999. 

"More and more people know how to do this right," said Robinson, who lives on Vachon Island in 
Washington state. "In January and February, we were adding one new ranch a day to our Web site." 

Almost 20 Florida producers are on eatwild.com and another site, lornlharvest.,irg. 

Some buy year's supply 

Marie Peters, a grass-finished-beef producer in Pasco County, is a former attorney who began producing 
the beef about IO years ago after buying 70 acres near Dade City. 

"I'm not sure how I got started," Peters said. "I had been sick and learned about organic food. I started 
eating organically. It kind of made sense to raise the cows that way." 

About a dozen families buy animals from Peters each year for $1,600 apiece, plus a $175 slaughter fee 
paid to the packinghouse. There is a waiting list. Customers end up with about 300 pounds of meat, 
about a year's supply. 

"It comes out to $5 to $6 a pound," Peters said. 

Customers such as church office worker Karen Williams, 58, and her husband Noah, 56, a store 
manager, select their cow each year. They pick up the custom-cut meat at Weicht's Custom Slaughter 
Inc. in Zephyrhills. 

Weicht's owner Joe Weicht said the firm has seen its grass-fed, organic beef business double during the 
past three years, to about 90 animals raised by a half-dozen producers. "Ten years ago, you didn't hear of 
it," he said. 

Karen Williams said she thinks grass-fed beef is safer. 

"I know it was not fed any dead animal parts. It was not pumped full of hormones or antibiotics," she 
said. 

Before she happened to bump into Peters at a real estate closing about five years ago, Williams had 
stopped eating red meat because it made her sick. 

"I realized some of my health problems were coming from the cows and the antibiotics and hormones 
they were giving the animals," Williams said. 
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State lacks infrastructure 

Gary, the Hardee County extension agent, believes large Florida producers will enter the grass-fed arena 
once they are assured of a 20 percent to 30 percent premium price. Not having to send cattle out of state 
could save $60 to $75 a head, he said. 

But there are problems. Florida, with about 18 slaughterhouses on the USDA's approved establishments 
list, most of them small, lacks the infrastructure needed to support large-scale beef processing. 

That and high land prices were among the reasons Dave Roffey, 66, a former St. Lucie County grass
fed-cattle rancher and veterinarian, sold his 250 acres and moved to Lebanon, Va., in 2004. 

Three meat-packing facilities are within 30 miles of his 300-acre Virginia ranch. He considered starting 
a slaughterhouse in Florida but found the USDA regulations complicated and the cost too high. 

Florida's pasture grasses are not as high-quality as grasses in other states and also need to be fertilized 
four times a year, Roffey said. 

"To do it with any kind of scale, Florida is not the place," Roffey said. He has little doubt the sector will 
grow nationally, citing its healthfulness. 

Gary said record corn prices have made cattle feeding "less profitable by the day" and that the country 
needs to come up with another way to raise beef. 

"My attitude is, we ought to produce it as natural as we can and close to home as we can, then process 
and eat it close to home. Everybody wins," he said. 

Grass-fed beef also will encourage the growth of additional businesses in the state, Gary said. 

"I think it can grow beyond a niche market," he said. "I think it is the trend of the future." 

Find this article at: 
http://www.palmbeachpost.com/businesslcontenUbusiness/epaper/2008/03/31 Im 1 a_grassfed _ 0331.html 

I Check the box to include the list of links referenced in the article. 
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Lee commissioner worries state will under-mine 
local permitting process 
By CHARLIE WHITEHEAD 

Sunday, MMch 30, 2008 

A war of words between Lee County commissioners and their local state representatives has escalated to 
thinly veiled threats. 

The war is over pending state legislation that commissioners say would boot local governments out of the 
permitting process for mines. 

Last week, Commissioner Frank Mann dashed off a letter to Sen. Burt Saunders, whom county officials have 
begun to see as a potential savior, since the bill on his side of the aisle may be headed to the Environmental 
Protection and Conservation Committee, which he chairs. Mann urged Saunders to publicly state his opposition 
to bills sponsored by Sen. Mike Bennett and by a committee chaired by Rep. Trudi Williams, both members of 
the Southwest Florida delegation. 

"By now you know there exists a major issue that divides the Lee County Legislative Delegation and the Lee 
County Commission," he wrote. 

Mann said it pains him that the legislative proposals could impact their personal relationships. 

"But you must know that I cannot accept what the delegation is doing to the people of Lee County by usurping 
their right to protect and defend themselves," he said. "As a lifelong resident of Lee County I will tell you that 
I am personally offended by the arrogance of the Legislature." 

Mann asked Saunders to declare his own position on the pending bills. 

"Your public and immediate position is required," he wrote. "Your acquiescence to the positions taken by 
Senator Bennett and Representative Williams will clearly demonstrate your support for the efforts to ignore 
Lee County's citizens' best interest." 

Saunders said that he agrees with what Mann has to say - pointed as it is. 

"It was very well-written and very to the point," he said. "I agree with Commissioner Mann that we have to be 
very careful about preempting local jurisdiction on land use matters. Aggregate mining is a very intense use 
and local government should be able to determine when and where it takes place." 

Saunders said he's not convinced the bill will or should be reviewed by his committee. 

"I understand that several people are urging it be referred to the committee," he said. "We have a fairly shall
we-say robust process about referring bills. If it's determined it's an environmental issue ... I'm not so 
convinced it is. It's clearly a land use issue and we deal typically with more environmental issues." 

Mann told members of the county's Density Reduction-Groundwater Resource committee last Wednesday not 
to worry about pending bills in Tallahassee that may render all their efforts moot. 

"I would encourage you guys to stay out of that," he told the 15-member group. "The county feels threatened 
if a bill passes that all the work they've done will be for naught. We'll do everything we need to get that off 
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the railroad and onto a side track." 

The commissioner-appointed DRGR committee has already spent dozens of hours learning about the 83,000-
acre southeast Lee area. The committee's deliberations encompass more than mining, but that issue has 
dominated its conversations. 

Right after Mann spoke to the committee, he sent the letter to Saunders. The commissioners think Saunders 
could salvage local control by killing the bill. 

Maybe not. A letter written by Rep. Paige Kreegel and signed by Bennett, Williams and Reps. Mike Grant and 
Gary Aubuchon says veiled political threats are not the way to go. 

"To begin with, we completely disagree with your characterization that the legislative delegation is doing 
something TO the people of Lee County on the subject of mining," the letter says. 

It points out they were elected to represent Lee citizens at the state level, and aggregate mining has become 
a state-wide issue. 

"When relatively wealthier counties such as Lee and Collier institute a moratorium on mining this just serves 
to 'pass the buck' onto the less well-off, inland, rural counties such as DeSoto and Hendry, which are also a 
part of our Southwest Florida delegation," it says. 

Moratoriums mean higher prices for rock and fill, it says, which means higher road costs and higher taxes. A 
patchwork of local moratoriums begs for a state-wide solution, it says. 

"Veiled political threats, vague or otherwise do not contribute to a solution," it says. "Although the bill 
originated with Rep. Williams committee, be aware that this approach has wide support both at the council 
level and with House and Senate leadership. other approaches being discussed up here are vastly more 
ominous, including having counties with moratoriums in place forfeit part of the DOT funding." 

The letter closes with a plea to work together instead of taking an adversarial approach. 

Mann said he was disappointed in the letter, especially seeing it was signed by five delegation members. 

"That letter was the industry spiel," he said. "I recognize the language, and I'm sure the industry helped draft 
the letter." 

Mann said the county's done nothing to provoke such a reaction, especially the threat of withholding road 
funding. 

"I don't think anyone would go through with that," he said. 

Lee Commission Chairman Ray Judah said there's a clear connection between mining and the environment, 
and he hopes Saunders comes around. 

"It's directly related to ground and surface waters, and there's direct impact to the surface of the land where 
mining takes place," he said. "The bill should go to his committee. I hope he gives it more thought." 

Bennett could not be reached. Williams said she doesn't see the bill that came from her committee as 
threatening local control. She thinks the Department of Environmental Protection does a good job reviewing 
mine permits, and that's where the responsibility should stay. 

"As I've listened to the debate, no city or county has given much credence to DEP," she said. 

Williams said counties have had the right to request delegation of permitting authority from DEP since 1994, 
and none have. 
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"They're not getting booted out of the process," she said. "If they don't want mines they have to take mines 
out of their comp plan." 

Lee County's comprehensive growth management plan does allow mining in the DRGR, though commissioners 
imposed a 12-month moratorium on new and existing applications late last year. 

Williams said she sees locals as still having authority over issues like buffering and road impacts. 

"I don't think the state wants to tell the county what their business is," she said. "People are being denied the 
right to operate a business when they bought the land for it." 

There is a private property rights issue at stake, Williams said, when a landowner goes to the considerable 
trouble and expense to get a permit from DEP and the county stops it. 

"That is just downright wrong," she said. 

It's not just mine owners and nearby residents that are affected, Williams said. 

"Because Better Roads can't use a mine five miles away, they have to drive 65 miles to Charlotte County to 
get material for the 1-75 project," she said. "Instead of driving on roads for five miles, they're driving 65 miles 
on 1-75. With what gas costs, what sense does that make?" 

Williams, an engineer, also dismissed arguments that mines harm water quality. Simply digging a hole to 
remove rock from the ground doesn't do that, she said. 

"I don't understand why they're so up in arms," she said. "In Tallahassee they say this is the Enviros Up In 
Arms for No Growth Bill." 

© Naples News 
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Don't strip mine control 

Wednesday, April 02, 2008 

State legislators don't know how much rock Florida needs for road-building or how 
much rock lies underground. They admit as much in a bill to be heard today. But 
that ignorance hasn't stopped legislators from adding to the bill a terrible condition 
that would strip zoning control from communities and empower the mining 
industry. 

The bill, which goes before the House Environment and Natural Resources Council, 
aims to stop Palm Beach and other counties from doing what local governments are 
supposed to do: protect the public and the environment from incompatible activities 
that could harm both. 
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Miners, blocked by court order from digging in parts of the Miami-Dade 
County Lake Belt, want to expand into the Everglades Agricultural Area in 
western Palm Beach County. County commissioners granted zoning approval 
to allow one 4,000-acre mine but have balked at allowing others, worried 
about the potential impact on Everglades restoration. Talk of more studies or 
even declaring the sugar cane fields to be an area of critical state concern, all 

of which would delay mining, is prompting legislators to overreach. 

The bill, based on a task force recommendation, correctly seeks to establish a permanent method of 
surveying the location and amount of rock underground and the potential demand for that rock. Since 
both remain unknown, the industry cannot make a coherent case that it will need the rock or the 
extraordinary freedom from local control proposed in the bill. By overreaching, the bill actually 
undermines its own assessment of the problem. 

For mining companies in Palm Beach County, the race is on to secure permits before water managers 
determine how much land they need to complete Everglades restoration. Since the industry is frustrated 
by county efforts to make sure the mines will not damage the environment or disrupt the Everglades, the 
miners have turned to the Legislature. Legislators need to reject this wrong-headed effort at getting 
around local control. 

Vote for this story! 
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Mines must be restored to natural state 

Byron Stout 
bstout@news~press.com 

Let me just say from the outset that I am not in favor of rock mining in Lee County's environmentally 
sensitive water replenishment zones. In fact, I'm fundamentally opposed. 

Then again, I'm not an expert in geology, hydrology, ecology or any of the other sciences that should 
determine whether proposed mining in 83,000 acres of protected land would be environmentally 
defensible. That said, I don't think scientists are going to be the decision makers in this deal. 

To mine or not to mine ultimately will be decided by high-powered lobbyists and politicians in 
Tallahassee (much to the dismay of the Lee County Commission). So I don't feel like I've exactly 
thrown in the towel when I hope that any mines we end up with are "good mines," as opposed to 
environmental wastelands. 

I have studied phosphate mining enough to know that mining in Florida seriously disrupts surface 
aquifers - the underground rivers of water that feed our rivers and estuaries, and ultimately provide us 
with much of the water we drink. As a result, the Peace River has been robbed of much of its 
drainage, and as many as seven species of fish have disappeared from habitats including flowing 
springs that have dried up completely. And we doubtlessly have fewer shrimp, crabs, snook and 
grouper as a result. 

Rock mines are not phosphate mines, but they are proposed for areas in the drainage basin for 
Estero Bay, which already has been significantly degraded. We've got to be careful. 

But we could end up with some really good freshwater fishing and birding areas if the miners are 
made to restore the lands to a natural condition, after they've removed the rock, which we admittedly 
need for roads for our inexorably expanding population. 

An example of a fine mine is the Interstate 75 borrow pit in Charlotte County that now is Webb Lake. 
Rather than a box-cut hole that favors only exotic species, biologists with the then-Game and Fresh 
Water Fish Commission designed a lake with winding channels and broad flats that mimic the 
environment in which Florida's native bass, bluegill, shellcracker and channel cats thrive. 

That's because, rather than steep sides totally unsuited for spawning by our native sunfishes, they 
created shallows where plant communities, including bulrush, spikerush and peppergrass, grow, and 
bream and bass can fan their sparkling beds. 

Judging by the rock mines I've seen, that's not what the mining companies have in mind. I'm sure that 
would require extra expense, but it's better than not mining at all. Just ask the phosphate companies. 

They're now experts in what they call reclamation. That's an overstatement; it's really mitigation. But 
it's better to have that than to have a pit filled with algae and tilapia. 

So if the battle against mines looks lost, guarantees for reclamation wouldn't be a bad thing for which 
to fight. That should be Plan B, but it definitely ought to be a part of the plan. 

Page 1 of 1 
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2 rock mines in west Palm Beach County win key endorsements 

By Andy Reid 

South Florida Sun-Sentinel 

10:42 PM EDT, April 3, 2008 

Two rock mines that would open more of the Everglades 
Agricultural Area to decades of digging moved a step 
closer to approval on Thursday. 

The Palm Beach County Zoning Commission endorsed 
plans for the Lake Harbor Quarry, which would cover 
7,000 acres of sugar cane land four miles south of Lake 
Okeechobee and three miles west ofU.S. 27. 

Zoning commissioners also recommended approval for 
the Bergeron mine to expand to 553 acres on the west 
side ofU.S 27, seven miles south of County Road 827. 

The mines that provide rock and sand used for road 
building and other construction still need approval from 

April 8-10 
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the County Commission. The mining plans go before county commissioners April 24. 

They are among four new or expanded mines proposed in the Everglades Agricultural Area - 700,000 
acres of sugar cane and other farmland that buffers the Everglades. 

The mining proposals have been slowed by concerns that the digging could allow pollutants to 
contaminate underground water supplies. Opponents also argue that mining could interfere with 
Everglades restoration by tying up large tracts of land that could be needed for reservoirs and water 
treatment areas. 

The Bergeron proposal calls for mining up to I 00 acres per year over nine years. It would be the 
expansion of an almost 400-acre mine next door. 

Plans for the Lake Harbor Quarry also call for mining 100 acres per year, but stretched over 71 years. 
Taking that piecemeal approach allows the landowners to avoid triggering tougher development 
requirements. 

"They are intentionally seeking to avoid scrutiny," said Lisa Interlandi, an attorney for the Everglades 
Law Center. "There is a huge concern about the impacts that large-scale mining will have on Everglades 
restoration and on our water supply." 

Mining proponents counter there are numerous regulatory safeguards for mining operations and that the 
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rock is needed to build the infrastructure for a growing population. 

In addition to county approval, the mines need state environmental permits to proceed. 

Annual water quality testing and blasting reports are among the requirements intended to prevent 
environmental damage from the mining, said Alan Ciklin, an attorney representing Lake Harbor Quarry. 

"This will be well taken care of," Ciklin said. "The water from this mine will meet drinking water 
quality standards." 

When the digging stops, the Lake Harbor mines are supposed to be converted to reservoirs to provide an 
alternative water supply to irrigate surrounding sugar cane land. That would reduce the need to take 
water from Lake Okeechobee for irrigation, Ciklin said. 

"I think this is a positive, positive in all aspects," Zoning Commissioner Sherry Hyman said. 

In May 2006, county commissioners proposed a moratorium on new rock mines to address 
environmental concerns raised about a plan to mine 4,000 acres of sugar cane fields east of U.S. 98, 
three miles north of U.S. 441. 

Mining companies challenged the ban, but the county continued to stall new proposals for more mines to 
spread across the Everglades Agricultural Area. 

The county continues to explore the possibility of doing a comprehensive study of mining implications. 

That could come too late for the mining proposals zoning commissioners unanimously supported on 
Thursday. 

Zoning Commissioner Al Zucaro questioned taking action before county commissioners formalized 
their position on mining in the EAA. 

"It seems that we are moving the ball down the road," Zucaro said. 

Andy Reid can be reached at abreid@sun-sentinel,com or 561-228-5504. 
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