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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) is to assess the accuracy 
and timeliness of the data in the Introductory Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment 
must examine changes in the County’s planning process, as well as changes in the county’s 
population, demographics, and economy.  Based on this analysis, the Introductory Element may 
need to be updated and revised.  This assessment contains the following components: 
 
 Population, demographic and economic conditions at the time of last major plan update 

(March 17, 1998) 
 
 Existing population, demographic and economic conditions  

 
 Analysis of demographic and economic changes 

 
 Identification of future actions 

 
 Identification of anticipated amendments to the Introductory Element 

 
Planning and Public Participation Process for the Last Major Plan Update (1998) 
 
In 1995, the Board of County Commissioners adopted a Public Participation Plan for preparing the 
county's evaluation and appraisal of its adopted comprehensive plan.  The public participation plan 
outlined the roles and responsibilities of the Board of County Commissioners, the Planning and 
Zoning Commission, existing county boards and commissions, staff, and other groups and 
organizations relating to plan evaluation. 
 
The responsibility for developing draft elements of the evaluation and appraisal of the 
comprehensive plan was vested in existing county committees.  Public hearings were held as part of 
the development and adoption of each evaluation and appraisal report (EAR) element. 
 
Besides county committees, other civic and professional groups also participated in the development 
and review of the comprehensive plan EAR.  These groups were involved in the formal public 
review process and in some cases conducted their own reviews. 
 
Upon completion of the individual EAR plan elements, the formal adoption of the entire EAR 
began.  As part of the adoption process, the Planning and Zoning Commission held a public hearing 
and made its recommendations to the Board of County Commissioners.  The County Commission 
then conducted a public hearing and transmitted the EAR to the Florida Department of Community 
Affairs (DCA) for state review. 
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Upon receipt, the Department of Community Affairs reviewed the plan’s EAR and issued review 
comments.  The County then modified the EAR in accordance with the comments, held a final 
adoption public hearing, adopted the EAR, and sent the EAR to DCA.  Subsequently, the DCA 
found the EAR to sufficiently fulfill state requirements. 
 
As required by the public participation plan, the county made all plan documents available to the 
public for inspection; solicited and encouraged the public to provide written comments which were 
incorporated into the public record; and provided public notice of all public meetings, workshops 
and hearings.  Other efforts to keep the public informed included issuing press releases, providing 
information and maintaining records pertaining to public review. 
 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
 
After DCA approval of the EAR, the County initiated the comprehensive plan EAR based 
amendment process. All of the comprehensive plan elements were updated based on the 
recommendations from the adopted EAR.  The EAR based comprehensive plan amendment process 
followed the regular comprehensive plan amendment process.  As such, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, as the Local Planning Agency, conducted a public hearing and made a 
recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners to approve the Comprehensive Plan 
amendment. 
 
Following Planning and Zoning Commission action, the Board of County Commissioners 
conducted a transmittal public hearing and voted to transmit the proposed comprehensive plan 
EAR based amendment to the state DCA for consideration.  Subsequently, the DCA conducted a 
review, which included soliciting comments from the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, 
several state agencies, and neighboring local governments.  After its review, DCA compiled its 
comments in an Objections, Recommendations, and Comments (ORC) Report, and transmitted 
that report to the county.   
 
The comprehensive plan was then revised based on the ORC Report, and a second and final 
Board of County Commissioners public hearing was held.  After the public hearing, the Board 
took final action and approved the comp plan EAR based amendment on March 17, 1998.  The 
amendment was then submitted to DCA for a compliance finding. 
 
Planning and Public Participation Process for Adoption of the 2008 EAR 
 
The preparation and adoption of the 2008 EAR was similar to that of the original comprehensive 
plan adoption and 1998 EAR adoption.  Procedures followed were consistent with the public 
participation process adopted in the comprehensive plan, and with Chapter 163 F.S. and Rule 9J-5 
F.A.C. 
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On June 20, 2006, the Board of County Commissioners approved a Public Participation Plan for 
preparation of the 2008 EAR.  The strategy of that plan was that existing county boards and 
committees would hold public meetings and hearings and assist in the development of each element 
of the EAR.  As with the original comprehensive plan, a number of civic and professional 
organizations, as well as individuals, were encouraged to participate in the development and review 
of the EAR. 
 
As draft EARs for each element were developed, the Planning and Zoning Commission reviewed 
these drafts.  After receiving Planning and Zoning Commission approval at a public hearing, the 
draft EAR was forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners.  Subsequent to the Board of 
County Commissioners adopting the EAR at a public hearing, the adopted EAR was submitted to 
DCA. 
 
More details regarding public participation in the development of the EAR can be found in the EAR 
Public Participation Plan which is included as an attachment to this report. 
 
BASELINE AND EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA 
 
A summary of the population, demographic, and economic conditions within the county is provided 
in Appendix A.  These data will enable the county to identify changes in conditions within the 
county between 1995 and 2006 and make appropriate revisions to the Introductory Element as 
needed. 
 
POPULATION, DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF 
LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE 
 
When the Introductory Element of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan was updated in 
1997/1998, some of the data in that element were derived from the 1990 census.  Other more recent, 
non-census data were also used, particularly data provided by the University of Florida's Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research (BEBR).  These data and their citations from the Introductory 
Element are shown in Appendix A.  Some of the data are for the entire county, while other data 
relate to only certain parts of the county.  These data must be compared to more recent data to assess 
population and economic changes within the county. 
 
Population Demographics and Building Permit Activity 
 
 Resident Population 
 
When the last major update of the comprehensive plan ocurred in 1998, population data were based 
on 1995 information.  In 1995, the population of the entire county was 100,261.  The population of 
the State of Florida in 1995 was 14,162,331. 
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 Projected Resident Population 
 
At the time of last major plan update, the plan's planning horizon was 2020, a 22 year time period 
(1998-2020). Therefore, it was necessary to make future population projections through the year 
2020.  In 1995, BEBR projected that the county's population would be 158,400 in 2020. 
 
 Functional Population 
 
To accurately determine demand for services and to comply with state law, the comprehensive plan 
estimated not only the resident population of the county, but also the functional (or effective) 
population of the county.  The functional population is the resident population plus the seasonal 
population. 
 
The seasonal population is composed of those persons who visit or reside in the county for a period 
of less than 6 months.  This group includes tourists, migrant farm workers and other short-term and 
long-term visitors. 
 
The seasonal population used in the development of the comprehensive plan was not intended to 
provide an enumeration or total count of persons who visited Indian River County throughout any 
given year, but rather to provide an estimate of the potential peak seasonal population.  The seasonal 
population figures presented in Appendix A were intended to indicate the maximum one day 
potential that was likely to occur during the peak season winter months. 
 
To determine seasonal population, the county calculated the peak season populations of lodging 
establishments (hotels and motels); recreational vehicle (RV) parks and campgrounds; visitors with 
family, friends, and relatives; migrant labor camps; and part-year residents. 
 
 • Lodging establishments 
 
At the time of the last major update to the comprehensive plan, the best available information 
regarding the occupancy of hotels and motels in Indian River County was from a 1987 survey 
conducted by the county Planning Division.  That survey revealed the following facts. 
 
In 1987, approximately 90% of hotel and motel units within the county were occupied, and the 
average number of persons per occupied room was 1.8, during peak season. 
 
According to the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization, there were 2,893 
hotel/motel units within the County in 1995.  Using 1987 peak season occupancy data, the county 
estimated that an average of 4,687 persons/day used county lodging establishments during the peak 
season in 1995.   
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In the comprehensive plan, projections for future hotel/motel visitors during the peak season were 
calculated using 1987 occupancy rates and persons per room data as well as a projected 10% 
increase in hotel/motel rooms for each five year period, beginning with 1995.  That method resulted 
in a projection that 6,867 persons/day would use county lodging establishments during the 2020 
peak season. 
 
 • Recreational vehicle parks and campgrounds 
 
In 1995, there were 838 recreational vehicle sites in Indian River County.  A survey of operators 
revealed a 3 month peak season from mid-January until mid-April, and full occupancy for the 
duration.  Occupancy of recreational vehicles was almost exclusively couples.  Using that 
information, the county estimated that, in 1995, there were approximately 1,676 people living in 
recreational vehicle parks and campgrounds in the county during peak season. 
 
Based on that data, the county projected the number of recreational vehicle sites and their utilization 
through 2020.   Assuming a 5% increase in number of sites for each 5 year period beginning with 
1995, the county projected that 1,762 persons per peak day would use county recreational vehicle 
sites during the 2020 peak season. 
 
 • Visitors with family, friends, and relatives 
 
At the time the plan was last updated in 1998, the best source of information regarding visitors with 
family, friends, and relatives was a random sample survey of out of state visitors that was conducted 
by the Florida Department of Commerce, Division of Tourism.  These data, compiled quarterly, 
were used to produce a profile of travelers and visitors to counties in the state.  This report was not 
produced for Indian River County, because the number of surveys was not statistically significant in 
relation to the total for the state.  The Division of Tourism, however, reported that lodging 
information was similar for all southern counties.  In computing this information, tourism data 
compiled for Brevard County were used to compute Indian River County estimates.  For the first 
quarter of 1986 (the latest report available at that time), lodging with family, friends and relatives in 
Indian River County represented 110% of lodgings in hotels and motels.  Projections for visitors to 
the county staying with family, friends and relatives were produced by multiplying hotel/motel 
visitors by a factor of 1.1.  This factor was held constant through the year 2020. 
 
Using that method, the county estimated that 5,156 visitors stayed with family, friends and relatives 
in Indian River County in 1995.  In 1995, the county projected that 6,593 and 7,554 visitors would 
stay with family, friends and relatives in Indian River County in 2010 and 2020, respectively. 
 
 
 • Migrant workers 
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To determine the number of migrant workers in Indian River County in 1995, the County 
Agricultural Extension Office, the Florida Employment Service, and the Department of Health and 
Rehabilitative Service were surveyed.  Through these sources, it was estimated that 1,000 migrant 
farm laborers  resided in the county during the peak months of February and March of 1995. 
 
At that time, the county estimated that this figure would remain fairly constant in the future due to: 
continued high demand for citrus products, stable production in the county, changes in technology 
and the use of local labor.  For that reason, the plan projected that the number of migrant farm 
workers living in the county would not exceed 1,000 in 2020. 
 
 • Part-year residents 
 
The final segment of the seasonal population is the part-year residents of the county.  This group, 
characterized as the "snowbirds" who flock south for the winter months and return to their primary 
residences in the north for the remainder of the year, maintain a residence in Indian River County 
which is occupied for less than 6 months a year. 
 
At the time of last major plan update, estimates and projections for this group were based on 
estimates produced from 1990 census data, as well as a survey of large multi-family, condominium 
and mobile home developments in the county.  The first step in projecting part year residents was to 
estimate the number of housing units which were not occupied on a full year or year round basis.  
The number of housing units occupied by part-year residents was estimated to equal the number of 
year round housing units held for occasional occupancy plus the number of vacant seasonal units.  
Survey of developments produced an average of approximately 1.9 persons per unit in all seasonal 
housing.  The product of the number of units and persons per unit resulted in the estimate of part-
year residents for 1990.  Projections of future part-year residents were held constant at the 1990 ratio 
of part-year population to resident population. 
 
Using that method, the comprehensive plan estimated that the county's 1995 part-year resident 
population was 10,026.  By using the same method, the plan projected that the county's part-year 
resident population would be 11,230 in 2000, and would be 15,840 in 2020. 
 

 Functional (effective) population 
 
The following table summarizes the resident, seasonal and functional populations of the county for 
1995, 2000 and 2020, as presented in the last update of the comprehensive plan. 
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                                 1995            2000    2020 
 
Resident Population           100,261       112,300      158,400 
 
Seasonal Population           22,545          24,685     33,023 
 
Functional Population        122,806         136,985  191,423 
 
 
 Persons Per Household 
 
As the 1998 plan update was being prepared, the latest and best available information regarding 
persons per household in the county was published by BEBR.  This information indicated that, in 
1995, the county's average number of persons per household was 2.33. 
 
 Race and Median Age 
 
When the comprehensive plan was last updated, the 1990 Census was the best source of information 
for  age and racial characteristics of the county.  According to the 1990 Census, 90% of the county's 
population was white, while nearly all of the balance was black.  The 1990 Census also indicated 
that the median age of the county's population was 44. 
 
 Building Permit Activity 
 
According to County building permit records, 561 single family residential building permits and 
285 multi-family residential building permits were issued in unincorporated Indian River County 
in 1996.  In addition, 75 building permits were issued for commercial businesses.   
 
Economic Conditions 
 
When the plan was last updated, the best information about the income of the county's population 
was available from the Bureau of Economic Analysis in the U. S. Department of Commerce and 
through the 1990 Census.  The information available through the U.S. Department of Commerce 
indicated that, in 1993, the county's per capita income was $26,798.00. 
 
In 1996, the county's median household income was $42,200.00.  The 1990 Census also indicated 
that, in 1989, 9.0% of the county's population and 5.9% of its families had incomes below the 
poverty level. 
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According to the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), the county's 1995 
annual average employment was 38,689, or about 38.6% of the county's total 1995 population.  At 
that time, the county's average annual unemployment rate was 9.8%, while the state's was 5.5%. 
 
BLS data indicated that, in 1995, service (30.96%), retail trade (23.07%), and agriculture (10.74%) 
accounted for most of the employment (64.77%) in the County.  According to BEBR, the fastest 
growing sector of the economy, in terms of employment, was the service sector. 
 
 
EXISTING POPULATION, DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 
 
Appendix "A" also contains current data.  These estimates were derived from 2000 census 
information and other sources, where available. The information for existing population and 
economic conditions will be compared to conditions at the time of the last plan update to assess 
changes in the population and economic conditions within the county. 
 
Population Demographics and Building Permit Activity 
 
 Resident Population 
 
In 2006, BEBR estimated that Indian River County's population was 135,215, and that its average 
number of persons per household was 2.26.  The BEBR estimate of the 2006 state population was 
18,349,132. 
 
 Projected Resident Population 
 
Based on BEBR data, current projections indicate that the county's 2020 and 2030 populations will 
be approximately 182,400 and 209,000, respectively.   
 
 Subgeographic Estimates and Projections 
 
Appendix “B” contains year 2000 population and employment estimates and the latest population 
and employment projections for 2015 and 2030 by Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ).  These data are 
not comparable to 1995 County Traffic Analysis Zone data, because the number of TAZ’s has 
increased from 132 to 154 since 1995. 
 
 Functional Population 
 
 • Lodging establishments 
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To estimate the number of persons using county lodging establishments during peak season, the 
following formula was used. 
 
(number of units) X (peak season occupancy rate) X (average number of persons per occupied room) 
 
Using Census and survey data, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) conducted a study 
which projected the number of hotel/motel units in the county.  Those projections were made in five 
year increments beginning with 1990.  The study projected a 10% increase in hotel rooms for every 
5 year increment.   
 
The base period of the hotel/motel projections and number of persons using county lodging 
establishments is 2006.  In that year, there were 1,471 hotel/motel rooms within the county.   
 
 
Similar to the last major comprehensive plan update, the peak season occupancy rate was again 
estimated to be 90%.  At that time, research indicated that the average number of persons per 
occupied room was 1.8. 
 
Using these figures, the county estimates that 2,383 persons/day used county lodging establishments 
during the 2006 peak season.  Additionally, the county now projects that 3,768 persons/day will use 
county lodging establishments during the 2030 peak season. 
 
 • Recreational vehicle parks and campgrounds 
 
There were 841 recreational vehicle sites in Indian River County in 2006.  Based on that fact and an 
estimate of 2 persons per recreational vehicle, the county estimates that there were approximately 
1,682 people living in recreational vehicle parks and campgrounds in the county during the 2006 
peak season. 
 
In addition, it is projected that approximately 1,764 people will be living in recreational vehicle 
parks and campgrounds in the county during the 2030 peak season.  That projection assumes that the 
number of recreational vehicle sites in the county will increase by 1% every five years. 
 
 • Visitors with family, friends, and relatives 
 
Based upon a 2001 tourism study for Indian River County conducted by the IRC Chamber of 
Commerce, the number of visitors staying with family, friends, and relatives was determined to be 
42.7% of those staying in lodging establishments.  Using that method, the county estimates that 
1,432 people will stay with family, friends, and relatives during the 2006 peak season.  Additionally, 
it is projected that 1,609 people will stay with family, friends, and relatives during the 2030 peak 
season. 
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 • Migrant workers 
 
Based on data from a 2004 farmworker housing report prepared for the Florida Housing Finance 
Corporation by the Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, it is estimated that 1,936 migrant 
workers lived in the county during 2002.  It is estimated that this figure will decline in the future due 
to the spreading of citrus canker and citrus greening and continued population growth throughout the 
state.  For these reasons, it is projected that 968 migrant farm workers and household members will 
be living in the county by 2030. 
 
 • Part-year residents 
 
Past studies have indicated that the part-year population during the peak season is generally equal to 
10% of the resident population.  Using that ratio, the county estimates that there were 13,522 part-
year residents living in the county during the 2006 peak season.  Furthermore, it is projected that 
there will be 20,900 part-year residents living in the county during the 2030 peak season. 
 
The following table summarizes the 2010 and the 2030 projections of resident, seasonal and 
functional populations of the county. 
 
                                       2010              2030 
 
Resident Population                150,000           209,000 
 
Seasonal Population                  21,707             29,009 
 
Functional Population             171,707           238,009 
 
 
 Race and Median Age 
 
Race and median age data are available from the 2000 census.  In addition, BEBR provides 
estimates for these on a yearly basis.  The most recent estimates available are for 2005. 
 
According to BEBR, 81.4% of the county's 2005 population was white, 8.6% was black and 10% 
was in other race categories.  The BEBR estimates also indicate that the median age of the county's 
population was 47.9 for the year 2005. 
 
 
 Building Permit Activity 
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According to County building permit records, 2,415 single family residential building permits 
and 180 multi-family residential building permits were issued in unincorporated Indian River 
County in 2006.  In addition, 90 commercial building permits were issued.  
 
Economic Conditions 
 
The most recent data regarding per capita income in the county are for 2006 and are provided by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA).  This information indicates 
that the county's 2006 per capita income was $45,094.00.  The BEA estimates that, in 2003, the 
county's median household income was $40,291.00.  According to the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD), the county's median family income was $55,500.00 in 2006.  The 2000 
Census also indicated that, in 1999, 9.1% of the county's population and 6.3% of its families had 
incomes below the poverty level. 
 
According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Indian River County's average annual 
employment level, in 2005, was 57,102, or about 42.2% of the county's population.  In 2006, the 
county's average annual unemployment rate was approximately 4.2%; the state's was 3.3%.   
 
Current BLS data indicate that the services sector once again employs more Indian River County 
residents than any other sector.  In 2005, 40.9% of employees worked in service related industries.  
The retail trade and construction sectors' employment rounded out the top three employment sectors 
in 2005.  These sectors had 17.3% and 11.7%, respectively, of all county employment. 
 
ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CHANGES 
 
General demographic and economic data for the County are reviewed below to identify changes in 
the county’s population and economy since the time of last major plan update.  These data serve as a 
foundation for updating other comprehensive plan elements.  For instance, knowing that the average 
age of the population is increasing suggests that the County may need to plan for services for older 
residents, and knowing that the poverty rate has been increasing underlines the importance of 
providing good jobs within the County.   
 
Demographic Changes 
 
 Actual Growth 
 
Between 1995 and 2006, the population of Indian River County increased from 100,261 to 135,215, 
an increase of 34.9%.  In 2006, the State of Florida's population was estimated to be 18,349,132, an 
increase of 29.6% since 1995.  Consequently, Indian River County's growth rate outpaced the state's 
rate by nearly 3.1 percentage points.  These population changes indicate that the county is a growing, 
dynamic area. 
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 Projected Growth 
 
Using BEBR mid-range projections, the latest comprehensive plan update underestimated the 
amount of population growth that the county would experience between 1995 and 2005.  While the 
plan had projected that the county's 2005 population would be 124,000, the county's actual 2005 
population was 130,043.  Factors that contributed to the county's faster than projected population 
growth included availability of land, low housing costs, increased demand, and other factors.  Also, 
BEBR’s most recent 2010 projected county population is higher than 1995 BEBR’s 2010 projected 
county population. 
 
 Conclusions 
 
From the growth that has occurred since plan adoption, the following demographic conclusions can 
be drawn: 
 
  •The average age of the population is increasing.  From 1990 to 2005, the median age of the 

population increased from 44 to 47.9.  Additionally, census data indicate that the percentage 
of the county's population that is 45 years or older has increased from 48.9 in 1990 to 54.1 in 
2005. 

 
  •The population is becoming more affluent.  Per capita income in the county nearly doubled from 

$26,798.00 in 1993 to $45,094.00 in 2006.  In addition, median household income has risen. 
 From 1996 through 2006, the county had a higher median household income than that of the 
state.  This indicates that the county's residents, on average, were wealthier than those in the 
state.  In fact, Indian River County had the 5th highest median household income out of 
Florida’s 67 counties. 

 
  •Poverty rates in the county have slightly increased.  According to the Census, the percentage of  

persons with incomes below the poverty level increased by approximately 0.1% during the 
1989 to 1999 time period.  In addition, the percentage of families with incomes below the 
poverty level increased by approximately 0.4% during the same time period.   

 
  •The average number of persons/household decreased from 2.33 in 1995 to 2.26 in 2005.  This 

decrease is consistent with the first two conclusions, since older and more affluent 
populations tend to have smaller households. 

 
  •The portion of the population that is classified “other” is growing.  Census data indicate that the 

percentage of the county's population that identifies itself as “other” increased from 1.3 in 
1990 to 10.0 in 2005. 
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  •Construction of new single family residences increased recently to keep pace with recent 
population growth.  In 2006, there were 1,854 more single family residential building 
permits issued than in 1996.  

 
Economic Changes 
 
From 1995 to 2005, the county's total workforce increased from 38,689 to 57,102.  That represented 
an increase of approximately 18,413 jobs.  During this period, the county's average annual 
unemployment rate decreased from 5.5% in 1995 to 4.2% in 2006.  The increase in the percentage of 
county residents in the workforce can be attributed to the increase in service, retail, and construction 
jobs associated with the influx of new residents and the overall changing dynamics of the county as 
well as the national trend for older Americans to stay in the work force. 
 
Between the time of the latest plan update and the present, the diversity of the county's employment 
base shifted.  In 1995, the top four employment sectors were service, retail trade, government, and 
agriculture.  By 2005, agriculture had dropped out of the top four employment sectors, being 
replaced by construction (increased by 4.5%).  In addition, the service sector increased by 10%. 
 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
In 2009, the county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, and text of 
the Introductory Element.  Much of that update involves the inclusion of new data. 
 
State law requires that each local government adopt comprehensive plan amendments based on 
recommendations contained in the EAR.  Those amendments must be adopted within one year of the 
local government's adopted EAR due date.  Indian River County's adopted EAR due date is 
December 1, 2008.  Therefore, the county's EAR based amendments must be adopted by December 
1, 2008. 
 
In order to maintain a planning horizon of at least 20 years, population projections must be 
developed for a target year beyond 2020.  For that reason, the county has developed population 
projections through the year 2030, and the EAR based amendments will add those projections to the 
Introductory Element. 
 
 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
Tables and Figures 
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Each of the Introductory Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect current data through 
the year 2030. 
 
Text 
 
Major portions of the text of the Introductory Element must be revised with new data including 
existing conditions and projections. 
 
 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Introductory Element\2006-07 EAR Introductory Element - Clean (May 8, 2007).doc 
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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 
Element: Introductory 

 
 

CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

Population          

Entire Population, Florida 14,162,331  1995 BEBR 18,349,132  BEBR Increased by 4,186,801 people (29.6%) 

Entire Population, IRC 
100,261  1995 

 
BEBR 

135,215  
2006 Census and 

BEBR 
Increased by 29,782 people (34.9%) 

% increase in IRC population  11.1 1990-1995 BEBR  15.1 2000-2005 BEBR Increased by 4% for the 5 year period 

IRC Population Growth 10,053  1990-1995 BEBR 17,096  2000-2005 BEBR  

Population 0-14 years  16,613 16.57 19,953 15.34 

Population 15-24 years 9,335 9.31 13,502 10.38 

Population 25-44 years 24,082 24.02 26,221 20.16 

Population 45-64 years 21,431 21.38 34,796 26.76 

Population 65 years and Over 28,800 28.73 

1995 BEBR 

35,571 27.35 

2005 

Florida 
Legislature 
Office of 

Economic and 
Demographic 

Research. 

 

Median Age 

 
44  1990 Census 47.9  2005 BEBR 

Median age increased by 4 years 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

Building Permit Activity          

Residential 561 dwelling 
units  

2,415 dwelling 
units  

Increase of 1,854 dwelling units 

Multi-family 285 dwelling 
units  

180 dwelling 
units  

Decrease of 105 dwelling units 

Commercial 75 permits  

1996 

Indian River 
County 

Building 
Department 

90 permits  

2006 

Indian River 
County 
Building 
Department 

Increase of 15 permits 

Income          

Increased by $14,762, 55.1% over a 12 
year period, average of 4.59% per year 

IRC Per Capita Income in Dollars 

$26,798  1993 BEBR $41,560  2005 BEBR 
2005 Preliminary Number from 
Accelerated Data Release Program 

IRC's Rank Among Florida's 67 Counties in Per Capita 
Income 

5  1993 BEBR 5  2004  
No change 

Median Household Income 
$42,200  1996 FHFC $55,500  2006 FHFC 

Increased by $13,300, 31.5% over a 10 
year period, average of 3.15% per year 

IRC Families Below Poverty Level 
1,601 5.9 1989 Census 2,061 families 6.3 1999 

Increase of 460 families, .4% increase 
in total population over 10 years 

Persons Below Poverty Level in IRC 
7,748 9.0 1989 Census 10,325 9.1 

1999 

 

BEBR 
Increase of 2,577 people, 33.3% over 
10 years 

Household Data and General Demographics          

Households, IRC 42,371  1995 BEBR 56,450  2005 Census and Increase of 14,079 households over a 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

Change in # of households, IRC 4,341 11.3 1990-1995 BEBR 6,020 11.9 2000-2005 
10 year period (1,408 households per 
year) 

Persons/household, IRC 
2.33  1995 BEBR 2.26  2005 

BEBR 

Decrease of .07 persons per household 
over a 10 year period 

% White  90 1990  81.4 2005 Decrease of 8.6 % 

% Black  8.5 1990  8.6 2005 Increase of .1% 

% Other  1.3 1990 

Census 

 10.0 2005 

BEBR 

Increase of 8.7% 

Employment          

Annual Average Employment 
38,689  BLS 57,102  

Increase of 15,972 jobs (41.3% 
increase) 

% of Pop. in Workforce  38.6 

1995 

 
BLS  42.2 

2006 

Increase of 3.6% 

Average Annual Unemployment Rate, FL  5.5 1995   3.3 Decrease of 2.2% 

Average Annual Unemployment Rate, IRC  9.8 1995   4.2 
2006 

BLS 

Decrease of 5.6% 

Pop. Projection, IRC          

1990 90,208  1990 Census    Census NA 

1995 100,261  100,261   BEBR NA 

2000 112,300  112,947   Census NA 

2005 124,000  130,041   BEBR NA 

2010 135,500  

1994 BEBR 

150,000  2007 BEBR  Increase in projection of 14,500 people 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

2015 147,000  166,800  Increase in projection of 19,800 people 

2020 158,400  182,400  Increase in projection of 24,000 people 

2025 NA    196,200  NA 

2030 NA    209,000  NA 

Tourism          

Peak Tourism Season Jan 15-April 
15 

 1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 
Jan. 15 – April 

15 
 

No Change 

Average Hotel/Motel Occupancy During Peak Season 
 90 1995 

IRC Planning 
Division 

 90 
No Change 

Average Persons/Room During Peak Season 
1.8  1995 

IRC Planning 
Division 

1.8  

2005 
IRC Planning 

Division 

No Change 

Projection of # of Hotel/Motel Rooms in Indian River 
County 

        
 

1990 2,628  NA    NA 

1995 2,893  NA    NA 

2000 3,163  NA    NA 

2005 3,432  NA    NA 

2010 3,700  1,589   Decrease in projection of 2,111 rooms 

2015 3,967  

1995 MPO Socio-
Economic 

Data 

1,748  

2006 IRC Planning 
Division 

Decrease in projection of 2,219 rooms 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

2020 4,239  1,922  Decrease in projection of 2,317 rooms 

2025 NA    2,115  NA 

2030 NA    2,326  NA 

Projected # of Persons/Day in Hotels/Motels in Indian 
River County During Peak Season 

        
 

1990 4,257  NA    NA 

1995 4,687  NA    NA 

2000 5,125  NA    NA 

2005 5,560  NA    NA 

2010 
5,994  2,574  

 Decrease in projection of  persons per 
day of 3,420 

2015 
6,426  2,831  

Decrease in projection of  persons per 
day of 3,595 

2020 
6,867  

1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 

3,114  
Decrease in projection of  persons per 
day of 3,753 

2025 NA    3,426  NA 

2030 NA    3,768  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 

NA 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

RV Parks          

RV Peak Season Mid Jan.-
Mid April 

 1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 

Mid-Jan. 

Mid-April 
 

No Change 

RV Peak Season Occupancy 
 90 1995 

IRC Planning 
Division 

 100 
Increase of 10% 

RV Persons/Vehicle 
2.0  1995 

IRC Planning 
Division 

2.0  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 

No Change 

Projected # of RV Sites in Indian River County          

1990 838  NA    NA 

1995 838  NA    NA 

2000 846  NA    NA 

2005 854  NA    NA 

2010 863  848   Decrease in projection of 15 RV sites 

2015 872  856  Decrease in projection of 16 RV sites 

2020 881  

1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 

865  Decrease in projection of 16 RV sites 

2025 NA    873  NA 

2030 NA    882  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 

NA 

Project Pop. in RV Parks in Indian River County          
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

1990 1,676  NA    NA 

1995 1,676  NA    NA 

2000 1,692  NA    NA 

2005 1,708  NA    NA 

2010 1,726  1,695  31 

2015 
1,744  1,712  

Decrease in projection of population in 
RV Parks of 32 people 

2020 
1,762  

1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 

1,730  
Decrease in projection of population in 
RV Parks of 32 people 

2025 NA    1,747  NA 

2030 NA    1,764  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 

NA 

Projected # of Visitors w/Family, Friends & Relatives 
in Indian River County 

        
 

1990 4,623  NA    NA 

1995 5,156  NA    NA 

2000 5,638  NA    NA 

2005 6,116  NA    NA 

2010 6,593  

1995 IRC Planning 
Division 

1,099  2006 IRC Planning  Decrease in projection of 5,494  
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

2015 7,069  1,209  Decrease in projection of 5,860 

2020 7,554  1,329  Decrease in projection of 6,225 

2025 NA    1,462  NA 

2030 NA    1,609  

Division 

NA 

Maximum # of Persons, Indian River County Migrant 
Labor Camp 

250  1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 
570  2002 FHFC 

Increase of 320 persons 

Peak Months for Migrant Farm Labor in Indian River 
County 

Feb. and 
March 

 1995  
Feb. and 
March 

 2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 
No Change 

# of Peak Season Migrant Farm Labor in Indian River 
County 

1,000  1995  1,696  2002 FHFC 
Increase of 696 peak season migrant 
laborers 

Projected # of Part-Year Residents in Indian River 
County 

        
 

1990 9,023  NA    NA 

1995 10,026  NA    NA 

2000 11,230  NA    NA 

2005 12,400  NA    NA 

2010 
13,550  15,000  

Increase in projection of part year 
residents by 1,450 people 

2015 
14,700  

1995 IRC Planning 
Division 

16,680  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 

Increase in projection of part year 
residents by 1,980 people 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

2020 
15,840  18,240  

Increase in projection of part year 
residents by 2,400 people 

2025 NA    19,620  NA 

2030 NA    20,900  NA 

Total Projected Seasonal Pop. in Indian River County          

1990 20,579  NA    NA 

1995 22,545  NA    NA 

2000 24,685  NA    NA 

2005 26,784  NA    NA 

2010 
28,863  21,707  

 Decrease in total projected Seasonal 
Population of 7,156 people 

2015 
31,000  23,496  

Decrease in total projected Seasonal 
Population of 7,504 people 

2020 
33,023  

1995 
IRC Planning 

Division 

25,381  
Decrease in total projected Seasonal 
Population of 7,642 

2025 NA    27,223  NA 

2030 NA    29,009  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 

NA 

Functional (Effective) Pop., Indian River County Total          

1990 110,787  1995 IRC Planning NA    NA 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF ADOPTION EXISTING CONDITIONS DATA ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES- 
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE DATA % DATA'S 
CORRES-
PONDING 
YEAR 

SOURCE 

COMMENTS 

1995 122,806  NA    NA 

2000 136,985  NA    NA 

2005 150,784  NA    NA 

2010 
164,363  171,707  

Increase in effective population 
projection of 7,344 people 

2015 
178,000  190,296 

 Increase in effective population 
projection of 12,296 people 

2020 
191,423  

Division 

207,781 
 Increase in effective population 

projection of 10,378 people 

2025 NA    223,423   

2030 NA    238,009  

2006 
IRC Planning 

Division 
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TAZ Population 
Population Population Projection 

TAZ 2000 2015 2030 
1001 673 847 1,020
1002 703 813 922
1003 20 20 20
1004 109 110 109
1005 725 750 773
1006 466 478 489
1007 359 396 433
1008 4,029 4,260 4,489
1009 40 194 348
1010 1,004 1,122 1,240
1011 109 202 295
1012 1,229 1,408 1,586
1013 113 120 126
1014 1,111 1,204 1,297
1015 2,522 2,721 2,920
1016 778 846 914
1017 1,547 1,691 1,835
1018 80 96 111
1019 843 927 1,009
1020 1,732 1,883 2,034
1021 3,410 3,771 4,132
1022 1,046 2,331 3,614
1023 0 24 47
1024 2,173 3,745 5,316
1025 199 357 515
1026 1,129 1,909 2,687
1027 199 218 237
1028 232 1,047 1,861
1029 148 149 148
1030 230 256 281
1031 295 710 1,123
1032 170 1,458 2,745
1033 1,131 1,209 1,287
1034 1,769 1,885 2,001
1035 78 1,495 2,911
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TAZ Population 
Population Population Projection 

TAZ 2000 2015 2030 
1036 492 1,367 2,240
1037 499 580 661
1038 1,395 2,001 2,605
1039 0 2,970 5,939
1040 141 141 141
1041 953 970 987
1042 845 1,201 1,556
1043 237 1,002 1,766
1044 0 0 0
1045 108 2,004 3,899
1046 4,125 4,413 4,700
1047 979 1,125 1,270
1048 615 748 880
1049 953 957 960
1050 273 274 273
1051 727 749 769
1052 91 92 91
1053 53 54 55
1054 0 2 2
1055 42 43 42
1056 94 94 94
1057 133 134 133
1058 0 3 5
1059 82 87 90
1060 40 756 1,471
1061 247 250 251
1062 1,248 1,476 1,702
1063 258 1,038 1,817
1064 418 590 761
1065 1,689 2,041 2,392
1066 1,063 1,289 1,515
1067 1,045 1,557 2,069
1068 417 471 524
1069 672 705 737
1070 710 741 771
1071 190 216 242
1072 713 800 887
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TAZ Population 
Population Population Projection 

TAZ 2000 2015 2030 
1073 1,704 1,763 1,821
1074 723 818 912
1075 470 470 470
1076 489 490 491
1077 1,012 1,058 1,102
1078 653 658 662
1079 726 729 731
1080 705 707 708
1081 1,834 1,937 2,039
1082 490 543 596
1083 0 0 0
1084 196 324 451
1085 799 855 911
1086 355 814 1,272
1087 3,466 3,523 3,580
1088 836 850 863
1089 548 549 548
1090 247 247 247
1091 1,372 1,384 1,396
1092 54 55 55
1093 0 0 0
1094 0 0 0
1095 560 569 577
1096 547 554 560
1097 2,402 2,410 2,417
1098 658 888 1,116
1099 968 971 973
1100 585 586 585
1101 849 1,080 1,310
1102 1,969 2,728 3,487
1103 122 123 122
1104 599 836 1,072
1105 1,662 1,710 1,758
1106 696 701 705
1107 825 871 916
1108 1,347 1,396 1,444
1109 1,068 1,144 1,218
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TAZ Population 
Population Population Projection 

TAZ 2000 2015 2030 
1110 450 503 556
1111 412 509 605
1112 1,237 1,415 1,592
1113 176 715 1,252
1114 123 381 638
1115 1,932 2,308 2,683
1116 132 132 132
1117 78 78 78
1118 2,188 2,198 2,207
1119 579 989 1,398
1120 896 1,118 1,339
1121 1,900 2,098 2,296
1122 652 1,087 1,521
1123 106 127 146
1124 1,017 1,152 1,286
1125 1,081 1,151 1,221
1126 2,178 2,262 2,345
1127 701 975 1,249
1128 1,662 1,722 1,781
1129 1,011 1,460 1,909
1130 310 645 979
1131 113 330 547
1132 138 236 333
1133 1,682 1,767 1,851
1134 2,888 14,146 25,403
1135 0 121 241
1136 0 242 482
1137 15 65 115
1138 0 1,212 2,423
1139 28 369 710
1140 32 282 532
1141 40 1,435 2,830
1142 412 797 1,181
1143 402 403 402
1144 358 467 575
1145 437 437 437
1146 917 1,039 1,159
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TAZ Population 
Population Population Projection 

TAZ 2000 2015 2030 
1147 324 413 502
1148 2,599 2,674 2,747
1149 2,427 2,514 2,600
1150 317 1,011 1,703
1151 55 244 433
1152 53 215 376
1153 302 366 429
1154 312 641 969

TOTAL 116,156 162,385 208,480
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TAZ Employment 
TAZ # 2000 2015 2030 

 Industrial Comm. 
Servic
e Total Industrial Comm. 

Servic
e Total Industrial Comm. 

Servic
e Total 

1001             9  
           
5  

       
334  

       
348              9  

           
5  

       
357  

       
371              9  

           
5  

       
380  

       
394  

1002         218  
       
392  

       
524  

    
1,134          218  

       
623  

       
775  

    
1,616          218  

       
853  

    
1,026  

    
2,097  

1003           -    
       
414  

         
10  

       
424            -    

       
557  

         
44  

       
601            -    

       
699  

         
78  

       
777  

1004           24  
         
72  

       
421  

       
517          450  

       
276  

       
527  

    
1,253          876  

       
480  

       
632  

    
1,988  

1005           71  
         
18  

         
10  

         
99            81  

         
18  

         
10  

       
109            90  

         
18  

         
10  

       
118  

1006             8  
       
285  

       
566  

       
859              8  

       
337  

       
791  

    
1,135              8  

       
388  

    
1,015  

    
1,411  

1007           16  
         
58  

         
47  

       
121            20  

       
165  

       
174  

       
359            24  

       
271  

       
301  

       
596  

1008           25  
           
4  

         
37  

         
66            25  

           
4  

         
37  

         
66            25  

           
4  

         
37  

         
66  

1009           27  
         
20  

       
132  

       
179            75  

         
48  

       
132  

       
255          123  

         
75  

       
132  

       
330  

1010         147  
       
224  

       
149  

       
520          147  

       
270  

       
161  

       
578          147  

       
315  

       
173  

       
635  

1011             2  
         
23  

         
10  

         
35              2  

         
23  

         
10  

         
35              2  

         
23  

         
10  

         
35  

1012           44  
         
36  

         
61  

       
141            44  

         
58  

       
156  

       
257            44  

         
79  

       
250  

       
373  

1013           43  
         
25  

         
28  

         
96            84  

         
65  

       
193  

       
341          125  

       
104  

       
357  

       
586  

1014           13  
           
2  

         
13  

         
28            18  

         
19  

         
34  

         
71            23  

         
36  

         
55  

       
114  

1015           67  
         
16  

         
57  

       
140          103  

       
130  

       
344  

       
577          138  

       
244  

       
631  

    
1,013  

1016           11  
          - 
   

         
98  

       
109            11  

          - 
   

       
102  

       
113            11  

          - 
   

       
105  

       
116  

1017           13  
         
57  

         
47  

       
117            15  

         
70  

       
132  

       
216            16  

         
82  

       
217  

       
315  

1018             2  
          - 
   

           
3  

           
5              2  

           
4  

         
19  

         
24              2  

           
7  

         
34  

         
43  

1019           25  
           
2  

         
11  

         
38            29  

         
65  

       
307  

       
400            32  

       
128  

       
602  

       
762  

1020             3  
         
29  

         
25  

         
57              3  

         
29  

         
25  

         
57              3  

         
29  

         
25  

         
57  

1021           15  
           
8  

         
15  

         
38            15  

         
17  

         
26  

         
58            15  

         
26  

         
37  

         
78  

1022             5  
         
32  

       
152  

       
189              5  

         
32  

       
152  

       
189              5  

         
32  

       
152  

       
189  

1023         425  
          - 
   

       
102  

       
527          544  

          - 
   

       
136  

       
680          662  

          - 
   

       
170  

       
832  

1024           20  
         
60  

       
102  

       
182            20  

         
60  

       
102  

       
182            20  

         
60  

       
102  

       
182  

1025             5                                     5                                   5                       
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250  18  273  328  127  459  405  235  645  

1026           26  
          - 
   

       
182  

       
208            26  

          - 
   

       
184  

       
210            26  

          - 
   

       
186  

       
212  

1027             7  
           
4  

         
20  

         
31              7  

           
4  

         
20  

         
31              7  

           
4  

         
20  

         
31  

1028         153  
    
1,005  

       
273  

    
1,431          153  

    
1,380  

       
384  

    
1,916          153  

    
1,754  

       
494  

    
2,401  

1029           13  
           
1  

           
2  

         
16            19  

         
54  

         
36  

       
109            25  

       
106  

         
70  

       
201  

1030           32  
           
2  

         
97  

       
131            56  

       
515  

       
363  

       
934            80  

    
1,028  

       
628  

    
1,736  

1031             9  
           
8  

         
36  

         
53              9  

         
21  

         
36  

         
66              9  

         
33  

         
36  

         
78  

1032           35  
           
6  

         
13  

         
54          128  

       
137  

         
88  

       
353          220  

       
268  

       
163  

       
651  

1033           57  
         
66  

       
142  

       
265            57  

         
66  

       
142  

       
265            57  

         
66  

       
142  

       
265  

1034           55  
       
102  

       
663  

       
820            55  

       
102  

       
663  

       
820            55  

       
102  

       
663  

       
820  

1035             2  
         
52  

         
25  

         
79              2  

         
52  

         
35  

         
89              2  

         
52  

         
44  

         
98  

1036           42  
           
5  

         
33  

         
80          127  

           
5  

         
33  

       
165          211  

           
5  

         
33  

       
249  

1037         174  
         
35  

       
154  

       
363          189  

         
35  

       
154  

       
378          203  

         
35  

       
154  

       
392  

1038         157  
           
5  

         
20  

       
182          157  

           
5  

         
26  

       
188          157  

           
5  

         
31  

       
193  

1039             4  
          - 
   

           
3  

           
7              4  

          - 
   

           
3  

           
7              4  

          - 
   

           
3  

           
7  

1040           -    
         
47  

         
16  

         
63            -    

       
133  

         
67  

       
199            -    

       
218  

       
117  

       
335  

1041           61  
         
60  

       
144  

       
265            61  

         
98  

       
155  

       
313            61  

       
135  

       
165  

       
361  

1042           -    
           
9  

       
476  

       
485            -    

           
9  

       
476  

       
485            -    

           
9  

       
476  

       
485  

1043         153  
         
80  

         
17  

       
250          153  

         
95  

         
77  

       
325          153  

       
109  

       
137  

       
399  

1044           24  
         
18  

           
9  

         
51          222  

         
18  

           
9  

       
249          419  

         
18  

           
9  

       
446  

1045           38  
          - 
   

           
5  

         
43            51  

          - 
   

           
5  

         
56            64  

          - 
   

           
5  

         
69  

1046           70  
         
39  

       
387  

       
496          110  

         
52  

       
410  

       
572          149  

         
65  

       
433  

       
647  

1047           87  
         
31  

         
55  

       
173          109  

         
31  

         
55  

       
195          130  

         
31  

         
55  

       
216  

1048             7  
       
157  

       
237  

       
401              7  

       
203  

       
237  

       
447              7  

       
249  

       
237  

       
493  

1049             1  
         
11  

       
135  

       
147              1  

         
15  

       
135  

       
151              1  

         
18  

       
135  

       
154  

1050             2  
         
50  

    
1,019  

    
1,071            79  

         
50  

    
3,571  

    
3,700          156  

         
50  

    
6,122  

    
6,328  

1051           -    
           
1  

    
2,211  

    
2,212            -    

         
16  

    
2,619  

    
2,635            -    

         
30  

    
3,027  

    
3,057  



 
EAR Introductory Element 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    33

1052         503  
       
243  

         
32  

       
778          503  

       
341  

         
77  

       
921          503  

       
439  

       
121  

    
1,063  

1053           11  
         
53  

         
31  

         
95            11  

       
168  

         
56  

       
235            11  

       
283  

         
80  

       
374  

1054           99  
         
28  

       
559  

       
686          706  

         
28  

       
559  

    
1,293       1,313  

         
28  

       
559  

    
1,900  

1055      1,200  
         
45  

         
88  

    
1,333       1,357  

         
45  

       
106  

    
1,508       1,513  

         
45  

       
124  

    
1,682  

1056           -    
         
14  

       
255  

       
269            79  

         
14  

       
354  

       
447          158  

         
14  

       
452  

       
624  

1057           73  
         
57  

       
801  

       
931          255  

         
57  

       
801  

    
1,113          436  

         
57  

       
801  

    
1,294  

1058           24  
          - 
   

       
154  

       
178            66  

          - 
   

       
154  

       
220          108  

          - 
   

       
154  

       
262  

1059             4  
           
8  

           
2  

         
14              4  

         
40  

           
6  

         
49              4  

         
71  

           
9  

         
84  

1060       
          
-              19  

          - 
   

          - 
   

         
10            19  

          - 
   

          - 
   

         
19  

1061             1  
          - 
   

           
7  

           
8              1  

          - 
   

           
7  

           
8              1  

          - 
   

           
7  

           
8  

1062           18  
       
326  

       
105  

       
449            18  

       
326  

       
105  

       
449            18  

       
326  

       
105  

       
449  

1063           15  
           
2  

         
57  

         
74            15  

           
2  

         
57  

         
74            15  

           
2  

         
57  

         
74  

1064             9  
    
1,272  

       
149  

    
1,430              9  

    
1,348  

       
154  

    
1,511              9  

    
1,424  

       
158  

    
1,591  

1065           55  
         
20  

       
163  

       
238            55  

         
20  

       
163  

       
238            55  

         
20  

       
163  

       
238  

1066             5  
          - 
   

       
427  

       
432              5  

          - 
   

       
427  

       
432              5  

          - 
   

       
427  

       
432  

1067           22  
         
44  

         
42  

       
108            22  

       
467  

       
346  

       
834            22  

       
889  

       
649  

    
1,560  

1068           -    
       
305  

       
144  

       
449            -    

       
374  

       
170  

       
544            -    

       
443  

       
195  

       
638  

1069           71  
       
311  

       
685  

    
1,067            71  

       
311  

       
776  

    
1,158            71  

       
311  

       
867  

    
1,249  

1070           97  
         
93  

       
452  

       
642            97  

         
93  

       
452  

       
642            97  

         
93  

       
452  

       
642  

1071           26  
       
114  

       
230  

       
370            26  

       
114  

       
249  

       
389            26  

       
114  

       
267  

       
407  

1072             7  
       
144  

       
120  

       
271              7  

       
180  

       
120  

       
307              7  

       
215  

       
120  

       
342  

1073         236  
       
898  

       
459  

    
1,593          276  

       
898  

       
501  

    
1,675          316  

       
898  

       
542  

    
1,756  

1074         103  
       
619  

       
368  

    
1,090          103  

       
619  

       
454  

    
1,176          103  

       
619  

       
540  

    
1,262  

1075         521  
       
354  

    
1,001  

    
1,876          521  

       
418  

    
1,135  

    
2,073          521  

       
481  

    
1,268  

    
2,270  

1076         262  
       
306  

    
1,241  

    
1,809          290  

       
306  

    
1,308  

    
1,904          317  

       
306  

    
1,375  

    
1,998  

1077         179  
       
478  

       
782  

    
1,439          194  

       
530  

       
805  

    
1,528          208  

       
582  

       
827  

    
1,617  

1078           11            -                             11            -                             11            -                   



 
EAR Introductory Element 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    34

   88  99     88  99     88  99  

1079           14  
          - 
   

       
145  

       
159            14  

          - 
   

       
353  

       
367            14  

          - 
   

       
561  

       
575  

1080             9  
       
124  

       
251  

       
384              9  

       
124  

       
319  

       
452              9  

       
124  

       
387  

       
520  

1081           34  
         
84  

       
309  

       
427            34  

       
106  

       
394  

       
533            34  

       
127  

       
478  

       
639  

1082           13  
         
55  

         
17  

         
85            13  

         
55  

         
17  

         
85            13  

         
55  

         
17  

         
85  

1083             3  
       
265  

         
28  

       
296              3  

       
300  

         
80  

       
383              3  

       
335  

       
131  

       
469  

1084             1  
       
232  

         
62  

       
295              1  

       
314  

       
136  

       
451              1  

       
395  

       
210  

       
606  

1085           -    
           
4  

       
142  

       
146            -    

           
4  

       
142  

       
146            -    

           
4  

       
142  

       
146  

1086           24  
         
67  

         
42  

       
133            24  

       
158  

       
107  

       
289            24  

       
248  

       
172  

       
444  

1087         433  
       
647  

       
108  

    
1,188          488  

       
672  

       
195  

    
1,354          542  

       
697  

       
281  

    
1,520  

1088             2  
         
45  

         
87  

       
134              2  

         
99  

         
87  

       
188              2  

       
152  

         
87  

       
241  

1089           55  
           
8  

         
64  

       
127            55  

           
8  

         
64  

       
127            55  

           
8  

         
64  

       
127  

1090           -    
          - 
   

       
101  

       
101            -    

          - 
   

       
101  

       
101            -    

          - 
   

       
101  

       
101  

1091           45  
       
174  

       
591  

       
810            45  

       
190  

       
624  

       
858            45  

       
205  

       
656  

       
906  

1092             3  
       
262  

         
51  

       
316              3  

       
291  

         
51  

       
345              3  

       
319  

         
51  

       
373  

1093           47  
       
317  

       
100  

       
464            47  

       
328  

       
100  

       
475            47  

       
338  

       
100  

       
485  

1094           59  
         
12  

       
167  

       
238            82  

         
12  

       
177  

       
271          105  

         
12  

       
187  

       
304  

1095           38  
         
52  

       
415  

       
505            38  

         
52  

       
428  

       
518            38  

         
52  

       
440  

       
530  

1096             9  
           
2  

         
23  

         
34              9  

           
2  

         
23  

         
34              9  

           
2  

         
23  

         
34  

1097           25  
           
4  

         
62  

         
91            25  

           
4  

         
62  

         
91            25  

           
4  

         
62  

         
91  

1098             2  
           
2  

           
4  

           
8              2  

           
2  

           
4  

           
8              2  

           
2  

           
4  

           
8  

1099           -    
           
3  

         
29  

         
32            -    

           
3  

         
29  

         
32            -    

           
3  

         
29  

         
32  

1100             2  
         
13  

           
6  

         
21              2  

         
13  

           
6  

         
21              2  

         
13  

           
6  

         
21  

1101           -    
          - 
   

         
61  

         
61            -    

         
19  

         
61  

         
80            -    

         
38  

         
61  

         
99  

1102           74  
       
464  

       
250  

       
788            74  

       
490  

       
263  

       
826            74  

       
515  

       
275  

       
864  

1103         557  
       
376  

       
187  

    
1,120          658  

       
415  

       
225  

    
1,297          758  

       
453  

       
263  

    
1,474  

1104           43  
         
65  

         
78  

       
186            43  

         
83  

         
78  

       
204            43  

       
101  

         
78  

       
222  



 
EAR Introductory Element 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    35

1105             7  
           
5  

         
41  

         
53              7  

           
5  

         
41  

         
53              7  

           
5  

         
41  

         
53  

1106           15  
          - 
   

         
38  

         
53            15  

          - 
   

         
38  

         
53            15  

          - 
   

         
38  

         
53  

1107             4  
           
4  

         
79  

         
87              4  

           
4  

         
79  

         
87              4  

           
4  

         
79  

         
87  

1108             8  
           
1  

         
15  

         
24              8  

           
1  

         
15  

         
24              8  

           
1  

         
15  

         
24  

1109           13  
           
2  

         
89  

       
104            13  

           
2  

         
89  

       
104            13  

           
2  

         
89  

       
104  

1110             4  
           
3  

         
59  

         
66              4  

           
3  

         
59  

         
66              4  

           
3  

         
59  

         
66  

1111             1  
           
3  

           
8  

         
12              1  

           
3  

           
8  

         
12              1  

           
3  

           
8  

         
12  

1112           31  
          - 
   

         
48  

         
79            31  

          - 
   

         
48  

         
79            31  

          - 
   

         
48  

         
79  

1113         104  
       
177  

         
68  

       
349          137  

       
201  

         
68  

       
406          170  

       
225  

         
68  

       
463  

1114         233  
         
17  

         
35  

       
285          233  

         
17  

         
35  

       
285          233  

         
17  

         
35  

       
285  

1115           38  
       
331  

       
212  

       
581            38  

       
345  

       
226  

       
608            38  

       
358  

       
239  

       
635  

1116         107  
         
81  

         
32  

       
220          112  

       
126  

         
73  

       
311          117  

       
170  

       
114  

       
401  

1117         171  
       
105  

         
32  

       
308          191  

       
347  

       
166  

       
703          211  

       
588  

       
299  

    
1,098  

1118           14  
           
5  

         
27  

         
46            14  

           
5  

         
27  

         
46            14  

           
5  

         
27  

         
46  

1119           51  
           
6  

         
53  

       
110            51  

         
14  

         
59  

       
124            51  

         
22  

         
65  

       
138  

1120           12  
           
8  

         
36  

         
56            12  

           
8  

         
36  

         
56            12  

           
8  

         
36  

         
56  

1121         117  
       
135  

         
55  

       
307          117  

       
155  

         
55  

       
327          117  

       
175  

         
55  

       
347  

1122           29  
         
16  

         
13  

         
58            29  

         
56  

         
68  

       
153            29  

         
96  

       
123  

       
248  

1123             4  
         
14  

         
56  

         
74              4  

         
14  

         
56  

         
74              4  

         
14  

         
56  

         
74  

1124             4  
         
35  

         
34  

         
73              4  

         
35  

         
34  

         
73              4  

         
35  

         
34  

         
73  

1125           -    
           
1  

       
276  

       
277            -    

         
15  

       
279  

       
294            -    

         
29  

       
281  

       
310  

1126         114  
       
155  

       
126  

       
395          114  

       
177  

       
126  

       
417          114  

       
198  

       
126  

       
438  

1127           18  
         
35  

         
38  

         
92            18  

         
35  

         
38  

         
92            18  

         
35  

         
38  

         
91  

1128           16  
         
43  

       
116  

       
175            16  

       
151  

       
144  

       
311            16  

       
259  

       
172  

       
447  

1129           28  
         
15  

         
21  

         
63            28  

         
15  

         
21  

         
64            28  

         
15  

         
21  

         
64  

1130           19  
           
3  

         
12  

         
34            19  

           
3  

         
12  

         
34            19  

           
3  

         
12  

         
34  

1131             9            -                                   9            -                                 9            -                     



 
EAR Introductory Element 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    36

   1  9     1  10     1  10  

1132         173  
         
40  

       
232  

       
445          541  

       
197  

       
232  

       
969          908  

       
353  

       
232  

    
1,493  

1133           41  
         
64  

       
292  

       
397            41  

       
274  

       
576  

       
890            41  

       
483  

       
859  

    
1,383  

1134           46  
       
583  

         
57  

       
686          399  

    
1,415  

       
357  

    
2,170          751  

    
2,246  

       
657  

    
3,654  

1135           -    
          - 
   

          - 
   

          
-              -    

          - 
   

          - 
   

          
-              -    

          - 
   

          - 
   

          
-    

1136             3  
          - 
   

          - 
   

           
3              3  

          - 
   

          - 
   

           
3              3  

          - 
   

          - 
   

           
3  

1137           -    
         
73  

          - 
   

         
73            -    

       
210  

         
59  

       
269            -    

       
346  

       
118  

       
464  

1138           -    
       
556  

         
56  

       
612            -    

       
636  

       
145  

       
781            -    

       
716  

       
234  

       
950  

1139         121  
          - 
   

           
3  

       
124          413  

         
74  

         
71  

       
557          704  

       
147  

       
138  

       
989  

1140           -    
          - 
   

           
2  

           
2            -    

          - 
   

           
2  

           
2            -    

          - 
   

           
2  

           
2  

1141           52  
           
6  

         
10  

         
68            52  

           
6  

         
10  

         
68            52  

           
6  

         
10  

         
68  

1142           36  
           
5  

         
37  

         
78            36  

           
5  

         
37  

         
78            36  

           
5  

         
37  

         
78  

1143           36  
           
4  

         
37  

         
77            36  

           
4  

         
37  

         
77            36  

           
4  

         
37  

         
77  

1144           32  
           
4  

         
33  

         
69            32  

         
24  

         
51  

       
106            32  

         
43  

         
68  

       
143  

1145             6  
           
4  

         
17  

         
27              6  

         
14  

         
76  

         
95              6  

         
23  

       
134  

       
163  

1146           57  
         
66  

         
26  

       
149            75  

       
113  

       
202  

       
390            93  

       
159  

       
378  

       
630  

1147           15  
           
8  

           
6  

         
29            15  

           
8  

           
6  

         
29            15  

           
8  

           
6  

         
29  

1148           67  
       
132  

       
142  

       
340            67  

       
355  

       
417  

       
838            67  

       
577  

       
691  

    
1,335  

1149           66  
         
35  

         
49  

       
151            66  

         
35  

         
62  

       
163            66  

         
35  

         
74  

       
175  

1150           19  
           
3  

         
13  

         
35          101  

           
3  

         
30  

       
134          182  

           
3  

         
47  

       
232  

1151             5  
          - 
   

          - 
   

           
5              5  

          - 
   

          - 
   

           
5              5  

          - 
   

          - 
   

           
5  

1152             4  
          - 
   

          - 
   

           
5              4  

          - 
   

          - 
   

           
5              4  

          - 
   

          - 
   

           
4  

1153           19  
           
2  

         
12  

         
33            19  

           
2  

         
68  

         
89            19  

           
2  

       
124  

       
145  

1154           19  
           
3  

         
12  

         
34            19  

           
3  

       
562  

       
584            19  

           
3  

    
1,111  

    
1,133  

TOTAL      9,479  
  
15,625  

  
23,824  

  
48,928     13,266  

  
21,857  

  
33,313  

  
68,401    17,013  

  
28,044  

  
42,760  

  
87,817 

 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY i 
 
 

 
 
 
 

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT 
FOR THE 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT 
 
 

2008 
 
 
 

 INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 1801 27TH STREET 
 VERO BEACH, FLORIDA 32960 
  

 
 
 
 
  
 
                                         
November 18, 2008 
 

 
 
 
 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY ii 
 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

INTRODUCTION ...........................................................................................................................1 

CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF THE LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE (1998) .......................2 
General Setting ....................................................................................................................2 
Population & Population Density ........................................................................................3 
Future Land Use Designations.............................................................................................3 
Municipal Land....................................................................................................................7 
Historic Resources ...............................................................................................................8 
Dredged Material Management Areas .................................................................................8 
Aesthetics.............................................................................................................................8 
Vacant Land.........................................................................................................................9 
Build-out Potential .............................................................................................................10 
Residential Allocation Ratio..............................................................................................10 

EXISTING LAND USE CONDITIONS (2007) ...........................................................................11 
Population & Population Density ......................................................................................11 
Future Land Use Designations...........................................................................................11 
Municipal Land..................................................................................................................20 
Annexations .......................................................................................................................20 
Availability of Facilities and Services to Serve Existing Land Uses ................................21 
Historic Resources .............................................................................................................21 
Dredged Material Management Areas ...............................................................................21 
Aesthetics...........................................................................................................................21 
Vacant Land.......................................................................................................................23 
Build-out Potential .............................................................................................................24 
Residential Allocation Ratio..............................................................................................25 

ANALYSIS....................................................................................................................................25 
Future Land Use Map ........................................................................................................26 
Residential Development ...................................................................................................28 
Commercial/Industrial Development.................................................................................40 
Agricultural Land...............................................................................................................50 
Indian River Lagoon ..........................................................................................................57 
Hazard Mitigation ..............................................................................................................58 
Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) ..................................................................................59 
Historic Resources .............................................................................................................59 
Nonconforming Uses .........................................................................................................60 
Blighted Areas ...................................................................................................................60 
Protection of Private Property Rights ................................................................................61 
2008 Legislative Changes..................................................................................................61 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY iii 
 
 

EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES...............................................................................................63 
Overall Assessment of Objectives ...................................................................................102 
Future Actions..................................................................................................................102 
Anticipated Amendments.................................................................................................102 

Appendix A..................................................................................................................................107 

Attachment 1 – Goals, Objectives, and Policies ..........................................................................110 

Attachment 2 – Annexations........................................................................................................146 

Attachment 3 – Map of Florida and Indian River County...........................................................149 

Attachment 4 – Existing Land Use ..............................................................................................150 

Attachment 5 – Housing by Type in Indian River County ..........................................................151 

Attachment 6 – Mobile Home Parks and Developments.............................................................152 

Attachment 7 – Commercial/Industrial Nodes ............................................................................153 

Attachment 8 – Major Retail Shopping Centers ..........................................................................154 

Attachment 9 – Parks in Indian River County.............................................................................155 

Attachment 10 – Historic Roads and Sites ..................................................................................156 

Attachment 11 – Vacant Land .....................................................................................................157 

Attachment 12 – Adjacent County Land Uses.............................................................................158 

Attachment 13 – City of Vero Beach Land Use ..........................................................................159 

Attachment 14 – City of Sebastian Land Use..............................................................................160 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY iv 
 
 

Attachment 15 – City of Fellsmere Land Use .............................................................................161 

Attachment 16 – Town of Indian River Shores Land Use...........................................................162 

Attachment 17 – Town of Orchid Land Use................................................................................163 

Attachment 18 – Topography of Indian River County ................................................................164 

Attachment 19 – Generalized Profile and Principal Aquifers .....................................................165 

Attachment 20 – Community Public Water Systems ..................................................................166 

Attachment 21 – Location of Public Supply Wells .....................................................................167 

Attachment 22 – Soil and Mineral Resources of Indian River County .......................................168 

Attachment 23 – Flood Prone Areas............................................................................................169 

Attachment 24 – Emergency Service Stations.............................................................................170 

Attachment 25 – Public Schools ..................................................................................................171 

Attachment 26 – Soils of Indian River County............................................................................172 

Attachment 27 – Generalized Wetland Densities ........................................................................173 

Attachment 28 – Florida Flatwoods.............................................................................................174 

Attachment 29 – Aquifer Recharge Areas ...................................................................................175 

Attachment 30 – Natural Constraints Composite ........................................................................176 

Attachment 31 – Coastal High Hazard Areas ..............................................................................177 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY v 
 
 

Attachment 32 – Dredged Material Management Areas .............................................................178 

Attachment 33 – Future Land Use Map.......................................................................................179 

Attachment 34 – Commercial/Industrial Future Land Use Map .................................................180 
 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 1 
 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section of the Indian River County Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to 
assess the success or failure of the Future Land Use Element of the Comprehensive Plan. This 
assessment must examine changes in the land use patterns within the county, evaluate the 
achievement of objectives, and identify changes in state requirements affecting the Future Land 
Use Element. Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Future Land Use Element may need to 
be updated and revised. In performing this assessment, the county has taken the following steps: 
 
• Identified land use conditions at the time of last major plan update (1998). 
 
•  Identified existing land use conditions (2007). 
 
• Analyzed land use conditions within the county and compared conditions at the time of 

the last major plan update to existing conditions. 
 
•  Identified major issues related to land use. 
 
•  Evaluated Future Land Use Element objective achievement. 
 
•  Assessed Future Land Use Element policy implementation. 
 
•  Identified future actions. 
 
•  Identified anticipated amendments. 
 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 2 
 
 

 
CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF THE LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE (1998) 
 
The summary of land use conditions within the county at the time of the last major plan update is 
provided in Appendix A. These baseline data will enable the county to compare changes in land 
use conditions within the county between 1998 and 2007, and make appropriate revisions to the 
Future Land Use Element as needed. 
 
When the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan was updated in 1998, the Future Land Use 
Element described conditions that existed in 1996. At that time, the 1996 data were the best 
available. In the Future Land Use Element, data from several federal, state, and local agencies 
and departments were used. These data from 1996 and their citations are shown in Appendix A. 
In addition, current available 1998 data were added to Appendix A to reflect conditions at the 
time of the last major update of the Comprehensive Plan. Some of the data are for the entire 
county, while other data relate to only portions of the county. These data must be compared to 
more recent information to assess changes in the land use patterns within the county.   
 
General Setting      
 
In 1996, land in the western portion of the county was used primarily for range and pastureland, 
with little residential development. Abutting that range and pastureland on the east was 
marshland owned by the St. Johns River Water Management District. This land includes Blue 
Cypress Lake. At that time, the land between the marshland and I-95 was devoted primarily to 
agriculture. Much of this land was drained marshland used for citrus or pasture. Other than the 
original City of Fellsmere in the north, there was little human settlement in that area. In 1998, 
more than 90% of the county's population resided in the eastern third of the county, east of I-95.   
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the eastern portion of the county consisted of two 
major areas: the mainland and the barrier island. The southern portion of the eastern mainland 
was the most highly developed area of the county. In addition to the county seat, Vero Beach, 
this area contained the highest concentration of residential and commercial land uses in the 
county. This development pattern extended south along US 1 to the St. Lucie County line and 
west along SR 60 to I-95. 
 
In the mid 1990’s, the central area of the mainland had a sparse development pattern, with 
residential and commercial activities concentrated along the US 1 and SR 60 corridors. From 
east of US 1 to the Indian River Lagoon, the land was primarily agricultural, with the exception 
of Grand Harbor, a 2,500 unit residential/commercial development.  The central area west of the 
US 1 corridor to I-95 was primarily agricultural with some residential development, primarily in 
the Gifford area. 
 
Located in the northern portion of the county, Sebastian was the second largest city in the county 
in terms of population in 1995. At that time, Sebastian consisted primarily of the Sebastian 
Highlands, a General Development Corporation project. Within Sebastian, commercial uses were 
centered along US 1 and CR 512. In 1998, the Sebastian population was approximately 15,155.   
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On the barrier island, there were three distinct areas in 1998. At that time, the northern third of 
the island was the least developed, with the northernmost tip of the island occupied by the 
Sebastian Inlet Recreation Area. Some areas in this part of the island were designated as C-2, 
Conservation-2, a land use category designating estuarine wetlands found along the Indian River 
Lagoon shoreline. Development in these areas was extremely limited due to the sensitive 
characteristics of these wetlands. 
 
In 1995, natural vegetation and citrus groves still covered much of the rest of the area. 
Occupying several small islands in the Indian River Lagoon, as well as some wetland areas on 
the barrier island, was the Pelican Island Wildlife Refuge. North of CR 510, the Town of Orchid 
was being developed as an upscale, low-density resort type community. Outside of the Town of 
Orchid, residential uses in the northern portion of the barrier island were confined primarily to 
the Windsor, Summerplace and Sea Oaks developments in the area around the intersection of SR 
A1A and CR 510.  
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the central area of the island was occupied by the Town 
of Indian River Shores. Characterized by large homes and private condominium developments, 
Indian River Shores was the wealthiest of the five municipalities in the county. South of Indian 
River Shores was the island portion of the City of Vero Beach. This area contained older single 
family homes and oceanfront condominiums as well as a tourist commercial area containing 
small shops, hotels and restaurants. 
 
The southernmost portion of the island was being developed almost exclusively with low density 
single family residences. This area was the most rapidly developing part of the island. 
 
In 1998, most of the population growth in the county was occurring in three areas: the South 
County, from Vero Beach to the St. Lucie County line; the SR 60 corridor, from Vero Beach to 
I-95; and the North County in and around Sebastian. 
 
Population & Population Density 
 
In 1995, the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research estimated that the 
population of Indian River County was approximately 100,261 (data used in 1998 Comprehensive 
Plan update).  Three years later, in 1998, the county population was 106,690. In 1995, the density of 
the unincorporated portion of the urban service area, which is the portion of the county designated 
for residential and commercial development, was 0.76 units per acre. 
 
Future Land Use Designations 
 
In 1998, the county had 16 separate Future Land Use categories. Those categories and their 
respective acreages were: 
 
 
 
Future Land Use Category Acreage in 1998 
AG-1: Agricultural-1 (1 Unit/5 Acres) 33,181 
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AG-2: Agricultural-2 (1 Unit/10 Acres) 89,712 
AG-3: Agricultural-3 (1 Unit/20 Acres) 49,210 
BCID: Blue Cypress Improvement District (10 units/Acre) 20 
C-1: Conservation-1 (0 Units/Acre) 74,853 
C-2: Conservation-2 (1 Unit/40 Acres) 1,594 
C-3: Conservation-3 (1 Unit/2.5 Acres) 358 
C/I: Commercial/Industrial 5,624 
L-1: Low-Density Residential-1 (3 Units/Acre) 12,427 
L-2: Low-Density Residential-2 (6 Units/Acre) 13,606 
M-1: Medium-Density Residential-1(8 Units/Acre) 5,484 
M-2: Medium-Density Residential-2 (10 Units/Acre) 1,824 
PUB: Public Facilities 604 
R: Rural Residential (1 Unit/Acre) 946 
RC: Regional Commercial 165 
REC: Recreation 1,284 

SUB TOTAL COUNTY 290,890 
MUNICIPALITIES 24,083 

TOTAL 314,973 
 
The above acreages represent parcel acreages determined using the county’s Geographic 
Information System (GIS). Areas outside parcel boundaries, such as rights-of-way and most water 
bodies, are excluded from these acreages. 
 
The land use categories are discussed in detail below. 
 
• Residential Land 
 
In 1998, approximately 34,306 acres in the unincorporated county were designated for residential 
use. At that time, 16,416 of the 34,306 acres of residentially-designated land in the unincorporated 
county were developed. In the unincorporated part of the county, most residential development 
consisted of single-family subdivisions. Of the approximately 34,306 acres of residentially 
designated land within the unincorporated county in 1998, approximately 946 acres were designated 
as Rural Residential (1 unit/acre), while 26,033 acres were designated as low density residential (3 to 
6 units/acre). In contrast, the medium density (8 to 10 units/acre) land use categories accounted for 
only 7,308 acres. 
 
While single-family homes were located throughout the unincorporated parts of the county, the 
highest concentration of single-family homes was in the southeast portion of the county. Throughout 
the county, almost all single-family subdivisions had densities less than 6 units/acre. 
 
In 1998, developed multiple-family areas generally ranged in density from 3 to 10 units/acre. While 
multi-family development was found throughout the county, most was concentrated in three areas. 
Those areas were: along Indian River Boulevard, along US 1 in the south part of the county, and 
along SR 60 between 66th and 82nd Avenues. 
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Mobile home/mobile home park development occupied about 1,084 acres in 1998. Although most 
mobile home parks were located in the medium density land use designations, several mobile home 
developments were located on low density and commercially designated land. Developed at 6-8 
units/acre, mobile home parks were located predominantly along SR 60 near I-95, along US 1 near 
Sebastian, and at the south end of the county. 
 
• Commercial/Industrial Land 
 
In 1998, 5,624 acres were designated as C/I, Commercial/Industrial, on the county’s Future Land 
Use Map. In addition, 165 acres located along SR 60 were designated as RC, Regional Commercial. 
Major concentrations of commercial development also existed along the US 1 and SR 60 corridors. 
The SR 60 corridor, in particular, was the location of significant commercial development activity, 
including a regional shopping mall, an outlet mall, two community shopping centers, a Wal-Mart 
supercenter, several national retailers, and several restaurants. Industrial uses were located in nodes 
along I-95, in the Gifford area, and along the FEC railroad. 
 
− Commercial/Industrial Nodes 
 
Commercial/Industrial Nodes are areas along major roadways that are designated for industrial 
and/or commercial uses. In 1998, there were 34 Commercial/Industrial Nodes within Indian 
River County.  At that time, 36% of the C/I node acres (or 2,163 acres) were developed with 
commercial and/or industrial uses. The remaining 64% of C/I node acres were either vacant or 
developed with noncommercial or nonindustrial uses such as agricultural, residential, public, and 
other uses. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, seven of the C/I nodes were over 70% developed, and 
one C/I node was fast approaching 70%. Those nodes and their percent developed are listed 
below. A chart showing the percent developed for each of the 34 commercial/industrial nodes is 
provided on the page that follows. 
 

 C.R. 510 and S.R. A1A – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 66th Avenue (Neighborhood node) – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 74th Avenue (Neighborhood node) – 100% developed 
 U.S. 1/Vero Beach City Limits to 8th Street – 74.9% developed 
 U.S. 1/57th Street to 49th Street – 74.1% 
 S.R. 60 and 58th Avenue – 78.2% developed 
 43rd Avenue and 1st Street S.W. – 78.6% developed 
 U.S. 1 & Roseland Road - 68.5% developed. 

 
Industrial/Business Parks and Areas 
 
In 1998, there were several industrial/business parks. These industrial/business parks included 
the 41st/45th Street industrial/warehousing area, the 102nd Terrace Industrial Area near the I-95 
and CR 512 Interchange, and a small industrial area along 98th Avenue, south of State Road 60. 
In 1998, the industrial/business parks were approximately 50% developed. At that time, their 
development potential was impacted by several limiting factors. 
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These limiting factors included: 

 small parcel/lot sizes; 
 distance of the industrial/business parks and areas from major 

transportation routes; 
 presence of wetlands; and  
 lack of centralized stormwater retention facilities. 

 

IRC C/I Nodes - Percent Developed (1998)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

U.S. 1 & Roseland Road

Gibson Street

U.S. 1/ Sebastian City Limits to Schumann Drive

U.S. 1/ Schumann Drive to Breezy Village

U.S. 1 & C.R. 510 (north)

U.S. 1/ C.R. 510 to Hobart Road

C.R. 510 & S.R. A1A

C.R. 510 & 62nd Avenue

C.R. 512 & C.R. 510

I-95 & C.R. 512

U.S. 1 / 77th Street to 69th Street

U.S. 1/ 69th Street to 57th Street

U.S. 1/ 57th Street to 49th Street

U.S. 1/ 49th Street to 38th Lane

U.S. 1 & 37th Street/ M edical Node

U.S. 1/ Vero Beach City Limits to 8th Street

U.S. 1/ 8th Street to 1st Street S.W.

U.S. 1/ 1st Street S.W. to 9th Street S.W.

U.S. 1/ Oslo Road to 17th Street S.W.

U.S. 1/ 17th street S.W. to S. County Line

Grand Harbor

Gifford

S.R. 60 & 58th Avenue 

S.R. 60 & I-95

Oslo Road & 27th Avenue

Oslo Road & 43rd Avenue

43rd Avenue & 1st Street S.W.

Oslo Road & 74th Avenue

Oslo Road

M oorings

Roseland Neighborhood

S.R. 60 & 66th Avenue Neighborhood

S.R. 60 & 74th Avenue

County Line & 27th Avenue

 
 
• Agricultural Land 
 
In 1998, agriculturally designated land accounted for approximately 172,105 acres in the county. 
This represented 51% of the unincorporated county land area. Of the 172,105 acres of 
agriculturally designated land, approximately 85,820 acres were dedicated for cropland. Over 
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70% of this cropland, or 62,133 acres, was used for growing citrus. The remaining agricultural 
land consisted of woodlands, pasture, wetlands, mines, and large lot residential uses.   
 
In 1998, virtually all land west of I-95, excluding the City of Fellsmere, the St. Johns Marsh 
area, a few mining operations, and the western portions of the commercial/industrial nodes at the 
I-95/SR 60 and I-95/CR 512 interchanges, was used for agriculture. At that time, there was also 
a significant area east of I-95 and west of 66th Avenue between SR 60 and CR 510 that was 
primarily agricultural with scattered residential uses and at least one mining operation. This 
agricultural and residential pattern was also present in the southern portion of the county outside 
of the urban service area east of I-95. 
 
In the south county area, other large land uses included the county landfill and the state 
Department of Corrections facility. Within the urban service area, agricultural lands were located 
on the northern portion of the barrier island, in the area along the west side of Indian River 
Lagoon between Vero Beach and Sebastian, and in the south area of the county between 43rd 
Avenue and 58th Avenue. 
 
• Recreational Land 
 
In 1998, 1,284 acres of unincorporated county land were designated as REC, Recreational.   Major 
recreational facilities in the county included: Kiwanis-Hobart Park in the Winter Beach area; Dale 
Wimbrow and Donald McDonald Park on the St. Sebastian River; South County Park at 20th 
Avenue and Oslo Road; and the Sebastian Inlet State Recreation Area on the barrier island. In 
addition, the county maintained several parks and beach access areas on the barrier island. 
 
• Conservation Land 
 
In 1996, there were 67,229 acres of designated conservation land in the county. The St. Johns Marsh 
in the western county was the largest conservation area. Other conservation areas were located along 
the Indian River Lagoon and the St. Sebastian River. In 1996, the county had just begun 
implementing a land acquisition program for purchasing environmentally important land. 
 
• Public Facilities/Institutional Land 
 
In the unincorporated county, the total acreage of the PUB, Public Facilities, land use category was 
approximately 604 acres in 1998. At that time, public designated lands were located within the urban 
service area of the county and included libraries, fire stations, correctional facilities, and the landfill. 
 
Municipal Land 
 
In 1998, there were five municipalities within the county. These municipalities occupied 
approximately 24,083 acres/37.6 square miles of land (see table below). This was just 7.3% of the 
total area of the county. At that time, the largest municipality in terms of land area was the City of 
Sebastian, which occupied 13.4 square miles (or 8,568 acres), followed closely by the City of Vero 
Beach and then the Town of Indian River Shores. Together, these three municipalities occupied 
approximately 89% of the total municipal acreage within the county. In 1998, the City of Fellsmere 
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occupied 6.1% of the overall municipal acreage within the county, while the Town of Orchid 
occupied the remaining 5.1% of the total municipal acreage.  
 

Municipal Land Area - 1998 
Municipality Acres Square Miles 
Indian River Shores 4,512                7.1  
Sebastian 8,568              13.4 
Vero Beach 8,305              13.0 
Orchid 1,217                1.9  
Fellsmere 1,481                2.3  

Sub-Total 24,083              37.6  
Unincorporated County 307,314            480.2  

TOTAL 331,397            517.8  
 
 
Historic Resources 
 
In April 1989, an historic properties survey was completed for unincorporated Indian River 
County. That survey identified 284 historically or architecturally significant existing buildings 
that were constructed between circa 1900 and circa 1940. Of those 284 buildings, 9 (3.2%) 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. Therefore, 95.8% of the historic properties in the county were in 
excellent, good, or fair condition in 1989. While no update to the historic properties survey was 
conducted through 1998, it is assumed that the same number of historic properties still remained in 
1998 due to the limited number of demolition permits issued during that time frame.  
 
While the historic properties survey included many buildings within the unincorporated county, that 
survey did not include historic roads and historic sites (without buildings).  In addition, that survey 
did not include historic buildings and sites in municipalities within the county.  
 
In 1998, nineteen sites, buildings, and roads, located in the county and the municipalities within the 
county, were listed on the National Register of Historic Places.  In addition, numerous other historic 
sites, including shipwrecks and artifacts, Indian middens, and five historic and scenic roads, were 
included in the Florida Master Site File.  
 
Dredged Material Management Areas 
 
In 1998, the Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) owned one site, which consisted of 43 acres 
located along the Indian River Lagoon in Wabasso, for the management of spoil material resulting 
from dredging of the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. 
 
Aesthetics 
 
• Corridors 
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In 1998, the county had two designated corridor areas: the Wabasso Corridor and the SR 60 
Corridor. These corridor overlay districts were used to apply design requirements to specific areas. 
Within these corridors, developments were subject to additional requirements affecting building 
appearance, landscaping, signs, and lighting. Because the corridor regulations were relatively new in 
1998, few corridor-compliant projects had been constructed at that time. 
 
• Landscaping 
 
In 1998, landscape requirements applied to all new developments. Projects located in the Wabasso 
Corridor and the SR 60 Corridor were subject to additional landscape requirements. At that time, 
older development projects had little landscaping, while newer projects had greater landscaping. 
 
• Signs 
 
In 1998, most of the freestanding signs in the county were pole-mounted signs. Regulations adopted 
as part of the Wabasso and SR 60 Corridor plans required new signs to be monument signs. 
 
• Building Appearance 
 
New buildings in the Wabasso Corridor and the SR 60 Corridor were subject to requirements 
affecting articulation, roof design, placement of windows, and building colors. These standards  
were adopted due to concerns about the unattractive appearance of many existing buildings in these 
areas. Because the corridor regulations were relatively new in 1998, few corridor-compliant 
buildings had been constructed at that time. Buildings in other unincorporated areas of the county 
were not subject to any such requirements. 
 
Vacant Land 
 
According to Indian River County Property Appraiser's data, the county, in 1996, contained 
approximately 21,270 acres of vacant land within the urban service area. Of that total, 3,050 acres 
were classified as vacant commercial/industrial, while 18,220 acres were classified as vacant 
residential. 
 
In 1996, the county had many future residential development sites that were over 100 acres in area. 
Some of these sites consisted of a single large parcel, while other sites were an aggregation of many 
parcels.  
 
Some of the vacant residential land was located in platted subdivisions which were largely unbuilt. 
Vero Lake Estates was the largest of these subdivisions, although the Vero Beach Highlands 
subdivision also contained many vacant lots. In 1996, nearly 90% of the platted lots in Vero Lake 
Estates were vacant. On the subdivision’s 5,804 platted lots, only 634 single-family residences had 
been constructed. 
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Build-out Potential 
 
A jurisdiction’s build-out potential represents the total number of residential units that could be 
built within that jurisdiction. Build-out potential can be calculated by adding the number of units 
that can be built on vacant land designated for residential development to the number of units 
existing at that time. In 1996, there were 33,365 existing residential units in the unincorporated 
county. At that time, it was estimated that vacant land could accommodate an additional 86,628 
units. Therefore, the build-out potential of the unincorporated county was 119,993 residential 
units in 1996. 
 
In 1996, the build-out potential of the urban service area of the unincorporated county was 
106,442 residential units. At that time, there were 32,838 existing residential units inside the 
urban service area, while it was estimated that vacant land inside the urban service area could 
accommodate an additional 73,604 residential units. 
 
In 1996, the build-out potential of the unincorporated county outside the urban service area was 
13,551 residential units. At that time, there were 527 existing residential units outside the urban 
service area. If agriculturally-designated areas were completely developed for residential use, 
these areas could have accommodated an additional 13,024 units in 1996. 
 
Residential Allocation Ratio 
 
A Residential Allocation Ratio (RAR) compares the number of residential units permitted by a 
jurisdiction’s future land use map to the number of residential units that are needed to 
accommodate the jurisdiction’s projected population within its planning time horizon. Along 
with historic land use patterns and other factors, an RAR can be a useful tool to determine a 
jurisdiction’s residential land use needs. For the last major plan update, the time period used to 
calculate Indian River County’s RAR was from 1995 to 2020.  
 
The following formula was used to calculate the RAR: 
 

Total number of units allowed by FLU Map – Existing units (1995) 
Projected number of units needed in 2020 – Existing units (1995) 

 
In 1995, the county's residential allocation ratio was ± 4.62. At that time, the county’s Future Land 
Use Map allowed 4.62 times more residential units than needed to accommodate the county’s then- 
projected 2020 population growth. 
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EXISTING LAND USE CONDITIONS (2007) 
 
In Appendix A, information about current land use conditions in the county is provided under the 
existing conditions section of the corresponding matrix. The information for existing land use 
conditions will be compared to the Future Land Use Element conditions at the time of the last 
major plan update to assess changes within the county from the time that the comprehensive plan 
was last updated to the present. 
  
Population & Population Density 
 
Between 1995 and 2007, the county’s population grew by approximately 39,382 residents to 
139,757. In 2007, the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization estimated that the 
overall density of the unincorporated portion of the urban service area was 1.23 units per acre. 

Future Land Use Designations 
 
Since 1998, two new Future Land Use Categories have been added to the county’s Future Land Use 
map. As a result of these additions, the total number of Future Land Use categories is now 18. The 
two new Future Land Use Categories are the Transitional Residential (T) and the Mobile Home 
Rental Park (MHRP) categories.   
 
In 2001, the Transitional Residential Future Land Use Category was added to the county’s Future 
Land Use Map and the Future Land Use Element. As structured, the T designation may be applied to 
areas which serve as a transition between urban land and agriculturally designated land and which 
are suitable for urban/suburban scale development. The criteria for applying the T designation to 
new areas are listed in Future Land Use Element Policy 1.42. Currently, only one site in the 
county is redesignated T.  That property, located on the west side of 58th Avenue, south of the Main 
Relief Canal, is the site of a Planned Development project which is currently under construction. 
 
The other new land use category is the MHRP designation. This land use designation category 
was established to help maintain affordable rental mobile home housing within the county. At the 
time that the MHRP designation was created in 2007, 12 existing mobile home parks were 
redesignated from L-2 and M-1 to MHRP. In total, 780 acres were redesignated to MHRP. The 
majority of MHRP designated land is located in the SR 60 corridor, between 66th Avenue and 
90th Avenue. 
 
The complete list of Future Land Use categories and their respective acreages are as follows: 
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Future Land Use Category Acreage in January 2008 
AG-1: Agricultural-1 (1 Unit/5 Acres) 28,101 
AG-2: Agricultural-2 (1 Unit/10 Acres) 60,545 
AG-3: Agricultural-3 (1 Unit/20 Acres) 48,250 
BCID: Blue Cypress Improvement District (10 units/Acre) 20 
C-1: Conservation-1 (0 Units/Acre) 87,418 
C-2: Conservation-2 (1 Unit/40 Acres) 1,412 
C-3: Conservation-3 (1 Unit/2.5 Acres) 358 
C/I: Commercial/Industrial 5,070 
L-1: Low-Density Residential-1 (3 Units/Acre) 11,802 
L-2: Low-Density Residential-2 (6 Units/Acre) 13,217 
M-1: Medium-Density Residential-1(8 Units/Acre) 4,691 
M-2: Medium-Density Residential-2 (10 Units/Acre) 1,711 
PUB: Public Facilities 722 
R: Rural Residential (1 Unit/Acre) 511 
RC: Regional Commercial 165 
REC: Recreation 1,283 
T: Transitional Residential (1 Unit/Acre) 29 
MHRP: Mobile Home Rental Park (8 Units/Acre) 780 

SUB TOTAL COUNTY 266,085 
MUNICIPALITIES      48,888 

TOTAL 314,973 
 
Similar to the 1998 Future Land Use data, the above acreages represent parcel acreages determined 
using the county’s Geographic Information System (GIS). Areas outside parcel boundaries, such as 
rights-of-way and most water bodies, are excluded from these acreages. 
 
The Future Land Use categories are discussed in detail below. 
 
• Residential Land 
 
In 2007, 32,761 acres of land in the unincorporated county were designated for residential use. This 
represents a 1,545 acre decrease in residential land since 1998. Approximately two-thirds (1,027 
acres) of this reduction can be attributed to municipal annexations. The remaining one-third 
reduction was due primarily to the conversion of residential land to the public facilities and the 
public conservation land use designations. Through the county's Environmental Lands Acquisition 
Program and various state agency acquisitions, hundreds of acres of residentially designated land 
have been acquired for conservation. 
 
In 2007, 19,693 of the 32,761 acres of residentially-designated land in the unincorporated county 
were developed. Overall, 13,068 acres of residentially designated land in the unincorporated county 
were undeveloped in 2007. That land included 3,207 acres of vacant lots within existing platted 
subdivisions such as Vero Lake Estates. 
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The following table summarizes developed residentially designated land by future land use 
category: 
 
Future Land Use Category Total Acreage Developed 

Acreage 
Percent 

Developed 
BCID: Blue Cypress Improvement District 
(10 units/Acre) 

20 17 85% 

L-1: Low-Density Residential-1 
(3 Units/Acre) 

11,802 6,034 51% 

L-2: Low-Density Residential-2 
(6 Units/Acre) 

13,217 8,691 65% 

M-1: Medium-Density Residential-1 
(8 Units/Acre) 

4,691 3,476 64% 

M-2: Medium-Density Residential-2 
(10 Units/Acre) 

1,711 1,387 81% 

R: Rural Residential 
(1 Unit/Acre) 

511 88 17% 

T: Transitional Residential 
(1 Unit/Acre) 

29 0 0% 

MHRP: Mobile Home Rental Park 
(8 Units/Acre) 

780 780 100% 

Total 32,761 19,693 60% 

 
Currently, most residential development in the unincorporated county consists of single-family 
subdivisions. In fact, property appraiser's data show approximately 15,823 acres of improved single-
family land and 3,010 acres of improved multiple-family land in the county. This improved 
residential acreage includes 1,084 acres of occupied mobile home/mobile home park development.  
 
Similar to 1998, the largest concentration of single-family homes is in the southeast portion of the 
county. During the 1996 to 2007 time period, a number of new projects were developed along the 
southern and western edges of the south county urban service area, while infill construction 
occurred throughout the south county area. 
 
One new development in the south county is the “South County Initiative”, a development 
consisting of seven distinct residential projects with coordinated public improvements. These 
public improvements include an elementary school site, a new collector road, a neighborhood 
commercial center, parks, and interconnections. As of 2007, construction had commenced on 
only two of the seven projects comprising the “South County Initiative”. 
 
While the south county area experienced the most residential development from 1996 to 2007, 
significant residential development also occurred in the central county and north county areas 
during that time. Since 1996, many new subdivisions have been constructed in the areas along 
58th Avenue and CR 510. During the 1996 to 2007 period, Vero Lake Estates also began to fill-in 
with single-family residences. 
 
One project being developed along 58th Avenue is Waterway Village, a development of regional 
impact located on the east side of 58th Avenue, north of 49th Street. Consisting of 1,596 single-
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family and multi-family units, Waterway Village is the largest residential project approved in the 
unincorporated county since the Grand Harbor project was approved in the mid 1980’s. 
 
Currently, developed multi-family areas range in density from 3 to 10 units/acre. Multi-family 
development is found throughout the county; however, most multi-family development is 
concentrated in three areas. These areas are along Indian River Boulevard, along US 1 in the south 
part of the county, and along SR 60 between 58th and 82nd Avenues. 
 
Developed at 6-8 units/acre, mobile home parks are located predominantly along SR 60 near I-95, 
along US Highway 1 in the southeast portion of the county, and in the Sebastian area adjacent to or 
near US Highway 1. 
 
− New construction in existing subdivisions 
 
Consisting of 5,804 platted lots in the unincorporated north county area, Vero Lake Estates is 
one of the largest subdivisions in the county. From its development in the 1950s until recently, a 
vast majority of the lots in Vero Lake Estates remained vacant. By 1996, only 634 lots (or 11 
percent) had been developed. As of 2007, however, 2,343 single-family residences had been 
constructed in Vero Lake Estates. Of these 2,343 residences, 1,709 were constructed after 1996. 
 
Vero Beach Highlands and Oslo Park are two other existing subdivisions that experienced 
significant new construction activity from 1996 to 2007. During that period, 466 new single-
family residences were constructed in Vero Beach Highlands, and 382 new single-family 
residences were constructed in Oslo Park. 
 
− Surge in building permit activity (2004-2006) 
 
In the mid 2000’s, areas all over the state of Florida experienced a residential construction boom. 
Indian River County was not immune to this surge in construction activity, particularly regarding 
single-family residential construction. In the unincorporated county, the peak of construction 
activity occurred from 2004 to 2006. Between 1997 and 2003, an average of 870 single-family 
residences and 425 multi-family residences were constructed annually in the unincorporated 
county. During the peak years of the construction boom (2004-2006), an average of 2,532 single-
family permits per year were issued. In 2007, the pace of new development subsided; during that 
year, only 965 single-family and 11 multi-family permits were issued. 
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• Commercial/Industrial Land 
 
Currently, 5,070 acres are designated as C/I, Commercial/Industrial, on the county’s Future Land 
Use Map, while an additional 165 acres are designated as RC, Regional Commercial. Major 
concentrations of commercial development exist along the US 1 and SR 60 corridors. Most 
industrial uses are located in the I-95 nodes or along the US 1 corridor, near the FEC railroad tracks. 
Since 1998, various land use amendments have reduced C/I designated land by 27 acres. From 1996 
to 2007, approximately 527 acres of C/I designated land was annexed by  municipalities, creating a 
net loss of 554 acres of C/I designated land in the unincorporated county.  
 
− Commercial/Industrial Nodes 
 
In 2007, there were 34 Commercial/Industrial nodes.  At that time, 43% of the total C/I node 
acres (or 2,394 acres) were developed with commercial and/or industrial uses. The remaining 
57% of C/I node acres were either vacant or developed with noncommercial or nonindustrial 
uses such as agricultural, residential, public, and other uses. 
 
Currently, eight of the C/I nodes are over 70% developed, while two C/I nodes are over 60% 
developed. The nodes and their percent developed are listed below.  A chart showing the percent 
developed for each of the 34 commercial/industrial nodes is provided on the next page. 
 

 C.R. 510 and S.R. A1A – 94.2% developed 
 U.S. 1/Vero Beach City Limits to 8th Street – 89.6% developed 
 U.S. 1/8th Street to 1st Street S.W. – 71.4% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 58th Avenue – 78.0% developed 
 Moorings – 74.4% developed 
 43rd Avenue and 1st Street S.W. – 68.9% developed 
 U.S. 1/Schumann Drive to Breezy Village – 63.3% developed 
 Roseland Neighborhood – 100% developed 
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 S.R. 60 & 66th Avenue – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 & 74th Avenue – 100% developed 

 
Some of the nodes now have a smaller percent developed than they had in 1998. This is due to a 
variety of factors which relate to the adjustment of property lines, the reconfiguration of node 
boundaries with the addition of vacant land, and the conversion of industrial and commercial 
uses into residential and public uses. Those nodes that had their boundaries revised include: 
 

 U.S. 1 from 69th Street to 57th Street 
 U.S. 1 from 57th Street to 49th Street 
 Oslo Road & 74th Avenue 

 
Industrial/Business Parks and Areas 
 
In 2007, many of the lots/parcels within the older industrial/business parks in the county were 
still undeveloped, and still faced the same development challenges as they did in 1998.  Between 
1998 and 2007, several new industrial/business parks were developed. Several other parks are 
currently in the planning stage. In fact, there are four new industrial/business parks within the 
county that are being developed or are now in the plan review stages.   
 
The four new industrial/business parks are the Indian River Park of Commerce (infrastructure 
developed), the proposed State Road 60 Industrial Park, the proposed Vero Business Park, and 
the Indian River Industrial Center (developed). Both the Indian River Park of Commerce and the 
State Road 60 Industrial Park will be located on State Road 60 west Interstate 95. While the 
Indian River Industrial Center is located on the north side of 41st Street, west of 49th Avenue, the 
Vero Beach Business Park is planned nearby on 41st street in the Gifford Community, between 
28th Avenue and 43rd Avenue. 
 
With the addition of the two industrial/business parks on State Road 60 and the two 
industrial/business parks along 41st Street, the county will have an adequate supply of 
development ready sites (approximately 60 lots) for a range of small scale industrial uses.   
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IRC C/I Nodes - Percent Developed (2006)
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• Agricultural Land 
 
As in 1998, virtually all land west of I-95, excluding the City of Fellsmere, the St. Johns Marsh 
area and the western portions of the commercial/industrial nodes at the I-95/SR 60 and I-95/CR 
510 interchanges, was used for agriculture in 2007. 
 
In 2007, agriculturally designated land accounted for 51% of the unincorporated county land 
area (136,896 acres). This is a decrease of 35,207 acres, or over 20% of agriculturally designated 
land, since 1998. Also declining during that timeframe was the amount of land dedicated to 
citrus production. In 1998, there were 62,133 acres within the county dedicated to growing 
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citrus. By 2006, the total acres within the county dedicated to growing citrus had declined to 
40,191 acres. This is a reduction of 21,942 acres in just eight years (nearly a 36% decline). 
 
Nearly all of the loss in agriculturally designated land occurred because of public acquisition 
(13,719 acres) and annexations by the City of Fellsmere (21,440 acres). In addition, much of the 
agricultural land located inside the urban service boundary was converted from agriculture to 
residential development during the 1998-2007 period. 
 
As in 1998, other uses in agricultural areas included sand mines, kennels, and citrus 
packinghouses. These uses tend to be located in agricultural areas within close proximity of the 
urban service area. 
 
− Large Lot Residential Development within Agricultural Areas 
 
While the county’s three agricultural land use categories are primarily intended for agricultural 
uses, single-family development is also a permitted use in those areas. In AG-1, single-family 
residential development is limited to a maximum density of 1 unit/5 acres, while AG-2 and AG-3 
designations limit residential development to 1 unit/10 acres and 1unit/20 acres, respectively.  
 
Since the last major comprehensive plan update, approximately 1,607 acres of agriculturally 
designated land have been converted to residential use. Generally, the two types of large lot 
residential developments allowed in agricultural areas are affidavit of exemption projects and 
agricultural planned developments. While agricultural land can be subdivided via the standard 
platting process, that process is rarely used in agricultural areas. Instead, most land subdivision 
within agriculturally designated areas is done through the affidavit of exemption process. 
 
In 2002, the county modified its development regulations to allow the subdivision of land in 
agricultural areas via the affidavit of exemption process. Prior to that time, only agricultural 
planned developments with required clustering were permitted in agriculturally-designated areas. 
 
Since 2002, most residential developments in agricultural areas have been affidavit of exemption 
projects. Between 2002 and 2007, 37 affidavit of exemption projects were approved in 
agriculturally designated areas. Together, these projects converted approximately 1,507 acres of 
agricultural land into 245 residential lots. Nearly all of those affidavit of exemption projects 
were located within one mile of the urban service boundary. Different from standard 
subdivisions, affidavit of exemption projects are not subject to most platting requirements, such 
as paved streets. According to county regulations, affidavit of exemption projects may not create 
more than 19 lots. 
 
Agricultural planned developments are also allowed in agricultural areas. Since 1998, 5 
agricultural planned developments were approved in agricultural areas. Those projects converted 
100 acres of agricultural land into 20 residential lots. All of the planned development projects 
were located within one mile of the urban service boundary. 
 
Prior to 2007, agricultural planned developments were required to use clustering to minimize the 
amount of land containing residential uses. Via clustering, residential lots were limited to a 
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maximum area of one acre, while at least 80% of the project area was required to be dedicated as 
common open space. In 2007, the county replaced the clustering requirement with a minimum 1-
acre lot area requirement. Under the new rules, an entire agricultural planned development could 
be carved into lots, with no portion of the project dedicated as common open space. 
 
• Recreational Land 
 
In 2007, 1,283 acres were designated as REC, Recreational, on the county’s Future Land Use Map. 
These lands were located throughout the county. Major recreational facilities in the county include: 
Kiwanis-Hobart Park in the Winter Beach area; Dale Wimbrow Park and Donald McDonald Park on 
the St. Sebastian River; South County Park at 20th Avenue and Oslo Road; North County Regional 
Park on CR 512; Gifford Park at 43rd Avenue and 49th street; and the Sebastian Inlet State 
Recreation Area on the barrier island. In addition, the county maintains several parks and beach 
access areas on the barrier island. 
 
• Conservation Land 
 
In 2007, there were 89,188 acres of conservation designated land on the county’s Future Land Use 
Map, a 12,383 acre increase since 1998. Even that increase understates what actually occurred, 
because recent acquisitions by the St. Johns River Water Management District and the county are 
not yet reflected in the Conservation land use category. With the recent acquisitions, the actual 
amount of conservation land in public ownership is now 105,186 acres. 
 
On the county’s future land use map, publicly owned conservation lands are designated as C-1, 
Conservation (zero density). Between 1998 and 2007, the county’s future land use map was 
modified on nine separate occasions by redesignating land to C-1, resulting in an increase of 
14,289 acres being designated C-1. Of the newly designated conservation areas, 13,719 acres are 
located west of Interstate 95 and were previously designated Agricultural. 
 
All of the C-1 map amendments represent a continuation of a county policy to designate publicly 
owned conservation properties, including conservation properties within the urban service area, 
as zero density areas. Between 1998 and 2007, 571 acres located east of Interstate 95 and within 
the urban service area were redesignated to C-1.  
 
Encompassing approximately 75,000 acres in the western county, the Blue Cypress Lake and Fort 
Drum Marsh conservation areas, both of which are owned and managed by the St. Johns River 
Water Management District, form the county's largest conservation area. Other conservation areas 
include land along the Indian River Lagoon and the St. Sebastian River. 
 
Since the last major comprehensive plan update, the county has maintained and expanded a land 
acquisition program for purchasing environmentally important land. Through this program, the 
county has acquired a total of 9,962 acres for conservation purposes. These conservation areas are 
located primarily throughout the eastern portion of the county. More recent acquisitions have 
included easements totaling 2,047 acres located north of State Road 60 and east of I-95 and located 
in the western portion of the county. The easements preserve the properties’ agricultural operations 
and natural features in perpetuity. 
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Since the last comprehensive plan update, several annexations occurred which involved 
unincorporated county land designated as conservation. In total, 1,812 acres of conservation 
designated land were annexed between 1998 and 2007. The largest such annexation involved 
1,720 C-1 designated acres located west of I-95 that were annexed by the City of Fellsmere in 
2007. 
 
• Public Facilities/Institutional Land 
 
Currently, the PUB, Public Facilities, land use category contains approximately 722 acres, a 118 
acre increase since 1998. All public designated lands are within the county’s urban service boundary 
and are generally located within the eastern, urbanized area of the county. 
 
Municipal Land 
 
In January 2008, there were five municipalities within the county. At that time, these municipalities 
occupied approximately 76.4 square miles (or 48,888 acres). This is 14.8% of the total area of the 
county and is double the amount of municipal area that existed in 1998. 
 
This increase in municipal acreage is mostly attributable to recent annexations by the City of 
Fellsmere. Between 1998 and early 2008, the City of Fellsmere annexed 23,973 acres of 
unincorporated county area, increasing the city’s total acreage from approximately 1,481 acres in 
1998 to 25,454 acres in January 2008. This is a 1,619% increase in the size of the City of Fellsmere 
in less than ten years. 
 

Municipal Land Area – January 2008 
Municipality Acres Square Miles 
Indian River Shores 4,540                7.1 
Sebastian 9,184              14.4 
Vero Beach 8,493              13.3 
Orchid 1,217                1.9 
Fellsmere 25,454  39.8 

Sub-Total 48,888              76.4 
Unincorporated County 282,509           441.4 

TOTAL 331,397  517.8 
 
Annexations 
 
According to Florida Statutes Chapter 171, a municipality may annex unincorporated lands that are 
contiguous to its boundaries. Between 1998 and 2007, municipalities within the county annexed 
approximately 24,805 acres, nearly 39 square miles. The areas most affected by the annexations 
were agriculturally designated lands surrounding the City of Fellsmere. Between 1998 and 2008, the 
City of Fellsmere annexed 21,440 acres in those areas. Additionally, the City of Fellsmere annexed 
approximately 1,720 acres of conservation designated land. The remaining 1,645.34 acres of 
annexed land consisted of commercial, residential and conservation land annexed around the cities 
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of Fellsmere, Indian River Shores, Sebastian, and Vero Beach and included land around the 
Interstate 95/County Road 512 interchange. Attachment 2 shows a complete listing of annexations 
between 1998 and 2007.   
 
Availability of Facilities and Services to Serve Existing Land Uses 
 
Currently, there is adequate capacity in all public facilities to serve existing land uses. For example, 
all county roadways are operating at or above their adopted level of service; there are adequate parks 
and recreation facilities in the county, and capacity at the county landfill is projected to be sufficient 
through 2030.   
 
By 2030, potable water demand in the county, excluding the municipalities, will be 29.74 million 
gallons per day. At that time, the projected capacity of the county’s water treatment plants will 
be 26.22 million gallons per day, a 3.52 million gallon day water supply deficit when compared 
to demand. To remedy this situation, the county Utilities Department recently applied to 
SJRWMD for 3 additional wells at the north county water plant and is now working with 
SJRWMD to analyze alternative water supply projects to meet the projected demand. 
 
Presently, the county’s sanitary sewer facilities have sufficient capacity to accommodate anticipated 
demand beyond the year 2030. In the last several decades, potable water and sanitary sewer lines 
have been extended to much of the developed and developing portions of the county. For that 
reason, many residents formerly served by small local potable water plants or private potable water 
wells and septic systems are now served by the regional system. Overall, the county’s drainage 
system is adequate, although there are maintenance problems in some older subdivisions. 
 
Historic Resources 
 
There are no current data indicating the actual number of historic properties that are in excellent, 
good, or fair condition within the county.  Similar to 1998, it can be assumed that the historic 
properties identified in the county’s 1989 Historic Properties Survey still remain. This is because 
there have not been a significant number of demolitions within the county since 1998. 
 
In 2008, 24 sites, buildings, and roads, located in the county and the municipalities within the 
county, were listed on the National Register of Historic Places. This is an increase of five nationally 
designated sites since 1998. In addition, numerous historic sites, including shipwrecks and artifacts; 
Indian middens; and five historic and scenic roads, remain on the Florida Master Site File. 
 
Dredged Material Management Areas 
 
In 2007, the Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) owned 273 acres of land, at three locations 
along the Indian River Lagoon, for the management of spoil material resulting from dredging of the 
Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. 
 
Aesthetics 
 
• Corridors 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 22 
 
 

 
Corridor overlay districts are used to apply additional design requirements to specific areas. 
Presently, corridor overlay districts apply to all of the county’s major thoroughfares, including SR 
60, US Highway 1, CR 510, CR 512, and Oslo Road. In addition, corridor overlay districts apply to 
roads in Wabasso, Roseland, the North Barrier Island, and the 37th Street medical node. Within these 
corridors, developments are subject to design requirements affecting building appearance, 
landscaping, signs, and lighting. Of these corridor overlay districts, only the Wabasso Corridor and 
the SR 60 Corridor were established prior to the last major comprehensive plan update. 
 
Along SR 60, particularly in the SR 60/58th Avenue commercial node, numerous development 
projects have been built since the establishment of the corridor overlay district in 1998. In 
comparison to older developments in the corridor, newer projects generally have increased 
landscaping, less sign clutter, and buildings with pitched roofs and increased articulation. 
 
In Wabasso, the corridor overlay district has had less impact because less development activity has 
occurred in that area. The few new projects in Wabasso, however, have increased landscaping, less 
sign clutter, and buildings with pitched roofs and increased articulation. 
 
• Landscaping 
 
At present, landscaping requirements apply to all new developments. Between 1998 and 2007, the 
county’s landscape standards were modified on multiple occasions to increase overall landscape 
requirements. Generally, these amendments increased the width and planting requirements for 
buffers, increased canopy tree requirements for vehicular areas and open space, established canopy 
tree requirements for single-family residences, established requirements and incentives for the use of 
native plants, and created littoral zone requirements for projects over 10 acres. Projects located in 
corridors were also subject to foundation landscape requirements. As a result of these requirements, 
newer development projects contain more landscaping than many older developments. 
 
• Signs 
 
In 2007, freestanding signs in the Wabasso Corridor and the SR 60 Corridor were mostly monument 
signs. In other unincorporated areas of the county, pole-mounted signs were more prevalent. New 
regulations, however, were recently adopted, requiring new signs in the other corridors to be 
monument signs. 
 
• Building Appearance 
 
In all corridors, new buildings are subject to requirements affecting articulation, roof design, 
placement of windows, and building colors. Buildings in other unincorporated areas of the county 
are not subject to any such requirements. 
 
Because of these corridor regulations, the appearance of new buildings has improved in designated 
corridor areas. Building colors are warm, natural tones. Building facades exhibit greater articulation 
as well as increased use of windows. Roofs are pitched or screened by parapets.  
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Vacant Land     
 
According to Indian River County Property Appraiser's data, the county contains approximately 
15,557 acres of vacant land within the unincorporated urban service area. Of that total, 2,489 acres 
are classified as vacant commercial/industrial, and 13,068 acres are classified as vacant residential. 
 
Due to the residential activity that occurred between 1996 and 2007, the amount of vacant 
residential land in the county decreased significantly. Since the time of the last major plan 
update, vacant residential land, including vacant lots within existing platted subdivisions, 
decreased from 18,220 acres to 13,068 acres. In 1996, vacant residential land accounted for 53% 
of all residential land. By 2007, vacant land had been reduced to 40% of all residential land. 
 
Of the 13,068 acres of vacant residential land in 2007, 9,861 acres consisted of undeveloped 
land. Accounting for 30% of all residential land, undeveloped land consists mostly of raw land, 
but also includes land with approved-but-unbuilt projects. As the following table illustrates, most 
of the undeveloped residential land is located within the county’s two primary low-density 
categories: L-1 and L-2. Combined, the L-1 and L-2 districts contain 78% of the undeveloped 
residential land (7,700 acres) in the county. In comparison, the county’s two medium-density 
districts, M-1 and M-2, contain 17% of undeveloped residential land (1,712 acres). 
 
Future Land Use Category Total Acreage Undeveloped 

Acreage 
Percent 

Undeveloped 
BCID: Blue Cypress Improvement District 
(10 units/Acre) 

20 0 0% 

L-1: Low-Density Residential-1 
(3 Units/Acre) 

11,802 4,177 35% 

L-2: Low-Density Residential-2 
(6 Units/Acre) 

13,217 3,523 26% 

M-1: Medium-Density Residential-1 
(8 Units/Acre) 

4,691 1,512 28% 

M-2: Medium-Density Residential-2 
(10 Units/Acre) 

1,711 200 12% 

R: Rural Residential 
(1 Unit/Acre) 

511 421 82% 

T: Transitional Residential 
(1 Unit/Acre) 

29 29 100% 

MHRP: Mobile Home Rental Park 
(8 Units/Acre) 

780 0 0% 

Total 32,761 9,861 30% 

 
In 2007, there were 11 undeveloped residential sites in the unincorporated county over 100 acres 
in area. Most of these sites are an aggregation of multiple parcels. As the table below shows, 
many of these sites already have development entitlements in place. 
 
Location Acres Future 

Land Use 
Notes 

South side of CR 512, west of 
CR 510 

479 L-1 Owned by Ansin Brothers of Miami 
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North side of CR 510, east of 
Vero Lake Estates 

421 L-1 “North County Initiative” area; includes two entitled 
PDs: Bluewater Bay (128 acres) and Sebastian Park 
(152 acres) 

South side of 77th Street, west 
of FEC Railroad 

198 L-2  

West side of 58th Avenue, north 
of 69th Street 

206 L-1 Syngenta, an agricultural research facility 

65th Street, east of Lateral G 
canal 

375 L-1 & 
L-2 

Consists of two entitled PDs: Lost Tree Preserve 
(214 acres) and High Point (161 acres) 

East side of US 1, north of 
North Relief Canal 

414 L-1 Consists of Riverbend PD (an entitled project); 
proposed addition to Grand Harbor 

North side of 49th Street, east of 
58th Avenue 

426 L-2 Future phases of Waterway Village (an entitled DRI 
project) 

West side of 58th Avenue, north 
of 49th Street 

192 L-1 Includes an entitled subdivision, Devonwood Lakes 
(144 acres) 

West of I-95, south of SR 60 1,097 M-1  “98th Avenue Initiative” area; includes two entitled 
projects: Verona Trace (105 acres) and Portofino 
Village (229 acres) 

West side of 82nd Avenue, 
south of 4th Street 

245 L-1 Site of a proposed PD (Indian Springs) 

Area bounded by 13th Street 
SW to the north, 20th Avenue 
SW to the east, St. Lucie 
County to the south, and the 
urban service area boundary to 
the west 

853 L-1 & 
L-2 

“South County Initiative” area; undeveloped land 
consists of several entitled projects 

 
In 2007, there were 10,098 vacant lots within existing, platted subdivisions. These vacant lots in 
existing subdivisions accounted for 3,207 acres (approximately 10% of all residential land). Vero 
Lake Estates is the largest subdivision with a substantial number of vacant lots. Combined, the 
vacant lots in Vero Lake Estates total 680 acres. 
 
Build-out Potential 
 
A jurisdiction’s build-out potential represents the total number of residential units that could be 
built within a jurisdiction. Build-out potential can be calculated by adding the number of units 
that can be built on vacant land designated for residential development to the number of units 
existing at that time. In 2007, there were 51,502 existing residential units in the unincorporated 
county. At this time, vacant land in the unincorporated county can accommodate an additional 
55,159 units. Therefore, the build-out potential of the unincorporated county is currently 106,661 
residential units. 
 
Currently, the build-out potential of the urban service area portion of the unincorporated county 
is 96,029 residential units. At this time, there are 50,445 residential units inside the urban service 
area, while it is estimated that vacant land inside the urban service area can accommodate an 
additional 45,584 residential units. 
 
The build-out potential of the unincorporated county outside the urban service area is currently 
10,632 residential units. At this time, there are 1,057 residential units outside the urban service 
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area. If agriculturally-designated areas were to be completely developed for residential use, these 
areas could accommodate an additional 9,575 units. 
 
Residential Allocation Ratio 
 
A Residential Allocation Ratio (RAR) compares the number of residential units permitted by a 
jurisdiction’s future land use map to the number of residential units that are needed to 
accommodate the jurisdiction’s projected population within its planning time horizon. Along 
with historic land use patterns and other factors, an RAR can be a useful tool to determine a 
jurisdiction’s residential land use needs. The time period used to calculate Indian River County’s 
current RAR is from 2007 to 2030.   
 
The following formula is used to calculate the RAR: 
 

Total number of units allowed by FLU Map – Existing units (2007) 
Projected number of units needed in 2030 – Existing units (2007) 

 
Based on the best available data, including the latest population projections, the county's current 
residential allocation ratio is: 
 
96,029  –  51,502  =  44,527 
67,690  –  51,502  =  16,188 
 
Thus, the county’s current RAR is: 44,527 / 16,188 = 2.75. With the current RAR of 2.75, the 
county’s Future Land Use Map allows approximately 2.75 times more residential units than needed 
to accommodate the unincorporated county’s projected population growth by 2030. 
 
 
ANALYSIS  
 
Since the last major comprehensive plan update, comprehensive plan policies, including the Future 
Land Use Map, have successfully directed new residential and nonresidential development to 
designated areas of the county. During this period, there were few amendments to the land use map 
and only minor adjustments to the county’s urban service boundary. In fact, the only significant 
changes to the Future Land Use Map in the previous decade were amendments designating lands for 
conservation. 
 
Looking toward the future, the major land use issues facing Indian River County are urban sprawl, 
development aesthetics, rural sprawl, and agricultural preservation. 
 
While current policies have been successful in dictating the location and density of new 
development, new policy initiatives will be necessary to ensure that the end result is not low-density 
suburban sprawl throughout the urban service area. These new policies will need to promote 
walkable, connected neighborhoods and mixed use projects, while also sustaining the overall 
development patterns and urban service area as already depicted on the county’s Future Land Use 
Map.  
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As is highlighted in the final report of the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast, the retention 
of rural lands is essential for the continuing functioning of the region’s natural systems and a more 
sustainable development pattern. Rural lands consist of both natural areas and agricultural lands. 
Through public acquisition of natural lands for conservation purposes, a significant expansion of 
conservation lands has occurred in the county since the last major comprehensive plan update. 
 
While the county’s conservation objectives have been achieved, agricultural lands have been faced 
with significant challenges and development pressure in recent years. These challenges resulted 
from citrus diseases, the 2004 hurricanes, rising land values, encroachment of residential ranchettes, 
and municipal annexations. To protect existing agricultural uses, new policies are needed to limit the 
encroachment of low density residential ranchettes in agricultural areas and to promote the 
preservation of agricultural uses. 
 
Future Land Use Map 
 
Overall, the 2007 Future Land Use Map is substantially the same as the 1998 Future Land Use 
Map. Since 1998, the only substantial modifications to the county’s Future Land Use Map have 
resulted from the redesignation of various properties to conservation from other land use 
categories, particularly agriculture, and from annexations by the county’s municipalities, 
particularly the City of Fellsmere. 
 
Between 1998 and 2007, the Future Land Use Map was amended on 30 separate occasions, 
redesignating 15,556 acres from one future land use category to another. Accounting for the vast 
majority of these amendments were redesignations of land from residential or agricultural to 
conservation. Of the 15,556 acres that were redesignated during that period, 14,290 acres were 
redesignated to conservation. An additional 780 acres were redesignated to MHRP, the county’s 
new future land use category for mobile home parks. The remaining 486 acres consisted of 
redesignations to the residential, commercial/industrial, recreation, and public future land use 
categories. During that period, there were no land use density increases on the barrier island, 
which is designated as a Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 
 
Within the unincorporated areas of the county, the location of the urban service boundary has 
remained largely unchanged. Since 1998, the location of the urban service boundary has been 
modified on only two occasions, resulting in the addition of less than 50 total acres to the urban 
service area. While little change has occurred to the location of the urban service boundary in the 
unincorporated county, annexations by the City of Fellsmere have resulted in the addition of 
23,160 acres, or 36.2 square miles, to the countywide (including municipal) urban service area. 
 
Over the last ten years, county policies have successfully limited the number of comprehensive 
plan amendments; therefore, no changes to these policies are necessary. In fact, redesignations 
from residential or agricultural to conservation accounted for the vast majority of Future Land 
Use Map amendments during the 1998-2007 period. 
 
− Expansion of conservation areas 
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Since 1998, the policies of the county’s comprehensive plan have been successful in promoting 
the expansion of conservation areas. Excluding municipal annexations, the most significant 
change to the future land use map since the last major comprehensive plan update has been the 
increase in conservation designated areas. Presently, 89,188 acres (34% of the unincorporated 
county area), mostly consisting of publicly owned conservation land, are designated for 
conservation use. When recent acquisitions by the St. Johns River Water Management District 
and the county are considered, actual conservation land is now 105,186 acres (40% of the 
unincorporated county area). 
 
In the future, the county should continue its policy to redesignate publicly acquired conservation 
lands to the C-1, Conservation-1, land use category. This will allow the county to continue to 
recognize and protect publicly owned environmentally sensitive areas from development 
pressure. 
 
− Annexations 
 
Between 1998 and 2007, municipalities within the county annexed approximately 24,805 acres, 
nearly 39 square miles, of unincorporated county land. Of the 24,805 acres annexed by the 
municipalities, 23,973 acres (97%) were annexed by the City of Fellsmere. Almost all of the 
Fellsmere annexed property (21,440 acres) had been unincorporated land designated agricultural on 
the county’s Future Land Use Map. 
 
Many of these municipal annexations were fairly recent and will result in future impacts on the 
county. The exact nature and magnitude of the impacts will ultimately depend upon what each 
municipality does with the annexed land; consequently, it is important that the municipalities do 
good planning. 
 
With respect to the City of Fellsmere, it is possible that its annexations of agriculturally 
designated land could frustrate the county’s policies for protecting and maintaining agricultural 
land. This will particularly be true if the City of Fellsmere allows development of the annexed 
agriculturally designated land in a manner that fails to protect a significant amount of 
agriculture. 
 
Depending upon how the City of Fellsmere approaches development of its annexed areas, there 
could be significant county capital and operational expenditures associated with new 
development within the annexed area. As new uses are planned and developed within the City of 
Fellsmere, the county and city will need to modify their capital improvements schedules and 
operational budgets to allocate funds appropriately. 
 
In the spring of 2007, the county explored the possibility of becoming a charter county in order 
to gain more control over land use changes outside the urban service area. Ultimately, the Board 
of County Commissioners decided not to pursue charter government, but instead opted to 
explore the possibility of entering into an Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) 
between the county and all of the municipalities. The ISBA is further discussed within the 
“Agricultural Land” section. 
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Residential Development 
 
Since the last major comprehensive plan update, residential growth has occurred where directed 
by comprehensive plan policies and the Future Land Use Map. During that period, almost all 
residential growth occurred within the urban service area, as directed by the Future Land Use 
Map. In addition, new residential development occurred at or below the densities specified on 
the Future Land Use Map. 
 
While successful in directing the location and density of new residential growth, comprehensive 
plan policies had mixed success regarding some of the qualitative aspects of residential 
development. Consequently, new comprehensive plan policies will need to be adopted to create 
walkable, connected neighborhoods and to integrate commercial and residential uses at the 
neighborhood level. 
 
• Development in the urban service area (1996-2007) 
 
As structured, the county’s comprehensive plan and future land use map direct residential growth 
to property inside the urban service area. With the exception of residential ranchette 
development in agricultural areas, the comprehensive plan policies were successful in directing 
new residential development to land inside the urban service area during the 1996-2007 period. 
 
Currently, a majority of the residential land in the unincorporated county urban service area is 
developed. Developed land consists of those residential parcels with either an existing residential 
unit or a building permit to construct a residential unit. In 1996, 16,413 acres (or 47 percent of 
the residentially-designated land in the unincorporated county) had been developed. By 2007, 
developed residential land in the unincorporated county urban service area had increased to 
19,693 acres (or 60%). 
 
In addition to the developed land described above, the unincorporated county contains 10,098 
vacant lots in existing, platted subdivisions. In 2007, those vacant platted lots comprised 3,207 
acres of residential land. Combined, developed residential land as well as vacant platted lots 
comprise 22,900 acres, representing 70% of the 32,761 acres of residentially-designated land in 
the unincorporated county urban service area. 
 
At this time, significant development potential still exists within the unincorporated county 
urban service area. In addition to the 10,098 vacant lots in existing, platted subdivisions, there 
are approximately 9,861 acres of undeveloped residential land. Because more land is already 
designated for residential use than will be needed in 2030, sufficient land is available to 
accommodate the county’s projected 2030 population. No additional residential land and no 
density increases are needed. 
 
Historically, the greatest concentration of residential development has occurred in the south 
county area. While the south county area has had the greatest concentration of residential 
development, significant residential growth also occurred in the north county and central county 
areas during the last decade. In the north county, much of the growth resulted from the 
development of long vacant lots in Vero Lake Estates, where 1,709 single-family residences 
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were constructed from 1996-2007. In the central county, several large residential projects are 
currently under development. The largest such project in the central county is Waterway Village, 
a development of regional impact that will contain 1,596 residences upon its completion. As the 
south county area builds out in future years, residential development will continue to shift 
towards the north and central county areas. 
 
− Residential densities 
 
In addition to dictating where residential growth occurred, comprehensive plan policies also 
dictated the density of new residential development which occurred between 1998 and 2007. In 
all residential categories, new residential development occurred at or below the maximum 
densities specified in the comprehensive plan. 
 
Generally, single-family residential growth occurred in areas designated L-1 and L-2. In these 
areas, new single-family developments were built at densities lower than the maximums allowed 
by the county’s Future Land Use Map. In the L-1 category (up to 3 units/acre), for example, the 
corresponding zoning district is typically RS-3 (single-family residential, up to 3 units/acre). 
While both the L-1 future land use category and the RS-3 zoning district allow up to 3 units/acre, 
most L-1/RS-3 subdivisions were developed at less than 2 units/acre. Similarly, subdivisions 
developed in the RS-6 zoning district (single-family residential, up to 6 units/acre), the 
corresponding single-family zoning district to the L-2 future land use category, were typically 
built at approximately 3 units/acre. In 2006, new RS-3 subdivisions had an average density of 
1.7 units/acre, and new RS-6 subdivisions had an average density of 2.3 units/acre. 
 
Multi-family residential development generally occurred in areas designated M-1 and M-2, as 
well as in some areas designated L-2. In those areas, the density of new multi-family residential 
projects was close to the maximum allowed by the L-2, M-1, and M-2 (6, 8, and 10 units/acre, 
respectively) designations. 
 
While comprehensive plan policies have been successful in setting maximum densities for new 
residential development, new policy initiatives will be necessary to ensure that the end result is not 
low-density suburban sprawl throughout the urban service area. Suburban sprawl is characterized by 
low-density development consisting of disconnected, segregated uses. These new policies will need 
to promote clustered development; walkable, connected neighborhoods; and mixed use projects, 
while also sustaining the overall development pattern and urban service area as already depicted on 
the county’s Future Land Use Map. 
 
− Development of vacant lots in existing subdivisions 
 
During the 1996-2007 period, a significant amount of residential construction occurred on vacant 
lots in existing, platted subdivisions. The three existing subdivisions with the highest number of 
single-family residences constructed during this period were Vero Lake Estates (1,709 homes), 
Vero Beach Highlands (466 homes), and Oslo Park (382 homes). 
 
Consisting of approximately 5,000 lots in an area of approximately three square miles, Vero 
Lake Estates is the largest subdivision in the unincorporated county. During this period, the 
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number of residences in Vero Lake Estates nearly quadrupled, increasing from 634 in 1996 to 
2,343 in 2007. At this time, 2,376 lots in Vero Lake Estates remain vacant, which means the 
subdivision is now approximately 50% built out. 
 
While the long-delayed construction of this subdivision is beneficial to the county, the rapid pace 
of construction does create challenges. Such challenges result from inadequate infrastructure 
within the subdivision (roads, water, and sewer) as well as increased demands on county roads 
used to access Vero Lake Estates. To address these issues, comprehensive plan policies need to 
promote infrastructure improvements in existing subdivisions such as Pine Tree Park, Oslo Park, 
Vero Lake Estates, and others. In particular, unpaved roads need to be paved, and water lines 
need to be constructed. Usually, these types of improvements are done through assessment 
projects, where benefiting land owners pay their fair share of the improvement costs. 
 
• Residential development in agricultural areas 
 
Since 1998, affidavit of exemption projects and planned developments have been responsible for 
converting approximately 1,607 acres of agriculturally designated land to residential use. As is 
the case with all areas designated for agricultural use, such land is located outside the urban 
service area. Even at low densities, such residential development represents a blurring of the 
county’s urban service boundary, one of the county’s primary tools for controlling sprawl. 
 
At present, county policies encourage residential development in agricultural areas. One way in 
which the county encourages residential development in agricultural areas is by allowing 
affidavit of exemption (AOE) projects. Because AOE’s are exempt from most required 
subdivision improvements (e.g. paved roads, drainage, buffers), these projects are less expensive 
to build than traditional subdivision projects. 
 
In the county’s comprehensive plan, the agricultural land use categories were established to 
preserve agriculture and to limit the encroachment of urban uses into agricultural areas. To 
protect existing agricultural uses, the county’s development regulations should not further 
accelerate the conversion of agriculturally-designated land into residential ranchettes. For that 
reason, regulations affecting affidavit of exemption projects, in particular, need to be examined. 
While affidavit of exemption projects are currently limited to a maximum of 19 lots, the county’s 
development regulations could be modified to limit affidavit of exemptions to small projects 
consisting of no more than 8 lots. This corresponds to the number of lots that can be created 
when a typical 40-acre agricultural tract is subdivided into 5-acre lots. All other residential 
development in agricultural areas should be limited to agricultural planned developments or 
subdivisions. 
 
Prior to 2007, residential planned developments in agricultural areas were required to use 
clustering to minimize the amount of land containing residential uses. Via clustering, residential 
lots were limited to a maximum area of one acre, while at least 80% of the project area was 
required to be dedicated as open space. 
 
In 2007, the county replaced the clustering requirement with a minimum 1-acre lot area 
requirement. Under the new rules, an entire residential planned development in the agricultural 
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area could be carved into lots, with no portion of the project dedicated as common open space. 
Consequently, the minimum dedicated common open space requirement was reduced from 80% 
to 0%. Since the adoption of these changes to the county’s development regulations, no new 
agricultural planned developments have been proposed. To ensure that future residential planned 
developments in agricultural areas have sufficient dedicated open space, the county should adopt 
new policies establishing minimum dedicated common open space requirements for residential 
planned developments in agricultural areas. 
 
• Vacant residential land in urban service area 
 
Within the unincorporated county area, vacant land now accounts for 40% of residential land. 
This is a reduction from 1996, when 53% of residential land was vacant. Of the 13,068 acres of 
residential land vacant at this time, approximately three-fourths (9,861 acres) consists of 
undeveloped raw land. The remaining 3,207 acres of vacant residential land consist of vacant 
lots in existing, platted subdivisions, such as Vero Lake Estates. In total, there are 10,098 vacant 
lots in existing, platted subdivisions at this time. 
 
During the recent residential development boom, development projects were proposed on much 
of the county’s vacant residential land. While many of these projects never became more than 
proposals, a significant number of these proposed projects received entitlements for residential 
development. It is expected, however, that many of these projects will not be developed in the 
near future. In many cases, the current development entitlements will expire in the next few 
years. Future development on these parcels would then be subject to the development regulations 
in effect at that time. 
 
At this time, there are only a few 100 acre-plus vacant residential parcels in the unincorporated 
county that do not already have development entitlements. Consequently, it is unlikely that any 
new residential Developments of Regional Impact (DRI) will be proposed in the unincorporated 
county. 
 
Currently, there remains sufficient vacant residential land within the unincorporated county to 
accommodate expected growth through the 2030 horizon year. According to projections, the 
unincorporated county will need 67,690 residential units in 2030, an increase of 16,188 units. At 
this time, the county contains 10,098 vacant lots in existing subdivisions as well as 9,861 acres 
of undeveloped raw land. This vacant land is sufficient to accommodate population growth 
between 2008 and 2030. Therefore, no additional residential land and no density increases are 
needed to accommodate the county’s projected 2030 population. 
 
• Reduction in build-out potential 
 
From 1996 to 2007, the unincorporated county’s build-out potential fell from 119,993 residential 
units to 106,661 residential units, a decrease of 13,332 residential units. Approximately half of 
this reduction (5,924 residential units) was due to annexations by the county’s municipalities. In 
addition, public acquisition of land for conservation purposes reduced the potential build-out by 
another 2,527 residential units. The remainder of the reduction was generally the result of new 
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single-family development occurring at densities significantly lower than allowed by the Future 
Land Use Map. 
 
At this time, the unincorporated county is nearly 50% built-out. In 2007, there were 51,502 
residential units in the unincorporated county. Upon build-out, the unincorporated county is 
projected to contain 106,661 residential units. Because single-family development occurs at 
densities substantially less than the maximum allowed by the Future Land Use Map, the 106,661 
units projected at build-out is actually less than the maximum allowed by the Future Land Use 
Map. If single-family development continues to occur at densities substantially less than the 
maximum allowed by the by Future Land Use Map, then it can be expected that the 
unincorporated county’s build-out potential will be further reduced in the future. 
 
Current comprehensive plan policies direct the vast majority of residential development inside 
the urban service area and should be maintained. Of the projected 106,661 residential units at 
build-out, 96,029 units (or 90%) will be located inside the urban service area. The remaining 
10,632 units will be located outside of the urban service area. 
 
Because of the recent municipal annexations and the future land use plan densities expected to 
be assigned to those annexed areas, the build-out potential for the total county has increased 
significantly. Upon build-out, it is projected that the unincorporated county and the county’s 
municipalities will contain 188,848 residential units. At that time, the county’s five 
municipalities will contain 82,187 residential units. Of these residential units, 49,474 residential 
units will be in the City of Fellsmere, while the remaining 32,713 residential units will be located 
in the county’s other municipalities. 
 
• Estimate of future need 
 
− Land needed to accommodate 2030 population 
 
In 2007, there were 51,502 residential units in the unincorporated county. At that time, 19,693 
acres of residential land had been developed. Consequently, there was an average of .38 acres 
per unit in 2007. According to projections, the unincorporated county will need 67,690 
residential units in 2030, an increase of 16,188 units. Assuming the mix of housing types in the 
county remains constant and using the .38 acres per unit proportion for the 2030 projection of 
67,690 units needed, there would be a need for 25,883 acres of developed residential land at that 
time. 
 
In the unincorporated county, 32,761 acres of land are designated for residential use. Because 
more land is already designated for residential use than will be needed in 2030, sufficient land is 
available to accommodate the county’s projected 2030 population. Therefore, no additional 
residential land and no density increases are needed. 
 
At this time, the county’s municipalities, particularly the City of Fellsmere, now contain a 
significant amount of undeveloped residential land. As this land is developed in the future, the 
share of the county’s population located within the municipalities will likely increase. As the 
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municipalities’ share of the county’s population increases, the unincorporated county’s share 
will decrease, thereby reducing the unincorporated county’s projection of housing need. 
 
Currently, 66% of all residential units in the county are located in the unincorporated county 
area, while the remaining 34% are located within the county’s five municipalities. Upon build-
out, the unincorporated county’s share of residential units will decrease to approximately 56%. 
This is largely due to the anticipated growth of Fellsmere, which annexed 39 square miles of 
land between 1998 and 2007. At this time, Fellsmere contains approximately 2% of all 
residential units in the county. Upon build-out, it is anticipated that Fellsmere will contain 26% 
of all residential units in the county, while the remaining four municipalities combined would 
contain only 18% of all residential units. 
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− Residential Allocation Ratio (RAR) 
 
A Residential Allocation Ratio (RAR) compares the number of residential units permitted by a 
jurisdiction’s future land use map to the number of residential units that are needed to 
accommodate the jurisdiction’s projected population within its planning time horizon. 
 
Since the last major plan update, the county’s RAR decreased from ±4.62 to ±2.75. This is a 
reduction of approximately 41% in just twelve years. While the RAR decreased significantly, there 
continues to be sufficient land designated for residential development to accommodate demand 
through 2030. With the current RAR of 2.75, the unincorporated county has nearly three times the 
amount of residentially designated land needed to accommodate the increase in the unincorporated 
county’s population projected to occur between 2008 and 2030. Therefore, sufficient land and 
densities are provided by the county’s Future Land Use Map to allow residential growth beyond 
2030. No new areas need to be designated for residential development, and no density increases 
are needed in areas already residentially designated. 
 
In 2007, the City of Fellsmere annexed approximately 17,880 acres of agriculturally designated 
unincorporated county land. Under the county’s comprehensive plan, the annexed land could have 
been developed at between 1 residential unit per 5 acres and 1 residential unit per 10 acres. With the 
annexations, it is anticipated that the City of Fellsmere will redesignate the land to allow for 
residential uses at a density of approximately 2 units per acre. If, for example, the 17,880 acres of 
annexed agricultural land were developed in the unincorporated county at 2 units per acre, the 
county’s RAR would increase from 2.75 to 4.96, meaning that nearly five times more residential 
land would be available than needed to accommodate the county’s projected 2030 population. 
 
• Aesthetics of residential development 
 
As discussed above, the county’s comprehensive plan policies have been successful in directing 
the location and density of new residential development. In creating walkable, connected 
neighborhoods and promoting mixed use projects, however, comprehensive plan policies have 
had less success. Consequently, residential developments are often disconnected from adjacent 
neighborhoods and have insufficient pedestrian networks. In addition, some new residential 
developments have insufficient landscaping and monotonous architecture. 
 
New comprehensive plan policies will be needed to promote walkable, connected 
neighborhoods, to promote the integration of residential and commercial uses via mixed use 
projects, and to address aesthetic concerns regarding landscaping and residential architecture. 
These areas of concern are discussed below, with the exception of promoting mixed use projects 
which is discussed later under “Commercial Development”. Also discussed is one approach to 
resolving these issues, traditional neighborhood design (TND).  
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− Connectivity 
 
Connectivity refers to interconnecting streets among and between individual developments to 
create an interconnected system of local roads. The resulting system provides convenient 
pedestrian routes and alternatives to major roadways (arterials and collectors) for some vehicle 
trips. In residential areas, these interconnections can be vehicular (interconnected streets or 
driveways) or pedestrian (sidewalks or trails). Benefits of interconnected streets include reduced 
trips on nearby major thoroughfares, reduced trip lengths for journeys between nearby 
developments, and more efficient integration of land uses. 
 
Prior to the 1960s, it was common in Indian River County, as well as many localities across the 
nation, for residential subdivisions to be laid-out in a simple grid pattern of public streets. Local 
examples include original town areas of Vero Beach and Fellsmere, Vero Lake Estates, Paradise 
Park and Oslo Park.  During that era, some modified public street grid layouts were approved 
and developed. McAnsh Park in Vero Beach is an example of a modified grid. The grid systems 
of these older subdivisions were extended to project boundaries and were picked-up and 
extended when adjacent sites were developed. 
 
In recent decades, typical subdivision layouts in the county, and throughout the nation, have 
consisted of self-contained, curvilinear and cul-de-sac systems of private streets. Many of these 
developments are gated communities with private streets. These subdivisions have few 
connections to the "outside" public street system and most often no connections to adjacent 
residential developments. 
 
Several factors limit the creation of interconnected roadway systems, including: 

 Physical constraints such as canals, FDOT outfall ditches, existing development, and 
other factors that physically preclude connections. 

 Opportunity constraints relating to "piece-meal" development of individual projects 
over time vs. the opportunity to coordinate individual projects at the same time (e.g. 
South County Initiative). 

 Opportunity constraints relating to the "funneling effect", whereby there is only one 
potential inter-connection that leads through a small existing neighborhood from a 
large project. Such situations, where significant traffic from a large project would be 
funneled through a street serving a few residences, should be avoided. 

 Objections from existing residents potentially affected by proposed connections. Such 
objections and concerns are widely reported in localities across the nation and stem 
from fears of increased traffic, “cut-through” traffic, and attendant nuisance and 
safety concerns. Existing residents rarely perceive that a proposed interconnection 
will provide access benefits that outweigh the potential adverse impacts. 
Consequently, connectivity requirements are easier to implement in areas with few or 
no existing residents. 

 
Because interconnections between adjacent developments are beneficial for the reasons 
identified above, the county should adopt new comprehensive plan policies promoting 
interconnections. Such policies could require that all new subdivision streets be either public or 
private with public access allowed (i.e. not gated). Exceptions could be allowed for roadway 
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segments that have no potential for providing interconnectivity or through-street benefits (e.g. 
segments that dead-end into waterbodies, developed properties, or environmentally sensitive 
areas). In conjunction with policies promoting connectivity, the county should adopt new 
policies requiring the county to develop traffic calming standards and designs to address 
concerns about the speed of “cut-through” traffic. 
 
− Enhancing pedestrian options 
 
One critical component in any community is a viable pedestrian network. In 1996, sidewalks 
were required only in subdivisions with densities exceeding 3 units/acre. Since that time, the 
county’s development regulations have been amended to now require sidewalks on at least one 
side of all streets in new residential developments inside the urban service area. 
 
The provision of sidewalks, however, is merely a first step in the development of a successful 
pedestrian system. Because sidewalks generally follow streets, street patterns often determine the 
walkability of a community. Grid street networks, or other patterns featuring multiple 
interconnections, promote walkability by providing multiple options to pedestrians. Street 
patterns that include many dead-end streets or cul-de-sacs reduce walkability by limiting the 
options available to pedestrians, thereby increasing dependence on automobiles. For those 
reasons, county policies need to be developed to promote interconnections between 
neighborhoods and to limit the construction of dead-end streets, including cul-de-sacs. 
 
As discussed in the Transportation Element, a successful pedestrian system also connects 
residential neighborhoods to nearby pedestrian attractors, such as schools, parks, and 
neighborhood commercial areas. Consequently, county policies should promote the construction 
of sidewalks in areas surrounding schools, parks, and neighborhood commercial areas. 
Currently, the county requires a sidewalk on at least one side of all new residential streets. This 
sidewalk requirement should be expanded to require sidewalks on both sides of most residential 
streets. 
 
− Landscaping/buffers 
 
In addition to minimizing impacts on residential properties from adjacent roadways and 
incompatible uses, landscape buffers also enhance the natural aesthetics of a residential 
development. Since 1996, the county has strengthened landscape requirements for residential 
developments by increasing buffer and common open space requirements and by establishing a 
two canopy tree requirement for every new single-family residence. 
 
Current development regulations emphasize landscaping along project perimeters. While 
landscape buffers are necessary along project boundaries abutting busy streets or incompatible 
uses, landscape buffers along boundaries abutting other residential uses benefit only a limited 
number of residents, specifically those whose lots back-up to the buffer. In contrast, common 
open space areas benefit all project residents. Therefore, county policies should emphasize 
landscaped common open space areas accessible to all project residents in place of perimeter 
buffers abutting similar residential uses.  
 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 37 
 
 

− Appearance of Single-Family Residences 
 
Oftentimes, new single-family subdivisions exhibit a monotony, or lack of variation, in residential 
architecture. From 1998 to 2007, residential monotony became more noticeable due to the increased 
presence locally of national home builders who mass produce houses on a larger scale. Generally, 
design monotony results from the overuse or too-frequent repetition of a model or similar models 
within a subdivision. Additional causes of monotony include lack of articulation, particularly for 
two-story residences, and building mass/scale that is not in proportion to lot size.  
 
In many newer developments, garage placement and scale can also contribute to the monotony. 
Often, the front façade of houses is dominated by a two-car garage. Viewed from the front, the most 
prominent feature on such houses is the garage, because the garage may project 20 feet or more in 
front of the house itself. For a narrow house, a typical two-car garage may be over 50% of the house 
width. To resolve this problem, the county can adopt policies to deemphasize garages. This can be 
accomplished by encouraging recessed garages, side-loading garages, detached garages, and mid-
block alleys for automobile access. It can also be done by restricting garages that protrude toward 
the street. In addition, garage widths can be limited to a percentage of house width along a façade 
facing a street. 
 
To combat monotony, the appearance of houses within new residential projects can be regulated by 
architectural guidelines. For that reason, the county should institute a policy requiring design 
guidelines for certain types of new residential development. In particular, design guidelines could be 
required of all new planned developments. Such guidelines would need to address garage placement 
and scale, frequency of use for a model within the same subdivision, building materials (façade and 
roof), building massing, and architectural details that relate to articulation. 
 
• Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) 
 
Over the last several years, the concept of "traditional neighborhood design" (TND) has been 
emphasized and refined in the fields of land use planning and real estate development. Traditional 
neighborhood design emphasizes the clustering and mixing of various residential, work, recreational, 
and social/civic activities in a compact area in a manner that fosters a tightly-knit community fabric. 
The aim of such development designs is to allow persons of all ages to live, work, play, and socialize 
within a fairly compact neighborhood area. For the county, TND development is desirable in terms 
of promoting innovative housing opportunities and reducing urban sprawl. 
 
Since the adoption of comprehensive plan policies promoting TND development in 1998, 
development has commenced on one TND project (Pointe West), while two additional TND projects 
(Liberty Park and Sunnyside Up) have been proposed (the development of Windsor, a gated TND 
development located on the barrier island, commenced prior to 1998). Both Pointe West and Liberty 
Park are located along the edge of the urban service area, while Sunnyside Up is located on 26th 
Street adjacent to the Indian River Mall. Both Pointe West and Liberty Park straddle the urban 
service area boundary and utilize incentives for projects located partially outside the urban service 
area. 
 
While the county’s current incentives for TND development have been successful in promoting new 
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TND projects along the edge of the urban service area, the county’s incentives have had far less 
success in promoting TND projects as infill development. Since 1998, only one TND project 
(Sunnyside Up) has been proposed on a site located entirely within the urban service area. During 
this same period, numerous conventional suburban-style projects have been developed in the county. 
Presently, county policies favor conventional, suburban style development over TND 
development, because TND developments require approval via the Planned Development (PD) 
process. In contrast, conventional development is generally allowed by-right in all zoning 
districts.  
 
To facilitate increased development of TND projects, the county will need to remove the 
impediments that make approval of TND projects more arduous than conventional development. 
As an initial step, the county should adopt a new policy permitting TND development as an 
allowable use in existing zoning districts. Within the urban service area, TND development 
should be allowed as an administrative permit use, which is a type of conditional use. As is the 
case for all administrative permit uses, specific design criteria will need to be established for 
TND development, addressing design aspects such as project scale, lot widths, setbacks, mix of 
uses, street layout, rear alleys, and building design.  
 
− Form-based codes 
 
Conventional zoning codes regulate development primarily based on land use. Consequently, 
conventional codes establish zoning districts for different land use categories (e.g. residential, 
commercial, or industrial). As a result, the development pattern that emerges from conventional 
zoning consists primarily of segregated uses. Residential uses, for example, are separated not 
only from nonresidential uses but also from other types of residential uses. The resulting 
development pattern consists primarily of sprawling, segregated uses in a largely automobile-
dependent environment. Like most communities, Indian River County has a conventional zoning 
code. 
 
Form-based codes are a different approach to land development regulations. The emphasis of 
form-based codes is on the physical form of the built environment (e.g. the location and size of 
buildings, placement of parking, etc.) rather than the regulation of uses, which is the emphasis of 
conventional zoning. In general, form-based codes promote walkable, mixed-use communities 
incorporating traditional neighborhood design (TND) principles. 
 
Form-based codes establish districts based on physical form. Typically, districts range from 
urban form to rural form based on the concept of the “transect” first promulgated by Andres 
Duany (see below). Special districts are often needed for certain civic and industrial uses. 
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In a form-based system, land use is largely controlled by regulating the location, size, and scale 
of buildings. By not segregating uses into separate districts as conventional zoning codes do, 
form-based codes promote mixed uses, particularly mixtures of multi-family residential and 
commercial uses. While many form-based codes avoid use-classification by districts altogether, 
some form-based codes establish separate districts for single-family residential and industrial 
uses. 
 
Because form-based codes focus on the physical form of a community, such codes also regulate 
the streetscape, which includes public open space within rights-of-way as well as private open 
space adjoining rights-of-way. Creating a pleasant streetscape not only involves the design of the 
street, sidewalks, and landscaping in public rights-of-way, but also the manner in which 
buildings on private property relate to the public space. Such building design requirements 
involve façade treatments as well as the size, scale, and placement of buildings in relation to the 
public space. 
 
A key component to every form-based code is the regulating plan. The regulating plan 
essentially functions as the zoning map that accompanies the form-based code. Conventional 
zoning maps divide a jurisdiction into separate districts based upon the types of permitted uses. 
Using districts similar to those depicted on the transect, a regulating plan identifies the type of 
buildings allowed in specific areas. Thus, a regulating plan depicts the vision of the desired 
development within a community. 
 
In recent years, many communities across the United States have adopted form-based codes. 
Sonoma, California; Louisville, Kentucky; and Fayetteville, Arkansas are a few examples of 
communities that have adopted form-based codes. In Florida, Sarasota County has adopted a 
form-based planned development district, while St. Lucie County has adopted a form-based code 
for the “Towns, Villages, and Countryside” planning area of northern St. Lucie County. In 
addition, the City of Miami is in the middle of replacing its existing zoning code with a new 
form-based code known as “Miami 21”. 
 
- Options for Indian River County 
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In Indian River County, form-based codes could be used to promote walkable, mixed-use 
development. For that reason, the county should implement a form-based planned development 
district similar to the Planned Mixed-Use Infill District adopted by Sarasota County in 2007. 
Because form-based districts utilize TND principles, a form-based district would serve as 
another regulatory mechanism for allowing TND development, in addition to allowing TND 
development as an administrative permit use in certain zoning districts. In each form-based 
planned development district, a regulating plan would specify which building forms and uses are 
appropriate on each parcel. A form-based planned development district similar to that adopted by 
Sarasota County would provide the regulatory framework and design standards for establishing 
new TND districts in Indian River County. 
 
Commercial/Industrial Development 
 
Overall, development of commercial areas has been substantially consistent with the objectives and 
policies of the Future Land Use Element. Between 1998 and 2007, new commercial uses were 
limited to commercial/industrial nodes; commercial/industrial nodes remained separated; new strip 
commercial development was limited; and residential infill projects were approved along major 
roadways between commercial/industrial nodes. In addition, the county has successfully limited the 
expansion of commercial/industrial nodes through FLUE Policy 1.22. That policy restricts the 
expansion of any commercial/industrial nodes unless that commercial/industrial node is at least 70% 
developed with nonresidential and nonagricultural uses. 
 
Even with the county’s overall success in managing commercial/industrial development, challenges 
will continue to exist for the county with respect to limiting commercial strip development, 
integrating residential uses with commercial uses, limiting expansion of certain commercial/ 
industrial nodes, and addressing incompatibilities between industrial and residential uses. 
 
• Where growth occurred 
 
Between 1998 and 2007, commercial/industrial development followed residential development 
and major roadways. During that time, commercial and industrial development was greatest near 
the SR 60/I-95 interchange, along SR 60, along U.S. Highway 1 near Wabasso and Winter 
Beach, and along Oslo Road.  
 
• Estimate of future need 
 
Currently, the county has an adequate supply of commercial/industrial designated land on its 
Future Land Use map to accommodate projected 2030 demand. 
 
In 1998, there were 2,163 acres of developed commercial and industrial land within the county’s 
C/I nodes. By 2006, the developed commercial and industrial node land had increased by only 
231 acres to a total of 2,394 acres. These 2,394 acres represent only 43% of the total 5,538 acres 
within the C/I nodes, suggesting that the county has plenty of excess commercial and industrial 
designated land for years to come. Based on current employment trends and estimated future 
population growth, there will, by 2030, be a need within the overall county (unincorporated 
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county plus the municipalities within the county) for approximately 3,557 acres of commercial/ 
industrial designated land. This means that, if none of the municipalities within the county had 
any commercial, office, and industrial uses, the county would still have an excess of 1,980 acres 
of commercial/industrial designated land by the year 2030. 
 
The projections of future commercial/industrial needs are based on the assumption that historical 
county employment and demographic trends will continue. Since 1980, approximately 40% of 
the county’s overall population has remained employed, a figure that is somewhat low when 
compared to other area counties. This percentage has remained relatively constant and is 
relatively low because the county’s economy is predominately service based and because the 
county has a high percentage of retired people. 
 
Since the county has more than enough commercial/industrial designated land to meet 2030 
demand, the county should maintain the current commercial/industrial designations on the future 
land use plan map. This commercial/industrial designated land will provide ample opportunity 
for growth in basic industries (businesses that export a majority of their products) at various 
locations throughout the county, consistent with the policies within the Economic Development 
Element of the county’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
• Changes in Commercial/Industrial Node Acreage 
 
Since 1998, several commercial/industrial node boundaries have been revised, in some cases 
reducing the overall size of a node. For instance, the U.S. 1 from 69th Street to 57th Street node 
acreage was reduced by 147.65 acres, and the developed acreage for the node was reduced by 
57.52 acres. This was due to reallocation of developed and vacant land associated with property 
splits and recent development approvals. In addition, the U.S. 1 from 57th Street to 49th Street 
node had its developed acreage reduced by approximately 84.59 acres. This was due to the 
swapping of residentially and commercial/industrial designated land. In this case, the former 
Whispering Lakes Golf Course on 53rd Street at the end of Indian River Boulevard was 
converted to residential development. The commercial/industrial designation of that land was 
then shifted south of 53rd Street and west of Indian River Boulevard. 
 
Overall, the commercial/industrial node changes increased the county’s land use efficiency by 
putting C/I land where it is needed. 
 
• Industrial/Business Parks 

 
Absorption of industrial land is relatively slow within the county. Based on past industrial 
development trends, the county has an adequate supply of industrial designated land within C/I 
nodes. Currently, there is vacant industrial land located in all three C/I nodes adjacent to I-95, 
the county’s major north/south transportation corridor. These three nodes have the greatest 
potential for further industrial development due to the amount of vacant land that they contain, 
their proximity to I-95, and the limited amount of residential development surrounding the 
nodes. 
 
Among the three C/I nodes adjacent to I-95, the I-95/SR 60 C/I node has the greatest potential 
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for attracting new industrial uses. This is because that node is located along SR 60, a major 
east/west statewide transportation corridor. That node also contains two recently approved 
development ready business/industrial parks. Those business parks were planned with necessary 
infrastructure, including centralized stormwater retention facilities, drainage, paved roads, water, 
and sewer, to attract new industrial uses. Both of those business/industrial parks contain 
relatively small parcels that can be used for small businesses and start-up businesses. Those 
parcels can also be assembled to create larger parcels for large industrial uses.  
 
While there is an adequate supply of industrial sites within the referenced industrial areas and 
business parks, challenges will exist if a new large scale industrial user desires to locate to the 
county. One challenge is that large industrial buildings are limited by county Land Development 
Regulations. This has the potential to exclude certain new industrial uses. For instance, the 
recently constructed CVS distribution center could not be built on another site within the county 
because of building height regulations. For that reason, the county’s land development 
regulations should be amended to allow for larger industrial uses in appropriate locations. In 
general, the best locations for large industrial/warehouse buildings are in close proximity to the 
county’s Interstate 95 interchanges. This is because industrial uses require easy access to major 
transportation routes. Also, these areas are somewhat removed from residential areas.   
 
In general, retail uses are located in areas zoned CL, Limited Commercial, or CG, General 
Commercial. Often, the county receives applications to rezone areas from CH, Heavy 
Commercial, or IL, Light Industrial, to CG to allow for new retail development. While rezoning 
areas from CH or IL to CG is appropriate in many cases, the county will need to preserve 
sufficient land that is zoned CH and IL to support future economic development. For this reason, 
the county should adopt a new policy that identifies areas where existing CH and IL zoning will 
be maintained. 
 
• Jobs/Housing Balance 
 
Within the Transportation Element EAR, there is an analysis of the geographic balance between 
jobs and housing within the county. That analysis compares three subareas (a north county area, 
a central/Vero Beach area, and a south county area) to what is considered to be a “balanced” 
jobs/housing ratio. Generally, a jobs/housing ratio of between 0.8 and 1.2 is considered to be 
“balanced” and has average trips 29% shorter than other areas.   
 
The results of the jobs/housing analysis revealed the following: 
 

 None of the 1996 or 2005 study areas identified by the MPO (including the north, 
central/Vero Beach, and south county areas) can be considered to have a “balanced” 
jobs-to-housing ratio; 

 
 Overall, the county has enough commercial/industrial designated land to 

accommodate job growth in the coming years; 
 

 Near the end of the planning period, there will be a need for an additional 
Commercial/Industrial area in the south county at the 74th Avenue and I-95 C/I node; 
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and 
 
 Commercial/Industrial designated land in the north area will be partially 

accommodated near the I-95/CR 512 interchange by the City of Fellsmere. 
 

By encouraging mixed use development such as Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) 
projects, infill development, Transit Oriented Development projects, and residential projects near 
employment centers, the county can improve the jobs/housing ratio. In addition, the county 
should adopt a new policy that ensures that the jobs-housing balance by subarea (north, central, and 
southern county) is not lowered beyond 2005 baseline values when land use changes are made to the 
county’s Future Land Use Map. This will provide a means to gauge the county’s overall success in 
the creation of jobs in close proximity to housing and the resulting decrease in trip lengths.  
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1998 – 2006 Indian River County Commercial/Industrial Nodes 

Node Location 

Node 
Acreage 
(1998) 

Node 
Acreage 
(2006) 

Change in 
Acreage 
(1998-2006)

Node 
Developed 
Acreage 
(1998) 

Node 
Developed 
Acreage 
(2006) 

Acreage 
Change 

Percent 
Developed 
(1998) 

Percent 
Developed 
(2006) 

% 
Change

Remaining 
Acreage 
(2006) 

U.S. 1 & Roseland Road 138.17 135.04 -3.13 89.71 74.298 -15.412 64.9% 55.0% -9.9% 44.33 
Gibson Street 14.51 14.51 0 5.72 5.88 0.16 39.4% 40.5% 1.1% 7.58 
U.S. 1/ Sebastian City Limits 
to Schumann Drive 139.51 139.76 0.25 13.43 25.094 11.664 9.6% 18.0% 8.3% 81.9 
U.S. 1/ Schumann Drive to 
Breezy Village 145.07 136.22 -8.85 31.99 86.27 54.28 22.1% 63.3% 41.3% 26.74 
U.S. 1 & C.R. 510 (north) 283.27 283.27 0 68.17 74.65 6.48 24.1% 26.4% 2.3% 95.37 
U.S. 1/ C.R. 510 to Hobart 
Road 180.44 180.77 0.33 38.4 67.215 28.815 21.3% 37.2% 15.9% 76.47 
C.R. 510 & S.R. A1A 16.19 16.19 0 16.19 15.25 -0.94 100.0% 94.2% -5.8% 0.93 
C.R. 510 & 62nd Avenue 5.35 5.35 0 2.07 1.796 -0.274 38.7% 33.6% -5.1% 2.08 
C.R. 512 & C.R. 510 45.21 42.16 -3.05 1.97 1.091 -0.879 4.4% 2.6% -1.8% 2.07 
I-95 & C.R. 512 579.22 274.87 -304.35 85.62 96.71 11.09 14.8% 35.2% 1.8% 170.55 
U.S. 1 / 77th Street to 69th 
Street 196.6 192.44 -4.16 15.21 72.84 57.63 7.7% 37.9% 30.1% 92.84 
U.S. 1/ 69th Street to 57th 
Street 238.28 90.63 -147.65 99.86 42.34 -57.52 41.9% 46.7% 4.8% 23 
U.S. 1/ 57th Street to 49th 
Street 187.81 187.75 -0.06 139.21 54.62 -84.59 74.1% 29.1% -45.0% 97.76 
U.S. 1/ 49th Street to 38th 
Lane 162.41 161.34 -1.07 83.3 91.57 8.27 51.3% 56.8% 5.5% 48.29 
U.S. 1 & 37th Street/ Medical 
Node 452.55 452.47 -0.08 209.29 217.28 7.99 46.2% 48.0% 1.8% 107.85 
U.S. 1/ Vero Beach City 
Limits to 8th Street 222.55 217.27 -5.28 166.78 194.61 27.83 74.9% 89.6% 14.6% 15.56 
U.S. 1/ 8th Street to 1st Street 
S.W. 194.14 188.06 -6.08 106.71 134.31 27.6 55.0% 71.4% 16.5% 44.04 
U.S. 1/ 1st Street S.W. to 9th 
Street S.W. 114.66 116.04 1.38 63.57 66.222 2.652 55.4% 57.1% 1.6% 37.09 
U.S. 1/ Oslo Road to 17th 
Street S.W. 64.05 58.94 -5.11 26.86 34.976 8.116 41.9% 59.3% 17.4% 14.31 
U.S. 1/ 17th street S.W. to S. 
County Line 38.52 39.11 0.59 17.34 19.74 2.4 45.0% 50.5% 5.5% 17.71 
Grand Harbor 31.85 31.85 0 0 17.604 17.604 0.0% 55.3% 55.3% 1.48 
Gifford 498.02 498.61 0.59 132.14 174.65 42.51 26.5% 35.0% 8.5% 261.95 
S.R. 60 & 58th Avenue  329.29 329.91 0.62 257.47 257.42 -0.05 78.2% 78.0% -0.2% 55.7 
S.R. 60 & I-95 869.31 866.65 -2.66 261.84 314.67 52.83 30.1% 36.3% 6.2% 524.67 
Oslo Road & 27th Avenue 60.08 61.53 1.45 26.96 29.276 2.316 44.9% 47.6% 2.7% 23.98 
Oslo Road & 43rd Avenue 89.2 90.16 0.96 15.5 49.68 34.18 17.4% 55.1% 37.7% 22.78 
43rd Avenue & 1st Street 
S.W. 17.78 17.61 -0.17 13.98 12.134 -1.846 78.6% 68.9% -9.7% 2.42 
Oslo Road & 74th Avenue 539.54 558.74 19.2 122.55 88.032 -34.518 22.7% 15.8% -7.0% 194.41 
Oslo Road 126.4 126.33 -0.07 40.86 58.088 17.228 32.3% 46.0% 13.7% 42.76 
Moorings 10.08 10.08 0 3.23 7.496 4.266 32.0% 74.4% 42.3% 0 
Roseland Neighborhood 1.73 1.77 0.04 1 1.77 0.77 57.8% 100.0% 42.2% 0 
S.R. 60 & 66th Avenue 2.77 2.72 -0.05 2.77 2.72 -0.05 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0 
S.R. 60 & 74th Avenue 2.8 2.83 0.03 2.8 2.83 0.03 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0 
County Line & 27th Avenue 6.68 6.72 0.04 0.9 1.016 0.116 13.5% 15.1% 1.6% 1.31 

Totals 6,004 5,538 -446 2,163 2,394 231       2,137 
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• Strip development of commercial areas 
 
In the past 50 years, the development of commercial shopping areas along arterial roadways has 
been common practice throughout the United States. This pattern was initially designed to take 
advantage of high traffic volumes and easy access. Initially, this design pattern achieved its 
desired results; however, the intended purpose was often defeated with increased development. 
Excessive curb cuts, unlimited access, lack of frontage roads, high traffic volume. and the 
difficulty of entering and exiting the arterial roadway compounded highway safety problems, 
often requiring expensive traffic control improvements.  
 
In Indian River County, strip commercial development already exists in some areas, such as 
along US Highway 1 south of the Vero Beach city limits. In the future, strip development has the 
potential to emerge along SR 60 and along US Highway 1 in other portions of the county. The 
county’s comprehensive plan and future land use map address this problem by directing 
commercial and industrial activity into designated nodes and mixed use areas. As discussed 
below, additional policies may be needed to limit the potential emergence of strip development 
along sections of US Highway 1. 
 
− SR 60 
 
Along SR 60, comprehensive plan policies have successfully prevented strip commercial 
development by limiting new commercial development to the existing SR 60/58th Avenue and 
the SR 60/I-95 nodes. By requiring a minimum 1 ½ mile separation between nodes, current 
policies have also prevented the convergence of these two nodes along SR 60. This 1 ½ mile 
node separation requirement also allows residential uses to develop in the areas between 
commercial nodes, thereby ensuring that a residential market exists near commercial nodes. By 
requiring residential uses between the commercial nodes along SR 60, the Future Land Use Map 
also promotes the development of housing near retail employment centers. 
 
Currently, access management regulations require interconnections between adjacent 
commercial establishments that front arterial roads. Interconnections not only limit curb cuts 
along arterials, but also improve traffic circulation by providing alternative routes for short trips 
between nearby establishments. These regulations have been successful along SR 60 as well as 
other areas with new commercial development and should be maintained. 
 
− US Highway 1 
 
While existing policies have successfully limited commercial strip development along SR 60, the 
potential for strip development is actually greater along US Highway 1. As a result of 
commercial development during previous decades, strip development is already present along 
US Highway 1 in the south county.  
 
In the north and central county areas, a strip development pattern does not presently exist 
because much of the commercially designated land is undeveloped. While less commercial land 
is developed along US Highway 1 in these areas, the potential for strip development exists 
because of the significant amount of undeveloped commercial land. 
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To limit the potential emergence of strip commercial development as more commercial 
development occurs in the north and central county areas, additional county policies will be 
necessary. Unlike SR 60, where commercial nodes have distinct boundaries, commercial land 
along one or both sides of US Highway 1 exists in a continuous pattern through the north and 
central county areas. To prevent the emergence of strip development along US Highway 1, the 
county should adopt a policy to promote the integration of residential uses into commercial areas 
through mixed-use development. Such a policy should match the county’s land development 
regulations, which allow accessory multi-family uses in commercial zoning districts. 
 
• SR 60/58th Avenue node 
 
The SR 60/58th Avenue commercial/industrial node contains the Indian River Mall and multiple 
shopping centers, and is a regional shopping hub for the county. Currently, the node is over 78% 
developed and contains over 2 million square feet of commercial building square footage. 
Because of the concentration of retail in this area, this node is one of the most visited in the 
county. Consequently, the SR 60/58th Avenue intersection is one of the busiest intersections in 
the county. 
 
Under current policies, the county may consider requests to expand this node. Given the intensity 
and concentration of commercial uses within the node, however, and given the amount of traffic 
that traverses SR 60/58th Avenue intersection, the county should cap this node at its current size 
and prohibit its expansion.  
 
• Roseland node 
 
One component of the Historic Roseland Neighborhood Plan is that the county will initiate a 
Future Land Use Element amendment to “cap” the commercial/industrial node boundaries in 
Roseland. That plan determined that there is sufficient land within that node to accommodate 
needed commercial and industrial uses for area residents. At this time, the Roseland/U.S. 
Highway 1 Node is 55% developed. Consistent with the Historic Roseland Neighborhood Plan, 
the county should add a policy to the Future Land Use Element to cap this node and prohibit its 
expansion.   
 
• Locational criteria for new industrial districts 
 
Currently, the county has two industrial zoning districts: IL, Light Industrial, and IG, General 
Industrial. The IL district is intended to provide opportunities for limited manufacturing and 
industrial uses while minimizing the potential for any adverse impacts upon nearby properties. 
The IG district permits a broader range of industrial activities. 
 
Although current comprehensive plan policies contain locational criteria for establishing new IL 
and IG districts, the current IL and IG locational criteria are nearly identical and require new 
industrial districts to be located along arterial roads or railroad tracks, near existing industrial 
areas, and separated from residential, retail, and office areas. Because uses permitted in the IG 
district can have a greater impact on adjacent properties, new locational criteria, which 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 47 
 
 

distinguish between the two industrial districts, should be established. New IG districts, in 
particular, need a greater separation from residential areas than do IL districts. 
 
• Aesthetics of commercial development 
 
Since 1996, changes to the county’s design regulations have improved the aesthetic quality of 
development projects throughout the county. While landscape regulations have increased 
vegetation requirements, corridor architectural requirements have resulted in more attractive 
buildings than would have occurred otherwise. To enhance the appearance of new development 
projects throughout the county, the county should consider extending some corridor regulations 
countywide. 
 
− Extend corridor requirements to non-corridor areas 
 
In 1996, only SR 60 and Wabasso were designated corridor areas with special design 
requirements. Since 1996, new corridors have been established over all major commercial 
arteries as well as the Roseland area, the north barrier island, and the 37th Street medical node. In 
all of these corridors, development projects must comply with additional design requirements 
affecting landscaping, building appearance, and signs. Since their inception, the county’s 
corridor regulations have been successful in improving the aesthetic quality of new development 
and redevelopment projects in the designated corridor areas, particularly the SR 60 Corridor. 
 
At this time, the county should consider implementing some corridor requirements on a county-
wide basis. In particular, corridor standards for foundation landscaping, building color, pitched 
roof, signage, screening, and lighting could be applied to areas outside of the currently 
designated corridors. As is now the case in corridors, certain exemptions would be necessary for 
multi-family developments as well as industrial/warehouse projects. 
 
Neighborhood commercial areas in mixed-use planned developments, in particular, would 
benefit from corridor-type design requirements. Because one purpose of the current corridor 
regulations is to ensure compatibility between commercial uses and nearby residential areas, 
corridor regulations applicable to neighborhood commercial areas will ensure that neighborhood 
commercial uses are compatible with nearby residences. These corridor-type regulations will 
ensure that lighting and signs are not obtrusive features, and that pitched roofs and foundation 
plantings are required. 
 
− Signs 
 
In all corridor areas, new freestanding signs must be monument-style signs, while pole signs are 
permitted outside of designated corridors. In addition, signs in corridor areas are subject to 
reduced maximum sizes in comparison to other areas. Because of the special sign requirements 
in corridors, corridor areas contain less sign clutter than other areas. To minimize sign clutter in 
all areas of the unincorporated county, the county’s policy should be to extend corridor-type sign 
regulations throughout the unincorporated county. 
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Throughout the county, another cause of visual clutter is temporary signs. Generally, temporary 
signs are used to advertise political candidates, community events, real estate, and businesses 
and/or services. Often, temporary signs violate county regulations affecting the location and 
purpose of such signs. Many temporary signs are placed in public rights-of-way, while others are 
located on private property. To control the visual clutter created by temporary signs, the county 
should adopt a policy establishing where temporary signs are to be allowed, limits on the number 
of temporary signs, and limitations on the duration that temporary signs may be posted. 
 
− Landscaping/buffers 
 
Since 1996, the county’s landscape requirements have been modified on several occasions, most 
recently in 2007. Generally, the modifications have increased the vegetation requirements for all 
development projects. While no overhaul to the county’s landscape requirements is needed, 
some minor adjustments may be necessary. A possible modification, for example, would be to 
modify foundation canopy tree requirements to allow greater use of palm trees next to buildings. 
 
• Integration of commercial and residential uses 
 
Throughout the county, commercial projects and residential projects have been developed with 
little regard to their integration. Generally, developers of residential projects that border 
commercial zoning districts install fences and/or landscaping with berms to buffer the project 
from the adjacent commercial uses. Similarly, developers of commercial projects that border 
residential zoning districts provide buffering to protect the existing or potential future adjacent 
residents. Consequently, vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access is most often provided to 
commercial and residential sites only from major roadways, with limited or no access provided 
between commercial and residential uses. As a result, commercial site design is focused on the 
major roadway that provides direct vehicular access, with dumpsters and loading docks most 
often placed in the rear of commercial buildings facing residentially zoned property.  
 
The separation of commercial and residential uses is seen nationally as well as locally and is 
largely the product of zoning regulations that promote the separation of uses. This separation of 
uses results in increased trip lengths, extra miles of driving, added traffic on arterial roads, 
increased gasoline consumption, and added air pollution. Because of this lack of commercial/ 
residential interconnectivity, pedestrians and cyclists are forced to walk and/or bike long 
distances through neighborhoods and then adjacent to busy roadways. These longer distances 
can ultimately discourage people from walking and biking between residential and commercial 
destinations. Because of these negative impacts, there is a need for the mixing of commercial and 
residential uses. 
 
 
- Opposition to integration of commercial and residential uses  
 
The lack of integration between residential and commercial sites is primarily due to 
neighborhood opposition. Because of concerns relating to cut-through traffic, increased crime, 
and reduced property values, adjacent residents often oppose the connection of commercial sites 
to residential areas.  
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Generally, commercial and residential sites can be successfully integrated through appropriate 
site design where concerns of adjacent neighbors are addressed. With good design, commercial 
buildings can complement the appearance of homes in adjacent residential neighborhoods. This 
can be done through use of similar building materials, textures, and design styles. Also, dumpster 
locations and delivery docks on commercial sites can be screened so that they are aesthetically 
pleasing and hidden, and commercial sites can be designed to provide pedestrian access and 
pedestrian amenities at the rear of commercial buildings. 
 
With good building and site design, buffering between commercial and residential uses can be 
reduced, and both vehicular and pedestrian access can be provided between residential and 
commercial sites. Within residential neighborhoods, streets that provide direct access to 
commercial sites can incorporate traffic calming designs such as “bulb-outs” and can incorporate 
signs prohibiting use of the streets by delivery vehicles. To provide a transition from residential 
to commercial uses, entrances to commercial sites from local residential streets can be 
attractively designed. 
 
To accomplish the integration of commercial and residential sites, a number of actions by the 
county are required. These actions primarily involve revising existing county land development 
regulations for landscaping and buffering, vehicular and pedestrian access, aesthetics, and site 
design to provide for the interconnectivity and overall integration of commercial and residential 
uses. One of the most effective regulatory tools that the county has available to it to achieve the 
integration of commercial and residential uses is the mixed use planned development. 
 
- Mixed-use Planned Developments 
 
Planned Development (PD) projects can allow for the integration of commercial and residential 
uses into a single mixed-use project. Moreover, neighborhood commercial uses can be integrated 
into residential areas via PDs. Within PD projects, commercial areas can be connected directly to 
residential uses through local roads and pedestrian walkways. 
 
Other than its PD regulations, the county does not have a mechanism to allow for the integration 
of commercial uses into residential areas. In fact, current county regulations have the effect of 
separating commercial and residential uses. One action that the county should take to promote 
mixed use development with integration of commercial and residential uses is to eliminate the 
allowance of neighborhood nodes. Doing so would provide an incentive for developers to use the 
county’s PD regulations that permit commercial uses to be developed as a component of an 
overall residential project. 
 
Overall, the county’s current allowances for incorporating neighborhood commercial uses into 
residential PDs have been ineffective. While the county has been successful in approving plans 
for neighborhood commercial uses to be integrated into residential areas as part of PD projects 
(such as Grand Harbor, Pointe West, Citrus Springs, and Waterway Village), none of these 
neighborhood commercial centers have been constructed to date. 
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Currently, the county allows residential PDs with at least 100 units to incorporate an accessory 
commercial area into the project. This accessory commercial area is limited to a maximum of 3% 
of a project’s total area, a requirement which generally limits commercial uses to only larger 
PDs. Another impediment to mixed-use projects is that the current development regulation limits 
the location of a mixed-use project’s commercial area to within the project’s interior. Current 
planning theory is that commercial uses incorporated into residential areas should also have 
frontage on a major road to provide increased visibility to potential customers. 
 
Because PDs can be an effective way to integrate commercial and residential uses, the county 
should increase its allowances for commercial uses in residential PDs. One recommended change 
would be to increase the amount of project area that may be occupied by commercial uses from 
3% to 10%. In addition, the county should adopt a new policy allowing commercial areas within 
PDs to front upon thoroughfare roads. 
 
Agricultural Land 
 
• Decline in agricultural activity 
 
Within the county, agriculture is in a state of decline. In the past several years, citrus groves and 
pasture land within the urban service area have been converted to new residential and 
commercial uses, while land outside of the urban service area is being converted to new single 
family residential, public, and mining uses. It is expected that these trends will continue as 
market demand for new residential and commercial development increases. In addition, it is 
expected that significant development will occur in agricultural areas recently annexed by the 
municipalities. 
 
Several factors contributed to the recent decline in agriculture within the county. Those factors 
include: 
 

 The rapid increase in property values that occurred between 2000 and 2006; and 
 The introduction of two separate citrus diseases.  

 
− Increase in Property Values 
 
Between 2000 and 2006, the county and many parts of the U.S. and Florida experienced a 
substantial increase in property values. The inflated price of land was seen as an opportunity by 
agricultural property owners to sell their land to developers for new housing developments.   
 
Since 2006, there has been a significant decline in the demand for new housing. This has eased 
the pressure for conversion of agricultural land to residential uses. As the inventory in excess 
housing is gradually removed from the market by new residents, however, it is expected that the 
pressure to convert agriculturally used property to alternative uses will again increase. This will 
frustrate the county’s policies for preserving agriculturally designated land. 
 
− Citrus Industry 
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In 1998, there were 62,133 acres within the county dedicated to growing citrus.  By 2006, the 
total acres within the county dedicated to growing citrus had declined to 40,191 acres. This is a 
reduction of 21,942 acres in just eight years (nearly a 36% decline). Due to the spreading of two 
diseases (citrus canker and citrus greening), the decline in citrus acreage is expected to continue 
for some years and then level off. 
 
Citrus canker is a bacterial disease that causes premature leaf and fruit drop. Also a bacterial 
disease, citrus greening causes citrus trees to produce bitter misshaped fruit and kills trees over 
the course of several years. Throughout the southern portion of the state, citrus canker was 
widely spread from the winds of the 2004 hurricanes. According to the USDA, 100% of Indian 
River County citrus acreage has been or will soon be infected with citrus canker. The USDA also 
estimates that, by 2008, Indian River County will begin to be infected with citrus greening and 
will be completely infected by citrus greening by 2010-2011.  
 
Although citrus canker and citrus greening will be present for some time to come, the citrus 
industry is expected to remain profitable, although infected trees will have to be removed and 
replaced on a reoccurring basis until cures can be found for the two diseases. As the two diseases 
spread and as infected trees are removed, production will decline. This will also result in a 
reduction of citrus jobs and less money coming into the county from selling citrus outside of the 
county. These factors will also have an impact on other businesses within the county, in that less 
money will be spent on goods and services in the county by the citrus industry and employees. 
 
Citrus grove owners are and will continue to face the pressure of developing their land for 
alternative uses, permanently removing land from agricultural production. With the decline in 
the citrus industry, farmers will need to evaluate the land dedicated to citrus and consider other 
allowed uses for citrus property and how those alternatives will impact the county. This might 
include growing new types of crops for producing biofuels or developing solar farms.  
 
Action by the county is also needed to facilitate the preservation of agricultural land. One action 
that the county should take is to amend its land development regulations to allow for small-scale 
accessory biofuel processing facilities as part of agricultural operations in areas designated AG-2 
and AG-3. For economic reasons, biofuel processing facilities need to be located near the crops 
that are grown. Allowing small-scale biofuel processing facilities as part of agricultural 
operations will provide agricultural land owners with new crop opportunities should citrus 
continue to be embattled with disease. In addition to allowing biofuel processing facilities in 
agricultural operations, the county should amend its Transfer of Development Rights Program 
specifically to preserve agricultural land. 
 
• Transfer of Development Rights 
 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) is a tool available to the county that involves conveying 
the rights to develop from one property to another, typically involving the relocation of 
development from an area undesirable for development (e.g., environmentally sensitive areas) to 
an area suited for development, such as residential or commercial designated land within the 
county’s urban service area.   
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Current county policies allow for transfer of development rights internally within PD projects 
and transfer of development rights from historic and environmentally significant lands to PD 
projects. Agriculturally designated land is specifically excluded from being a receiving site for 
the transfer of development rights. 
 
Since 1998, the TDR program has been utilized only a limited number of times, most recently it 
has been proposed for use with the Liberty Park PD. That project is in the conceptual plan 
review stage and involves the transfer of development rights from land at various locations 
within the county to the Liberty Park project. 
 
The limited use of TDR’s within the county is due to the lack of a developed market for them.  
Currently, developers have the burden of identifying potential sending sites and presenting them 
to the county for consideration as part of the PD rezoning process. If one or more sending sites 
are deemed suitable by the county, the sending sites are ultimately rezoned to PD zero density 
and the receiving sites are rezoned to PD with the increased density from the sending site(s) 
added to the receiving site. The monetary benefit to the sending site is determined through 
private market negotiations between the owners of the sending site and the owners of the 
receiving site.   
 
Without an understanding of the TDR process and its benefits, owners of sending sites will not 
advertise the availability of development rights. As a result, the burden of identifying available 
development rights that can be transferred remains on the developer of potential receiving sites. 
To increase the use of TDRs for preservation of open space and environmentally sensitive land, 
overall benefits, processes, and procedures need to be understood by property owners of both 
potential sending sites and potential receiving sites. Consequently, clear guidelines regarding 
what types of properties qualify as sending sites need to be made available to the public and 
owners of sending sites. Owners of sending sites then have the burden of appropriately pricing 
the development rights so that they can be sold. 
 
Through TDR regulations, agricultural land can be preserved, while natural areas can be 
protected. In fact, the use of TDR’s for agricultural preservation is specifically recommended by 
the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast as a means to preserve active agricultural 
operations. As part of the county’s agricultural preservation efforts, the county’s TDR policies 
should be revised to allow transfer of development rights for agriculturally designated land to 
PD’s, new towns, and other suitable areas that the county might identify as acceptable receiving 
zones. In so doing, the county will need to determine the appropriate density transfer credit for 
each agricultural district. Generally, TDR’s will not work at the densities allowed under current 
agricultural zoning regulations (1 density unit per 5, 10, and 20 acres). This is because the price 
that an agricultural land owner can obtain for residential development of his land at existing 
zoning densities is usually greater than what a development rights purchaser would be able to 
pay and still have a profitable TDR receiving zone project. 
 
In addition to setting an appropriate density transfer credit for agricultural areas, the county will 
need to determine TDR receiving zones through the PD rezoning process. Such zones should be 
located at areas suited for higher density, such as within and adjacent to commercial/industrial 
nodes. 
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• Alternatives for Future Use of Agricultural Land 
 
In the spring and summer of 2007, the county considered establishing a charter, with the 
principal intent of the charter being to maintain control of land use, density, and building heights 
on property outside of the county’s urban service area. This charter initiative was in reaction to 
then recent large scale annexations by the City of Fellsmere. During the proposed county charter 
discussions, three potential long term land development alternatives for agriculturally designated 
land located outside of the county’s Urban Service Area were suggested. Those alternatives 
were:  
 

 Development of an Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) that would 
provide for municipal annexation reserve areas outside of the county’s urban service 
area; 
 

 Development of “New Towns” outside of the county’s urban service area that would 
concentrate development within specific agriculturally designated areas and preserve 
large tracts of open space for agricultural and natural area protection; and 
 

 Development of unincorporated agriculturally designated areas with residential, 
commercial, and industrial uses in accordance with the “Paladin Plan”. 

 
Each of the three options are described and evaluated below. 
 
− Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) 
 
An ISBA is an agreement authorized by Florida Statutes Chapter 171, Part II. The intent of an 
ISBA is to promote intergovernmental coordination in planning and to address issues such as 
service delivery and municipal annexations. While adoption of an ISBA can be for a term of up 
to 20 years, periodic review and renegotiation of an ISBA are required.   
 
If structured properly, an ISBA can be a mechanism to regulate land use changes, including 
height and density, within annexed areas. With an ISBA, the influence of each jurisdiction over 
land use changes is entirely dependent on the terms and processes agreed to by the jurisdictions 
signing the ISBA.  
 
Through an ISBA, jurisdictions can identify and agree to future growth limits of each 
municipality. Future growth limits can be established through the creation of municipal 
annexation reserve areas. These reserve areas can include land in an unincorporated county 
urban service area and land outside an unincorporated county urban service area. 
 
Since the summer of 2007, the county and the municipalities in the county have been working on 
an ISBA as the preferred option. At the time of this writing, however, the ISBA has not been 
finalized.  Initially, the draft of the Indian River County ISBA reflected municipal annexation 
reserve areas covering a substantial amount of the non-conservation, non-urban service area 
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unincorporated portion of the county. With that scenario, much of the county’s agricultural area 
would be under municipal land use regulation.  
 
As the ISBA process continued, municipal annexation reserve areas were reduced in size. With 
the smaller annexation reserve areas, there is now more non-urban service area remaining under 
the county’s land use regulatory jurisdiction. As referenced in the draft ISBA document, the 
county’s new town allowance is identified as an alternative development option for non-urban 
service area unincorporated county land. Given the ISBA changes, ISBA and new towns are not 
different development alternatives for land outside the urban service area portion of the county. 
Instead, ISBA and new towns are complementary allowances for non-urban service area 
development. 
 
Among the benefits of the proposed ISBA is a limitation on the amount of land available for 
municipal annexations. Because of the overall possible benefits, the county should continue to 
work with the municipalities within the county to adopt an ISBA.   
 
− New Towns 
 
To retain rural lands, the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast recommends planning for 
new towns. Since 1990, FLUE policies 1.34 and 1.35 have permitted the establishment of new 
towns outside the urban service area. Those policies provide for new towns to be compact, self-
contained projects, having a mix of commercial and residential uses with traditional 
neighborhood design features, located on large sites surrounded by agricultural or natural land 
greenbelts. Rather than limit development to the density of the underlying agricultural 
designation, the county’s new town policies allow a density bonus of one unit per acre as an 
incentive for developing new towns.   
 
As structured, the county’s new town policies allow for non-sprawl development outside the 
urban service area with the tradeoff of significant agriculture and natural area preservation. Not 
only does the new town allowance provide a development yield for large landowners outside the 
urban service area, it also represents a better development alternative than the default land use 
which is ranchette development. Unlike new towns, ranchette development constitutes urban 
sprawl and does not preserve agriculture or natural areas. 
 
Although the allowance for new towns has been in place since 1990, no new town proposal has 
gone beyond the conceptual stages. This is likely due to a combination of the standards that must 
be met in developing a new town, the complexity involved in getting a new town project 
approved, and the high absorption rate needed.  
 
Although new towns are a good alternative for development outside the urban service area, the 
county’s current new town regulations need modification. While existing new town regulations 
provide a 1 unit per acre density incentive, that generally is not sufficient density to create the 
critical mass required by new towns. Therefore, new town density should be increased to two 
units per acre.  In addition, the regulations should be modified to limit the number of new towns, 
require that commercial and residential uses be developed concurrently, and prohibit new towns 
in AG-3 areas. 
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−  “Paladin Plan” 
 
In July 2007, the “Paladin Plan” was presented to the Board of County Commissioners. That 
plan reflected a modification of the county’s Future Land Use Map addressing certain 
agriculturally designated land outside of the county’s urban service area. The Paladin proposal 
components are: 
 

 Allowing commercial/industrial uses on the north and south sides of State Road 60 
from the current urban service area boundary to approximately 1 ½ miles west of the 
intersection of CR 512 and State Road 60;  
 

 Allowing residential development at 2 to 3 units per acre on agriculturally designated 
land east of Interstate 95 and outside the county’s urban service area boundary; and 
 

 Preserving natural areas and creating a cohesively planned regional water 
retention/reservoir system.   

 
While the Paladin Plan proposes an alternative future for the county’s AG-1 future land use 
designated areas and AG-2 future land use designated areas along SR 60, the plan does not 
address the mechanics of how this can be accomplished; the plan does not address the potential 
impacts that development allowed by the plan would have on the county; and the plan does not 
provide any development standards. This would result in urban sprawl. 
 
As proposed, the amount of commercial/industrial land reflected in the Paladin Plan is excessive. 
That plan depicts approximately 12,000 acres of commercial/industrial land along State Road 60, 
an amount of land which could potentially accommodate 240,000,000 sq. ft. of new buildings (at 
20,000 sq. ft. of building per acre). Those buildings could then potentially provide 480,000 jobs 
for residents (based on 2 employees per 1,000 sq. ft.). To put these numbers into perspective, the 
county has only 2,394 acres of developed commercial and industrial land which supports the 
employment of 34,047 people. This is 7.09% of the possible number of jobs that could be 
provided in the proposed Paladin Plan commercial/industrial area. For comparison, the State 
Road 60/58th Avenue commercial/industrial node, which contains a mall and multiple shopping 
centers, supports slightly more than 2 million square feet of building area. This is approximately 
1% of what would be allowed within the commercial/industrial area proposed in the Paladin 
Plan. 
 
With respect to residential uses, the Paladin Plan proposes the re-designation of approximately 
26,600 acres of agriculturally designated land to residential. Under the current agricultural 
zoning, the 26,600 acres could be developed with no more than 5,320 housing units which, at 
2.25 persons per unit, would allow for a total of 11,970 people. Under the Paladin Plan, the 
26,600 acres could be developed at 2 units per acre (accounting for environmental land and 
design limitations), and those 26,600 acres would yield a total of 53,200 residential units which, 
at 2.25 persons per unit, would allow for a total of 119,700 people. Based on the county’s current 
percentage of residents in the work force (43%), these 119,700 new residents would need 
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approximately 51,471 new jobs. This is significantly less than the 389,120 jobs that could be 
produced by the proposed commercial/industrial designated land within the Paladin Plan. 
 
While the Paladin Plan addresses residential and non-residential uses and natural area 
preservation, the plan does not address the type or form of development. Specifically, the plan 
does not require that development occur in compact areas with a mix of uses, an interconnected 
transportation system and other components of good development. Without those requirements, 
the Paladin Plan will create urban sprawl and create a land use pattern that is expensive to serve.  
 
Despite the inadequacies of the Paladin Plan, there are components of the plan that are 
appropriate. These components include: 
 

 the preservation of environmentally sensitive areas; 
 the creation of a regional water retention system; and 
 the future expansion of commercial and industrial areas near the I-95 interchange. 

 
In conclusion, the current draft ISBA and the county’s New Town policies with suggested 
revisions are appropriate mechanisms for providing for growth outside of the county’s urban 
service area. As currently proposed, the ISBA will direct municipal growth to pre-determined 
areas of the county. With appropriate revisions to the New Town policies, remaining areas 
outside of the county’s urban service area could be considered for a limited number of compact 
mixed use New Towns with large areas of agriculture and open space preserved. 
 
As an alternative, the Paladin Plan would create an expensive and expansive urban land use 
pattern that would be costly to serve. Even though that plan contains good components, such as 
the preservation of environmentally sensitive areas and the creation of a regional water retention 
system, the plan does not address how these benefits can be achieved, and the plan does not 
address such issues as mixed use, interconnected transportation system, and other components of 
good development.   
 
• Other uses in agricultural areas 
 
Agricultural areas consist primarily of vast open spaces. In these areas, residential uses are 
relatively few in number and have a minimum lot size of 5 acres or larger. Because of these 
characteristics, agricultural areas are the appropriate location for certain uses that require large 
land areas, may cause significant impacts, and are not appropriate within urban areas. 
 
In Indian River County, churches, mining operations, and animal kennels are the most common 
nonagricultural uses in agricultural areas, besides single-family residences. Generally, churches, 
sand mines, and animal kennels serve users—parishioners, construction projects, and pet owners, 
respectively—located inside the urban service area. Consequently, these uses tend to be located 
in agricultural areas within close proximity of the urban service area. 
 
While churches are permitted by right in agricultural areas, both mining operations and kennels 
are classified as conditional uses. In Indian River County, conditional uses are subject to specific 
design and locational criteria established in the land development regulations. Other uses 
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classified as conditional uses in agricultural areas include schools, child care facilities, golf 
courses, airstrips, correctional institutions, and power plants. When appropriately designed, 
conditional uses are compatible with agricultural areas. 
 
Indian River County has two conditional use classifications—administrative permit uses and 
special exception uses. Of the county’s two conditional use classifications, only special 
exception uses are subject to a public hearing review process, which allows greater public input 
regarding specific applications. Because mining operations and their associated haul routes 
impact a broader area than most other uses, mining operations should be classified as special 
exception uses. For that reason, the county should adopt a new policy designating mining as a 
special exception use in agricultural areas. 
 
Another potential nonagricultural use in agricultural areas is biofuel processing. As discussed 
above, the county should adopt a new policy promoting biofuel crops as an alternative to citrus. 
In case biofuel crops become a viable alternative, the county should also adopt a new policy 
allowing the development of ancillary uses, such as small-scale biofuel processing plants, in 
agricultural areas designated AG-2 and AG-3. 
 
In its final report, the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast recommends the use of 
agricultural lands for reservoirs. Reservoirs allow the reuse of stormwater for irrigation or other 
uses, while also attenuating the flow of stormwater into the Indian River Lagoon, where 
excessive stormwater runoff can adversely impact water quality. To this end, the county should 
adopt a new policy promoting the development of reservoirs in agricultural areas. 
 
Indian River Lagoon 
 
The Indian River Lagoon is the most important natural resource in the county from both an 
economic and ecological standpoint. The importance and value of this resource is discussed in detail 
in the Conservation and Coastal Management Elements. While the lagoon and surrounding land 
enjoy a symbiotic relationship in their natural state, development on the land can have adverse 
impacts on the lagoon system. 
 
• Lagoon water quality 
 
Between 1996 and 2008, Indian River Lagoon water quality remained fairly constant. Within the 
lagoon, water quality is measured at various points. At each point, water quality generally fluctuates 
within established ranges. Recently, water quality at several water monitoring stations showed 
improvement. This improvement may be the result of several recent water quality projects, 
including: muck dredging in the St. Sebastian River, the creation of stormwater marshes to purify 
polluted water, and improved sedimentation and erosion control practices.   
 
While the majority of the lagoon’s water within Indian River County maintains the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) designation of “Outstanding Florida Waters”, 
lagoon water quality is poorer in the southern portion of the county. According to the 2008 DEP 
Surface Water Quality standards report, Class II waters exist within the northern section of the 
Indian River Lagoon and within the extreme southern section of the Indian River Lagoon within 
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Indian River County. The Indian River Lagoon from the North Relief Canal south to the northern tip 
of Round Island is designated as Class III. Class II is a designation that allows for shellfish 
propagation or harvesting, while Class III is a lower standard that allows for recreation, propagation 
and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of fish and wildlife (note: Class I is 
sufficient for potable water, Class IV is sufficient for agricultural water supplies, and Class V is 
sufficient for navigation, utility, and industrial use). 
 
Among the earliest developments in the county was the construction of a massive drainage system 
with three outfalls to the Indian River Lagoon. These outfalls are the Main Relief Canal, North 
Relief Canal, and the South Relief Canal. Throughout the southeastern portion of Indian River 
County, stormwater runoff is transported to the lagoon via this drainage system. 
 
To clean up stormwater flowing into the lagoon, the county, in late 2007, commenced construction 
on a filtration system to treat 200 million gallons of water per day flowing from the Main Relief 
Canal into the lagoon. In addition, construction of a second water quality project known as the Egret 
Marsh is scheduled to commence in 2008. The Egret Marsh project will treat 10 million gallons of 
water per day in the Lateral D canal. By filtering stormwater before it flows into the lagoon, these 
projects will contribute towards the improvement of the lagoon’s water quality. 
 
While existing policies have had some success in promoting the improvement of lagoon water 
quality, the county should adopt a new policy to promote the treatment of stormwater runoff that 
flows into the lagoon via facilities such as the Main Relief Canal filtration system and the Egret 
Marsh project. 
 
• Dredged Material Management Areas 
 
Formerly known as dredged spoil disposal sites, dredged material management areas are utilized by 
the Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) for the storage of material dredged from the Atlantic 
Intracoastal Waterway. Between 1996 and 2000, FIND acquired 275 acres, at three different 
locations along the Indian River Lagoon in the county, for the management of dredged material. 
Because these management areas are used only for temporary storage of dredged material, sufficient 
land is available for their dredging activities on a permanent basis. As the management areas reach 
capacity in the future, FIND will remove dredged material using conventional truck hauling, thereby 
restoring capacity for future dredging activities. 
 
The county’s comprehensive plan policies have been successful in allowing FIND to acquire and 
utilize these sites for the management of dredged material. No additional policies are needed. 
 
Hazard Mitigation 
 
According to state law, local governments are required to prepare Local Mitigation Strategies 
(LMS) to identify actions that permanently reduce or eliminate the long term risk to people and 
property from the different types of hazards faced by Florida residents. In 1999, the county 
adopted its first LMS. That document was subsequently updated in 2005.   
 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 59 
 
 

Since adoption of the LMS, the county has undertaken the actions identified within the strategy. 
Those actions include acquiring and preserving environmentally sensitive land in flood and 
storm surge prone areas, regulating the removal of vegetation in flood and surge prone areas, and 
construction of a new county Emergency Operations Center. 
 
Overall, the county has focused on identifying natural hazards and addressing those hazards. In 
fact, a report produced by the Florida Department of Community Affairs titled Integrating Hazard 
Mitigation into Comprehensive Planning that was published in 2006 stated that “[t]he county has 
done a great job of integrating hazard mitigation into their comprehensive plan and Local Mitigation 
Strategy. Therefore, a main recommendation to the county is to ensure the enforcement of the 
comprehensive plan and LMS.” 
 
Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) 
 
In 2006, the state legislature modified the definition of the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 
Prior to this change, the CHHA encompassed all evacuation areas for a category 1 hurricane. As 
a result of the 2006 legislation, the CHHA is now defined as the area below the storm surge line 
of a category 1 hurricane as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes 
(SLOSH) computer model. This storm surge line is depicted in the county’s Local Mitigation 
Strategy (LMS). 
 
According to the 2006 legislation, each coastal jurisdiction must depict the CHHA boundary on 
its Future Land Use Map by July 1, 2008. At this time, there is a statewide effort to update the 
storm surge maps. When the updated storm surge maps become available, the county will need 
to modify the Future Land Use Map to depict the revised CHHA boundary. Therefore, the 
county should adopt a new policy requiring the CHHA boundary, as defined by state statutes, be 
based on the best available existing information and that the depiction of the CHHA boundary on 
the Future Land Use Map be updated as necessary. 
 
Historic Resources 
 
The county’s historic properties survey was conducted in 1989 and has not been updated since that 
time. At this time, there are no current data indicating the physical condition of the properties 
designated in that survey. Because the county’s historical property survey is nearly twenty years old, 
that survey also does not capture historic properties from the 1941-1958 period. According to 
accepted historic site identification standards, properties and sites that are over fifty years old are 
eligible to be considered for historic designation. Therefore, the county should adopt a policy 
requiring periodic updates of the historic properties survey using state historic preservation grant 
funds.   
 
Other than the need for the above referenced historic properties survey policy, the county’s current 
historic preservation policies are adequate. Those policies address the role of the Historic Resources 
Advisory Committee, incentives for historic preservation, review of development projects for their 
impact on historic resources, and the cessation of projects if historic or archaeological artifacts are 
discovered. 
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Nonconforming Uses 
 
In the last ten years, all new development approved in the county was consistent with the county’s 
Future Land Use Map and land development regulations. Therefore, county comprehensive plan 
policies were successful in requiring new development to conform with the county’s land 
development regulations. 
 
As structured, current comprehensive plan policies allow development on legally established 
nonconforming lots of record. Within the county, some existing subdivisions consist almost entirely 
of nonconforming lots of record; those subdivisions include Vero Lake Estates, Oslo Park, Pine Tree 
Park, and Paradise Park. In the last few years, significant amounts of new home construction 
occurred on vacant lots within these subdivisions, particularly Vero Lake Estates. 
 
Besides nonconforming lots of record, various other nonconforming uses exist in the county. 
Defined as a use that was lawful when established but would now be prohibited because of the 
subsequent adoption or revision of local regulations, a nonconforming use is permitted to continue 
operation unless abandoned for a continuous period exceeding one year. Because adjacent property 
owners are often affected by a nonconforming use, the county should adopt a policy requiring that 
adjacent property owners be notified whenever a staff determination is made regarding the status of 
a nonconforming use. 
 
Within the county, there is one area that was made nonconforming with the 1990 adoption of the 
Future Land Use Map. That area is a portion of The Moorings, a development located on the barrier 
island that was constructed prior to the adoption of the county’s Future Land Use Map. 
 
When The Moorings was developed, the project was structured like a planned development, with a 
combination of higher density multi-family uses mixed with single-family homes. Although the 
county, in the 1990 comprehensive plan, designated the entire south barrier island as L-1 (3 
units/acre) to reflect the area’s almost exclusive single-family development pattern, the county did 
not address The Moorings multi-family. Consequently, those multi-family areas are zoned RM-10, 
but are designated L-1 on the Future Land Use Map. Because RM-10 is not a zoning district 
permitted within the L-1 future land use category, the county should adopt a policy that expressly 
allows the existing RM-10 zoning inside The Moorings. 
 
Blighted Areas 
 
There are three blighted areas that are identified in the county’s comprehensive plan. Those 
blighted areas are Wabasso, Gifford, and Oslo. These are older developed areas of the county 
that contain neglected and abandoned structures that are in need of repair or demolition. In 
addition, these areas contain a number of incompatible uses that can serve to discourage owners 
of adjacent and nearby properties from improving their properties and reducing blight. 
 
Since 1998, the county has used Community Development Block Grants (CDBG), State Housing 
Initiative Partnership (SHIP) funds, and local funds to make improvements within the identified 
blighted areas. In 2002, Indian River County was awarded a $750,000 Housing Community 
Development Block Grant. Those funds were used to rehabilitate approximately 24 homes within 
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the Gifford community. The county is also making public investments to improve the health and 
safety of residents and property owners within those blighted areas.   
 
Between 2005 and 2008, the county used approximately $727,228 in CDBG funds to install new 
water lines within the Wabasso community. Currently, the county is using CDBG funds to 
construct a fire station within the Gifford community. That fire station should be completed and 
in operation in 2009. Various other public improvements, including road and drainage 
improvement projects, have also been made in those blighted areas. Complementing those 
improvements has been code enforcement initiatives which have been successful in getting 
property owners to clean up their properties through removal of old cars, demolition of unsafe 
structures, and general property maintenance. 
 
In addition to the blighted areas identified in the county’s Comprehensive Plan, there are 
blighted areas around the City of Fellsmere. Although small in area as compared to the Wabasso, 
Gifford, and Oslo areas, the blighted areas around the City of Fellsmere have many of the same 
problems, including debris accumulation and abandoned structures. These areas should be 
included in the county’s list of blighted areas targeted for public improvements and code 
enforcement. 
 
Overall, the county has made progress in improving the county’s blighted areas. In the future, 
more work will need to be done. Therefore, the county should continue its investments in 
improved public facilities and code enforcement activities within blighted areas. 
 
Protection of Private Property Rights 
 
In the past, comprehensive plan policies have been successful in protecting private property rights. 
As required by Florida statutes, adequate public notice is given by the county to landowners of any 
application to change the land use designation or zoning of their land. No new policies are necessary 
regarding the protection of private property rights. 
 
2008 Legislative Changes 
 
In 2008, the Florida legislature adopted HB 697, which modifies the state’s comprehensive planning 
requirements for local jurisdictions. As a result of these new requirements, each local jurisdiciton’s 
Future Land Use Element is required to discourage urban sprawl, to incorporate energy-efficient 
land use patterns accounting for existing and future electric power generation and transmission 
systems, and to incorporate greenhouse gas reduction strategies. 
 
• Urban sprawl 
 
As discussed previously in this report, urban sprawl is characterized by low-density development 
consisting of disconnected, segregated uses in a largely automobile-dependent environment. One of 
the county’s primary tools for controlling sprawl is the urban service area boundary, which 
restricts new residential, commercial, and industrial development to the easternmost portion of 
the county. To further combat the spread of urban sprawl, this report recommends new policies that 
promote clustered development; walkable, connected neighborhoods; and mixed use projects. 
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Together, these tools will promote a compact, low-density land use pattern in Indian River County. 
According to the Urban Land Institute, “compact development does not imply…high density, but 
rather higher average ‘blended’ densities. Compact development also features a mix of land uses, 
development of strong population and employment centers, interconnection of streets, and the design 
of spaces at a human scale.” [(Growing Cooler: The Evidence of Urban Development and Climate 
Change (2007)]. 
 
• Energy-efficient land use patterns 
 
Another consequence of urban sprawl is a land use pattern that is not energy-efficient. Because 
sprawl consists of land uses separated at greater distances, the amount of utility infrastructure needed 
to serve a sprawling land use pattern is increased. By locating uses in closer proximity to each other, 
a compact development pattern reduces utility infrastructure costs in comparison to urban sprawl. 
 
• Greenhouse gas reduction strategies 
 
According to a 2007 report by the International Panel on Climate Change, scientific consensus now 
exists that greenhouse gas accumulations due to human activities are contributing to global warming 
with potentially catastrophic consequences (“the enhanced greenhouse effect”). Air pollution 
resulting from automobile emissions is one of the primary causes of the enhanced greenhouse effect. 
By increasing vehicle trip length and the share of overall trips made in automobiles, a sprawling land 
use pattern is a contributor to the enhanced greenhouse effect. 
 
In its 2007 report, Growing Cooler: The Evidence of Urban Development and Climate Change, the 
Urban Land Institute identifies different strategies that need to be adopted at the federal, state, and 
local level to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The recommended local government strategies 
include changing development rules to allow mixed-use compact development, streamlining the 
approval process for mixed-use compact development projects, and promoting infill development. 
Among the policies recommended in this report are new policies which promote mixed-use projects, 
strengthen pedestrian and vehicular connectivity requirements between adjacent developments, limit 
rural sprawl resulting from affidavit of exemption projects in agricultural areas, and allow traditional 
neighborhood design (TND) developments as a conditional use in conventional zoning districts. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
This section contains an evaluation of Future Land Use Element objective achievement.  Of the 20 
FLUE objectives, five have due dates in the future.  These are objectives 1, 4, 5, 16 and 18.  The 
remaining objectives were achieved.  The existing goals, objectives, and policies of the Future Land 
Use Element are attached (Attachment # 1). 
 
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.  Then, each 
policy was assessed to determine if it needs to be maintained, revised, or deleted. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1:  Compact, Low -Density Development 
 
Indian River County will have an efficient and compact land use pattern; an overall low 
density character; and adequate land for utility facilities necessary to support development. 
By 2020, the overall residential density of the unincorporated portions of Indian River County, 
within the Urban Service Area, will be between 0.60 units/acre and 0.88 units/acre. 
 
MEASURE - THE DENSITY OF THE UNINCORPORATED PORTIONS OF THE URBAN 
SERVICE AREA (USA). 
 
Generally, an increase in a jurisdiction’s urban service area density indicates that the jurisdiction's 
land use pattern is becoming more efficient and compact. That, in turn, indicates that there is less 
urban sprawl. 
 
In Indian River County, the density of the unincorporated portion of the urban service area increased 
from 0.33 units/acre when the plan was adopted, to 0.44 in 1995, and to 1.23 in 2007. In 2007, there 
were 51,502 units in the unincorporated county, and there were 41,752 acres within unincorporated 
portions of the urban service area.   
 
Although Objective 1 is not due until 2020, the objective has already been achieved. 
 
Concisely describing the county's desired development pattern, Objective 1 is among the most 
important objectives in the entire plan. This objective actually has two parts. The first part states that 
the county will have an efficient and compact land use pattern and will maintain its overall low 
density character. The second part sets a target for overall density in the unincorporated county’s 
urban service area. 
 
Although there has been some debate over whether "low density" development can be "efficient and 
compact", these terms are not always mutually exclusive. The results of both measures of this 
objective indicate that, while the county's land use pattern is becoming more compact, the low 
density character of the county is being maintained. 
 
The county achieved this objective by defining urban type uses and restricting those uses to the area 
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where urban services are available. For that reason, the county achieved a development pattern that 
is both "compact and efficient" and "low density". Objective 1 should be retained; however, the 
objective’s target date should be changed to 2030 and the target should be increased to 1.75 
units/acre. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.1) The county adopts the Future Land Use 

Element's goals, objectives, policies and certain maps 

as the basis for directing all land development 

regulations in the county. 

Plan adopted and 

maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.2) The Future Land Use Map contains the following 

land use designations: Conservation, Agriculture, 

Rural Residential, Transitional Residential, 

Commercial/Industrial, Regional Commercial, Public 

Facilities, Recreation, Mixed Use (floating land use 

designation; not depicted on the future land use map). 

Land uses adopted and 

maintained.  FLU map 

revised as needed. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.3) The county shall maintain land development 

regulations that address the implementation of the 

comprehensive plan, zoning, subdivision of land, 

drainage, the protection of wellfields, the protection 

of environmentally sensitive land, aesthetic controls, 

traffic circulation and parking, and other development 

issues. 

LDRs maintained X  X  X  Maintain 

1.4) IRC LDRs shall ensure compatibility of adjacent 

land uses. 

LDRs Maintained and 

enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.5) The Conservation land use designations are 

applied to areas which contain or possess lands with 

qualities and features which play a vital or essential 

role in the normal functioning of the ecosystems and 

have been so identified in the conservation element or 

merit preservation as vestiges of once common 

county ecosystems. 

Conservation use 

maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.6) C-1, publicly owned conservation land, shall be 

limited to conservation and recreation uses.  C-2, 

privately owned wetland and barrier island 

conservation land, shall be limited to conservation 

and recreation uses, and to residential uses with a 

density of up to 1 unit/40 acres.  C-3, privately owned 

xeric scrub conservation land, shall be limited to 

conservation and recreation uses, and to residential 

uses with a density of up to 1 unit/2½ acres.  C-3 land 

also has several other special regulations. 

Implemented through 

LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.7) Conservation designated lands shall be depicted Conservation land use 

designations are depicted 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

on the FLU Map. on the FLU Map. 

1.8) C-2 or C-3 designated land shall be considered 

for public acquisition 

C-2, and C-3 designated 

land considered for public 

acquisition. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.9) The Agricultural land use designations are 

applied to those areas that have been traditionally 

used for agricultural purposes and are sufficiently 

removed from urban areas.  The Agricultural Use 

category will ensure the continuation of the industry, 

protect agricultural lands from urban encroachment 

and provide valuable green and open space. 

Agricultural land use 

designation maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.10) Agriculturally designated lands are limited to 

agricultural uses and to residential uses with the 

following maximum densities: 1 unit/5 acres in AG-1, 

1 unit/10 acres in AG-2, and 1 unit/20 acres in AG-3. 

Implemented through 

LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.11) The Low-Density Residential land use 

designations are intended for areas which are suitable 

for urban and suburban scale development.  These 

areas shall be limited to the urban service area and, be 

located near existing urban centers. 

Low-Density land use 

designation  maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.12) Development in Low-Density Residential areas 

shall generally be limited to residential uses with the 

following maximum densities: 1 unit/acre in R, 3 

units/acre in L-1 and 6 units/acre in L-2. 

Implemented through 

LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.13) The Medium-Density Residential use 

designations are intended for areas which are suitable 

for urban scale development and intensities.  

Medium-Density designated land shall be located 

within the urban service area. 

Medium-Density land use 

maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.14) Medium-Density Residential areas shall be 

generally limited to residential uses with the 

following maximum densities: 8 units/acre in M-1 

and 10 units/acre in M-2. 

Implemented through 

LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.15) The Commercial land use designation shall be 

applied to areas suitable for urban scale development 

and intensities.   All commercial areas must be within 

the urban service area. 

C/I land use designated 

within USA maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.16) Development in C/I designated land shall be 

limited to the FAR for different commercial and 

industrial uses. 

FAR for C/I uses 

maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.17) Land development regulations shall provide LDRs maintained and X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

performance standards for commercial development 

which at a minimum address land use compatibility, 

buffering and landscaping; access points, traffic 

controls, and parking; signage; gross floor area, 

impervious surface ratios; open space; character of an 

area; and environmental impact. 

enforced 

1.18) C/I land uses are designated as nodes.  These 

nodes shall be located along roads and at intersections 

with functional classifications appropriate  to the 

level of activity. 

C/I nodes located along 

appropriate road 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.19) Node boundary line interpretation  criteria Criteria of policy 1.19 

followed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.20) Nodes shall have a designated size based on the 

intended use,  service area population, existing land 

use pattern, and other demand characteristics. 

Node size established 

based on stated criteria 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.21) Node boundaries are designated to provide for 

efficient land uses and maximum use of transportation 

and public facilities while eliminating sprawl and 

strip development. 

Strip pattern discouraged X  X  X  Maintain 

1.22)   No node should be considered for expansion 

unless 70% of the land area (less rights-of-way) is 

developed with, or approved for, non-residential and 

non-agricultural uses, or otherwise warranted by the 

proposed development.  The policy also gives some 

examples of what can be considered "otherwise 

warranted" and the procedure for calculating the 

developed percentage.         

Criteria met prior to node 

expansions 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.23)  Nodes shall not be created or expanded to 

within 1½ miles of an existing node.  This policy 

shall not apply to Neighborhood Nodes. 

Separation distance main-

tained and enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.24) Criteria for reverting C/I designated land to 

residential if C/I designation not used in 2 years. 

Criteria met prior to land 

use amendment 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.25) Node locations and sizes are listed in Table 

2.12. 

Completed, updated as 

needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.26) The County designates Neighborhood 

Commercial Nodes, not to exceed 5 acres, for limited 

retail and convenience uses.  New Neighborhood 

Nodes shall be no closer than 1 mile to existing 

commercial nodes.  Neighborhood Commercial 

Nodes are not shown on the Future Land Use Map.  

The existence of a neighborhood node shall not 

prevent the expansion of an existing non-

Neighborhood Nodes 

maintained 

X  X  X  Delete 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

neighborhood node. 

1.27) The Regional Commercial land use designation 

is intended for major regional malls and associated 

retail shopping centers designed to accommodate the 

needs of the retail market areas that extend beyond 

the boundaries of the county. 

Regional Commercial 

land use maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.28) The Public Facilities designation is intended for 

public facilities and services including, but not 

limited, to government offices, service centers, public 

utilities and transportation facilities, schools, parks, 

libraries, police and fire stations, and landfills and 

related uses.  Not all public land uses are shown on 

the Future Land Use Map.  Public facilities are not 

limited to the Public Facilities Land Use designation. 

Public Facilities use 

maintained, implemented 

by LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.29) The Recreation Land Use designation is 

intended for public parks and recreation facilities.  

Not all recreation sites are shown on the Future Land 

Use Map.  Public parks and recreation facilities are 

not limited to this land use designation. 

Recreation land use 

designation  maintained; 

implemented by LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.30) The Blue Cypress Improvement District is a 

special land use designation applied to the existing 

Blue Cypress Fish Camp on the western shore of Blue 

Cypress Lake. 

 

Development within this district is limited to single 

family and mobile home residential uses and 

conditioned on the provisions outlined in Ordinance 

85-55.  The BCID is not intended for expansion to 

adjacent or otherwise undeveloped property.  

Densities in the BCID shall not exceed 10 units/acre. 

Blue Cypress District use 

maintained; implemented 

by LDRs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.31) The county zoning code contains provisions for 

a Professional Office District in medium and low 

density residential districts along arterial roadways to 

encourage infill development and the redevelopment 

of blighted residential areas. 

LDRs for PRO 

maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.32) The county shall regulate the use of lands in 

proximity to large scale public facilities such as 

airport or landfills. 

Through LDRs land use 

compatibility regulated 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.33) The county will maintain a concurrency 

database which identifies areas with facility surpluses 

and deficiencies.  Development shall be directed to 

areas with adequate facility capacity through 

publication of this information and through 

CMS in place, 

developments approved 

where capacity is 

available 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

implementation of the county's Concurrency 

Management System (CMS). 

1.34) The New Town land use designation shall be a 

floating zone which may be overlaid on any property 

with an agricultural designation.  Each New Town 

designation shall be approved as a self-contained 

Planned Development that meets specific criteria 

contained in Policy 1.35. 

New town policy 

maintained 

X  X  X  Revise 

1.35) The New Town land use designation shall be a 

Planned Development which clusters residential and 

non-residential uses in a manner which protects 

agricultural and open space areas, protects natural 

resources, creates a self-sufficient community, 

minimizes off-site traffic, and does not increase urban 

sprawl.  All New Town projects shall be approved as 

Florida Quality Developments pursuant to Ch. 380, 

F.S. 

New town requirements 

maintained 

X  X  X  Revise 

1.36) The county shall limit use of the 101.8 acres of 

C/I property located at the NE corner of S.R. 60 and 

102nd Avenue to Industrial uses only. 

Property is developed 

with IR Park of 

Commerce and CVS 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.37) The county shall permit PD zoned projects 

located on residentially designated land between 41st 

Street and 45th Street and U.S. #1 and Indian River 

Boulevard to mixed residential and office use. 

Most of the area is 

developed with 

commercial and 

residential uses.  Some 

vacant land still exists. 

 X X  X  Maintain 

1.38) The county shall coordinate with the DEP 

regarding surplusing 120 acres along 102nd Terrace 

for expansion of I-95/C.R. 512 C/I node. 

State would not surplus 

this property 

 X X  X  Delete 

1.39) The county shall encourage the school board to 

locate schools near urban residential areas. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

1.40) The county shall collocate public facilities such 

as parks, libraries, commercial centers with schools. 

Done to the extent 

feasible 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.41) Established criteria for rezoning properties. BCC used criteria in 

policy 1.41 for rezonings 

X  X  X  This policy should be 

revised to include 

additional descriptive 

criteria. 

1.42) Established transitional land use designation. Transitional land use 

designation established 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.43) Establishing type of use and intensity for 

Transitional land use designation. 

LDRs updated, enforced X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ Accomplishment Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.44) Not allow Caribbean fruit fly host plants in T 

designated lands and require the Florida Right to 

Farm Act notice on the plan. 

LDRs updated, enforced X  X  X  Maintain 

1.45) Criteria for rezoning vacant lands adjacent to 

developed property built at lower density. 

Criteria considered at the 

time of rezoning 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 1, except for Policy 1.38, were implemented. With the exception of 
Policy 1.38, each of those policies contributed to meeting the objective. Two of the policies, Policies 
1.26 and 1.38, should be deleted, while Policies 1.34, 1.35, and 1.41 should be revised. 
 
As structured, Policy 1.26 allows for the creation of neighborhood commercial nodes. This policy 
should be deleted, because the policy promotes the development of stand-alone neighborhood 
commercial areas, rather than the integration of neighborhood commercial uses with the residential 
properties that they are intended to serve. Too often, neighborhood commercial areas are developed 
with little regard to adjacent and nearby residential properties that they are intended to serve. 
 
Instead of allowing for the development of new neighborhood commercial nodes, the county can 
provide for neighborhood commercial uses through other means such as through mixed use PD 
projects and TND projects where commercial and residential uses can be integrated. Through PD 
and TND regulations, the county can ensure that neighborhood commercial uses complement 
residential uses within an overall project where adequate pedestrian and vehicular connections are 
provided between residential and commercial uses. 
 
To accomplish this, the county needs to implement existing Policy 5.5 that allows up to 10% of a 
residential PD to be dedicated to commercial uses (see Objective 5). In addition, the county should 
adopt a new policy under Objective 5 allowing commercial areas within PDs to front upon 
thoroughfare roads. To facilitate increased development of TND projects, the county should 
adopt a new policy under Objective 18 permitting TND development as an allowable use in 
existing zoning districts. 
 
Policy 1.38 should also be deleted. Since the state declined to surplus the property referenced in the 
policy, the policy is no longer needed. 
 
Policies 1.34 and 1.35, both of which address the county’s allowance for new towns, need to be 
revised. These policies need to be revised to address impediments that have discouraged their use 
and to restrict the location of new towns. Since 1990, there have been no applications for new town 
projects the county. One reason for this is that the current new town policies do not allow for 
adequate density to make new town projects feasible. For that reason, Policies 1.34 and 1.35 should 
be revised to increase the density allowance for new towns from 1 unit per acre to 2 units per acre. In 
addition, the policies should be revised to limit the number of new towns, require that commercial 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 70 
 
 

and residential uses be developed concurrently, and prohibit new towns in AG-3 areas. 
 
Another policy that needs to be revised is Policy 1.41. Currently, Policy 1.41’s locational criteria for 
establishing new IL, Light Industrial, and IG, General Industrial, districts are nearly identical. 
These criteria require new IL and IG districts to be located along arterial roads or railroad tracks, 
near existing industrial areas, and separated from residential, retail, and office areas. Because 
uses permitted in the IG district can have a greater impact on adjacent properties, new locational 
criteria, which distinguish between the two industrial districts, should be established. New IG 
districts, in particular, need a greater separation from residential areas than do IL districts.  
 
Each of Objective 1's remaining policies should be maintained as structured. 
 
New Policies 
 
• New policies are also needed to control strip development where it presently exists and to 

limit its potential emergence in other areas of the county. In the central county, most land 
along both sides of US Highway 1 is designated for commercial/industrial use. Because 
much of this land is still undeveloped, strip development is not prevalent in the central 
county today. To prevent the emergence of strip development along US Highway 1 in the 
central county, the county should adopt a policy to promote the integration of residential uses 
into commercial areas through mixed-use development. Such a policy should match the 
county’s land development regulations, which allow accessory multi-family uses in 
commercial zoning districts. 
 

• Another new policy should be added to address the SR 60/58th Avenue node. Given the 
existing concentration of commercial uses in the SR 60/58th Avenue node and the volume of 
traffic that traverses the SR 60/58th Avenue intersection, the county should adopt a policy to 
cap this node at its present size and prohibit its expansion. 
 

• Consistent with the Historic Roseland Neighborhood Plan, the county should add a policy to 
the Future Land Use Element to cap the Roseland/US. Highway 1 node and prohibit its 
expansion.  That plan determined that there is sufficient land within that node to 
accommodate needed commercial and industrial uses for area residents. At this time, the 
node is 55% developed.  
 

• To facilitate economic development, the county should adopt a policy allowing larger 
industrial uses in appropriate locations. In general, the best locations for large 
industrial/warehouse buildings are in close proximity to the county’s I-95 interchanges, 
where there is easy access to major transportation routes. Also, these areas are somewhat 
removed from residential areas. 

 
• To support future economic development, the county should adopt a new policy that 

identifies areas where existing CH and IL zoning will be maintained. Often, the county 
receives applications to rezone areas from CH or IL to CG to allow for new retail 
development. While rezoning areas from CH or IL to CG is appropriate in many cases, the 
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county will need to preserve sufficient land that is zoned CH and IL to allow for 
industrial/warehouse development. 

 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policies, 
Objective 1 will be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2:  Urban Service Area 
 
In unincorporated Indian River County, all residential development greater than 0.2 
units/acre, and all non-agriculture related commercial/industrial uses will be located within 
the urban service area, which contains the infrastructure and services needed to accommodate 
such development. 
 
MEASURE - LACK OF URBAN DENSITY AND INTENSITY USES OUTSIDE THE URBAN 
SERVICE AREA (USA). 
 
In 1992, the county completed a county-wide administrative rezoning to ensure that zoning 
throughout the county conformed to future land use map designations. That action ensured that 
Objective 2 would be achieved and that all new urban scale development would take place within 
the urban service area.  Since the time of the last major plan update, the county has adhered to this 
policy and zoning regulations by not approving residential development greater than 0.2 units/acre 
outside of the urban service area. 
 
Objective 2 was achieved and should be retained; however, the objective should be revised to 
recognize that the county allows TND projects and New Town projects outside of the urban service 
area when substantial open space is retained. 
 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

2.1)  The county adopts the 2020 Urban Service Area 

boundary depicted on the land use map.  The urban 

service area at a minimum include central water, 

sewer, improved roadways, solid waste collection, 

drainage, police protection, fire protection, 

educational and recreational facilities. 

Urban Service Area 

maintained 

X  X  X  Revise to  note "2030" 

Urban Service Area  

2.2)  The county shall encourage and direct growth 

into 2020 Urban Service Areas through zoning, 

subdivision and land development regulations 

(LDRs).  Such regulations shall promote efficient 

development by requiring connection to the existing 

street system, extension of public facilities where 

LDRs  maintained and 

enforced 

X  X  X  Revise to  note "2030" 

Urban Service Area 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

necessary, and incentive for mixed use projects. 

2.3)  The county shall require all development except 

agricultural uses, residential uses with less than .2 

units/acre, and recreation/open space uses to be 

located within Urban Service Areas. 

Implemented by LDRs X  X  X  Maintain 

2.4)  Public services and facilities shall be designed 

with capacities sufficient to meet levels of service 

established in this plan, support the needs of the 

projected population, and the intensity of future 

development as identified on the Future Land Use 

Map. 

Adopted LOS maintained; 

growth is accommodated 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.5)  The expansion of public services and facilities 

shall be based on the area's environmental suitability 

for urbanization, existing and future land uses and the 

availability of other services and facilities. 

Criteria for expansion is 

established and 

implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.6) The county shall coordinate with the Florida 

Department of Transportation regarding the 

identification, protection, and acquisition of right-of-

way for roadway improvements and extensions, and 

for new corridors, as identified in the Traffic 

Circulation Element of this plan. 

Road right-of-way 

preserved and acquired as 

needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.7) The county shall locate and acquire property for 

the services and facilities identified in this plan. 

Property located and 

acquired as needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.8) The county adopts LOS for correctional facilities, 

fire and emergency services, libraries,  public 

buildings, school services, and transit. 

LOS maintained X  X  X  Revise 

2.9) The county shall coordinate with private utility 

providers including electric, gas, telephone and cable 

TV to ensure the efficient delivery of utilities. 

County allows utility 

providers to use rights-of-

way and easements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All of Objective 2's policies were implemented.  Based on the county’s projected 2030 population, 
the county’s residential allocation ratio, and the number of residential units allowed by the future 
land use map on vacant land, the county’s USA does not need to be expanded. Therefore, the 2020 
Urban Service Area should be renamed the 2030 Urban Service Area, and Policies 2.1 and 2.2 
should be revised to replace the reference to the county’s “2020 Urban Service Area” with the 
county’s “2030 Urban Service Area”. This will make these policies consistent with the new target 
date for the Comprehensive Plan. Policy 2.8 should be revised to include new LOS standards from 
the county’s recently completed impact fee study. The remaining policies under objective 2 should 
be maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
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The policies under Objective 2, with the proposed revisions, are sufficient to achieve the objective. 
No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3:  Levels of Service 
 
Through 2020, the provision of public services and infrastructure in Indian River County will 
be at a level consistent with this plan. 
 
MEASURE - THE NUMBER OF PUBLIC FACILITIES OPERATING BELOW LOS 
STANDARDS. 
 
In Indian River County, no public facilities have operated below LOS standards since the plan was 
adopted.   
 
Objective 3 was achieved. 
 
Because maintaining adequate levels of service is an important part of sustaining the county's quality 
of life, the intent of Objective 3 should be retained. Objective 3, however, should be revised to 
change the target date to 2030. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to 

Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1) Facilities and services shall be  maintained at 

LOS standards established in the plan. 

LOS maintained X  X  X  Maintain 

3.2)  Regardless of land use designation or zoning 

classification, no development activity shall be 

permitted to exceed the levels of service established 

in this element or other elements of the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

No development approved 

that does not meet LOS 

standards 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.3) Through the county’s concurrency management 

system, County shall review proposed development, 

assess its impact on services and facilities and make 

a determination of the adequacy or inadequacy of 

public facilities and services. 

CMS maintained and 

revised as needed. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.4)  Consistent with the CIE, LDRs shall ensure the 

LOS for concurrency related services maintained. 

LOS standards maintained X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Each policy under Objective 3 was implemented, contributed to meeting the objective and should be 
maintained. 
 
New Policy 
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The county should adopt a new policy to promote infrastructure improvements in existing 
subdivisions, such as Pine Tree Park, Oslo Park, Vero Lake Estates, and others, with inadequate 
infrastructure. In particular, unpaved roads need to be paved, and water lines need to be installed. 
Usually, these types of improvements are done through assessment projects, where benefiting 
land owners pay their fair share of the improvement costs. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policy, 
Objective 3 will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4:  Efficient Mix of Uses to Reduce Traffic Demand 
 
By 2020, Indian River County will have a land use pattern that reduces the number of daily 
automobile trips per capita and the length of trips on county roadways from 1995 levels. Those 
levels were 3.9535 daily automobile trips per capita and 14.39 minutes per trip. 
 
MEASURE 1 - NUMBER OF VEHICLE TRIPS PER CAPITA. 
 
For Indian River County, the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) maintains a Travel 
Demand Forecasting Model that can estimate daily trip generation. Information from 2005 was used 
in that model to estimate per capita trip generation for that year. According to the MPO model, the 
per capita trip generation rate was 4.53 in 2005. This indicates that there was an increase of 14.58% 
in the county's daily per capita trip rate between 1995 and 2005. 
 
MEASURE 2 - AVERAGE TRIP LENGTH. 
 
In Indian River County, the MPO's Travel Demand Forecasting Model estimates trip length in terms 
of time, not distance. According to the model, the length of an average trip in 2005 was 18.94 
minutes, an increase of 31.61%. 
 
Although Objective 4 is not due until 2020, it is unlikely that Objective 4 will be achieved. 
Therefore, Objective 4 should be revised to extend the target date to 2030 and to establish achievable 
targets for both measures. National trends indicate an increase in both the number of vehicle trips per 
capita and average trip length. Therefore, Objective 4 should be revised to specify that the county 
will have a land use pattern that maintains the number of daily automobile trips per capita and the 
length of trips at or within 10% of 2005 levels. In 2005, the per capita trip generation rate was 4.53 
and the average trip length was 18.94 minutes. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

4.1) Land use districts shall be located in a manner which Land use map depicting X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

concentrates urban uses, thereby discouraging urban 

sprawl. 

concentrated urban uses 

4.2) By January 2000, IRC shall identify and map target 

areas for redevelopment and infill development 

Target areas have not been 

identified and mapped 

 X X   X Revise target date 

4.3)  By 2001, for  target areas (for infill and 

redevelopment), IRC shall assess the potential for future 

development, review infrastructure capabilities and 

needs, develop special overlay or use districts and 

regulations if warranted. 

No assessment has been 

done. 

 X X  X  Revise the target date 

4.4)  By January 2002, Indian River County will work 

with property owners, developers, to develop and 

implement a plan to promote development of target 

areas. 

No plan for target areas 

developed. 

 X X  X  Revise the target date 

 
Policy 4.1 was implemented. That policy contributed toward meeting the objective and should be 
maintained.  
 
While Policy 4.1 was implemented, Policies 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 were not implemented. There are 
several reasons why those policies were not implemented. One reason is that the county, until 
recently, did not have a system in place that allowed the county to statistically and geographically 
evaluate development trends and identify areas for redevelopment and infill. Another reason is that, 
prior to 2006, there were a number of large parcels inside the urban service area that were available 
for development, so there was little market demand for infill and redevelopment projects. 
 
With the MPO’s vacant parcel model now in place, the county has a better tool to identify and target 
areas for infill development. Since few large parcels of developable land are available in the urban 
service area, future development may have more of an infill focus. For those reasons, Policies 4.2, 
4.3, and 4.4 should be maintained but revised to set new target dates. 
 
New Policies 
 
For the referenced objective to be achieved, the county should revise its policies to promote mixed 
use planned developments and Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) projects. To accomplish 
this, new policies are recommended under Objective 5 (Diversity of Development) for PD projects 
and under Objective 18 (Traditional Neighborhood Design Communities) for TND development. In 
addition, the following new policies are needed under Objective 4. 
 
• Separate from PD and TND policies, other policies should be adopted to ensure that new 

development projects create walkable, connected neighborhoods that integrate commercial 
and residential uses at the neighborhood level. Also, new policies are needed to limit the 
construction of dead end streets, including cul-de-sacs, and to require interconnections 
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between adjacent neighborhoods. In conjunction with policies promoting connectivity, the 
county should adopt new policies requiring the county to develop traffic calming standards 
and designs to address concerns about the speed of “cut-through” traffic. 
 

• The county should adopt a new policy that ensures that the jobs-housing balance by subarea 
(north, central, and southern county) is not lowered beyond 2005 baseline values when land use 
changes are made to the county’s Future Land Use Map. This will provide a means to gauge the 
county’s overall success in the creation of jobs in close proximity to housing and the resulting 
decrease in trip lengths.  

 
• Other new policies should be adopted to promote the construction of sidewalks in areas 

surrounding schools, parks, and neighborhood commercial areas. Currently, the county’s 
land development regulations require sidewalks on at least one side of all new residential 
streets. This sidewalk requirement should be expanded to require sidewalks on both sides of 
most residential streets. 

 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new policies, 
Objective 4 will be achieved. 
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OBJECTIVE 5:  Diversity of Development 
 
Indian River County will have a diverse mix of land uses, development patterns, housing 
densities, and housing types. By 2010, 30% of the county’s housing units will be in multiple-
family or traditional neighborhood design (TND) projects. 
 
MEASURE – PERCENTAGE OF HOUSING UNITS IN MF AND TND PROJECTS. 
 
Since 1998, the percentage of housing units located within multi-family projects and TND projects 
has decreased from 23.4% to 22.5%. 
 
In 1998, there were 8,063 multi-family units in the county. At that time, there was only one TND 
project  in the unincorporated county (Windsor), and that project contained only 57 single-family 
units. In 1998, multi-family projects and TND projects accounted for 23.4% of all housing units in 
the unincorporated county. 
 
Currently, there are 11,020 multi-family units in the unincorporated county. There are also two TND 
developments, Pointe West and Windsor, in the unincorporated county. As of this time, 355 single-
family units and 328 multi-family units have been built in Pointe West, while 193 single-family 
units have been built in Windsor. Combined, there are now 11,568 housing units located in multi-
family projects and TND projects. At this time, multi-family projects and TND projects account for 
22.5% of all housing units in the unincorporated county. 
 
As stated above, the percentage of housing units located within multi-family projects and TND 
projects decreased from 23.4% in 1998 to 22.5% in 2008. A simple comparison of 1998 vs. 2008, 
however, does not provide a complete assessment of the county’s progress in achieving this 
objective. By the end of 2003, the percentage of units located in multi-family projects or TND 
projects had actually increased to 25.4%. As previously discussed in this EAR, the county 
experienced a significant surge of single-family construction activity from 2004 to 2006. During 
those three years, 7,597 single-family units were constructed, in comparison to only 494 multi-
family units. Consequently, the percentage of housing units located in multi-family projects or TND 
projects was reduced to its present level. 
 
Although Objective 5’s target date is in the future (2010), it is unlikely that the objective will be 
achieved by the 2010 target date and unlikely that the objective will be achieved by 2020. Therefore, 
Objective 5’s target date should be revised to 2030. 
 
Because much of the county’s undeveloped residential land is designated for low-density 
development, the percentage of housing units that are multi-family will likely decrease in future 
years as these low-density areas are developed. Therefore, the percentage of housing units in TND 
projects will need to substantially increase for this objective to be achieved. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 
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  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

5.1) LDRs include minimum requirements for land 

development. 

LDRs set minimum 

requirements, implemented 

X  X  X  Revise to indicate that 

county shall maintain 

its LDRs 

5.2) The residential densities depicted on the future 

land use map are the maximum densities permitted.  

Where density bonuses are applicable, density 

maximums may be exceeded. 

Development happened at 

less than maximum 

permitted; limited density 

bonuses used 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.3) The county zoning designations shall permit a 

variety of residential building and development 

styles. 

Variety of residential 

building styles permitted 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.4) A planned development (PD) district shall be 

designated as an overlay on the County Zoning 

Atlas.  The PD is intended to allow projects which 

need flexibility from the LDRs to maximize open 

space and conserve natural features, which 

incorporate recreational facilities, and which 

provide a mix of uses. 

PD overlay district 

maintained and utilized by 

developers. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.5) By 1999, IRC shall develop criteria for 

residential PDs allowing up to 10% of a PD site to 

be commercial. 

Current LDRs permit only 

3% of a residential PD site to 

be commercial and need to be 

modified to comply with this 

policy 

 X  X X  Revise target date 

5.6) Residential uses in PD's shall be consistent with 

the maximum density permitted by the FLUM 

unless density bonuses are permitted by Policy 5.7. 

Densities in PD's do not 

exceed FLUM designation  

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.7) Within the USA, the IRC LDRs shall encourage 

the use of PDs by allowing for density bonuses for 

affordable housing for low and moderate income; 

and for development rights transferred from 

conservation districts. 

 

Density bonuses shall not increase the density by 

more than 25% of the underlying land use 

designation. 

Density bonuses allowed by 

LDRs for affordable housing. 

 TDRs allowed for 

conservation lands. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.8) Sets specific criteria for residential PDs in 

agricultural areas. 

Policy 5.8 was revised in 

2007. Prior to 2007, 

residential PDs had to 

dedicate at least 80% of 

project area as common open 

space. At this time, there is 

no minimum requirement for 

dedicated open space for 

residential PDs in 

agricultural areas. 

X  X  X  Revise 

 
With the exception of Policy 5.5, each of the policies under Objective 5 was implemented, 
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contributed to meeting the objective and should be maintained as structured or with only minor 
revisions. 
 
Policy 5.5 promotes mixed use projects consisting of residential and commercial uses. By allowing 
neighborhood-level commercial uses within residential areas, this policy combats sprawl. At this 
time, the county should implement Policy 5.5 by revising the LDRs to allow up to 10% of a 
residential PD to developed with commercial uses. Policy 5.5’s target date should be revised to 
2010. 
 
In 2007, Policy 5.8 was revised to eliminate the clustering requirement for agricultural PDs. At 
that time, the county replaced the clustering requirement with a minimum 1-acre lot area 
requirement. As now structured, Policy 5.8 allows an entire agricultural planned development to 
be carved into lots, with no portion of the project dedicated as common open space. 
Consequently, the minimum dedicated open space requirement was reduced from 80% to 0%. 
Since the adoption of these changes to the county’s development regulations, no new agricultural 
planned developments have been proposed. To ensure that future residential planned 
developments in agricultural areas have sufficient dedicated open space, Policy 5.8 should be 
revised to specify that agricultural PD’s must incorporate at least 50% of a project’s area as 
common open space. 
 
New Policy 
 
As discussed above, Policy 5.5 promotes the integration of residential and commercial uses via 
mixed-use PDs. In addition to implementing Policy 5.5, the county should also adopt a new 
policy allowing commercial areas within PDs to front upon thoroughfare roads. Current 
development regulations require such commercial areas to be located internally within a PD 
project, which limits the visibility of the commercial area to residents outside the PD. Current 
planning theory is that commercial uses incorporated into residential areas should also have 
frontage on a major road to provide increased visibility to potential customers. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies, with the proposed revisions and the addition of 
the proposed new policy, Objective 5 will be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6:  Agricultural Protection 
 
In recognition of the county’s desire to protect agriculture despite the challenges and changes 
facing the citrus industry, Indian River County will, through 2005, retain at least 135,000 
acres of land that are used for active agricultural operations. 
 
MEASURE - ACREAGE OF ACTIVE AGRICULTURAL LAND. 
 
The best available data to measure this objective are from the 2002 agricultural census. According to 
the 2002 agricultural census, there were 191,333 acres of farm land within the county in 2002.  This 
is approximately 56,333 more acres in farms than the Objective’s 2005 target acreage. Because this 
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is a substantial amount of acreage above the 135,000 target acreage and because the data reflect 
conditions only three years before the 2005 target date, it is assumed that the county achieved 
Objective 6. 
 
Preservation of agricultural land is important for Indian River County.  For that reason, Objective 6 
should be maintained, although the target and target date should be revised. The target acreage 
should be reduced to 110,000 acres, while the target year should be changed to 2015. This will 
account for the recent annexations of agricultural designated land by the City of Fellsmere and the 
anticipated additional loss of citrus due to disease. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to 

Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, 

or Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

6.1) The county shall not provide public services or 

facilities which would induce or encourage the 

development of agriculturally designated lands except 

to provide for the health, safety and welfare of 

existing residents. 

Public services and facilities 

concentrated within urban service 

area 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.2) The county shall maintain its LDRs which 

control the division and development of agricultural 

designated lands. 

LDRs include density & use 

restrictions, regulatory incentives for 

development associated with 

agricultural use. Clustering within 

agricultural PDs is revised and it is 

not a requirement anymore. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.3) The county shall permit the continuation of 

agricultural uses within USA where they serve as or 

enhance open space and green belt areas of the 

county.   

Continuation of agricultural uses 

within USA permitted 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.4) Subdivision and PD projects adjacent to active 

agricultural operations must provide special buffer. 

Buffers are required by LDRs along 

urban service area boundary. Buffers 

are not required for residential 

development abutting agricultural 

uses inside urban service area. 

X  X  X  Revise to specify that 

buffers are required 

along urban service 

area boundary 

6.5) LDRs shall prohibit Caribbean Fruit Fly host 

plants. 

LDRs maintained and enforced X  X  X  Revise to also include 

prohibition of host 

plants for Asian Citrus 

Psyllid (Citrus 

Greening) 

 
All policies under Objective 6 were implemented and contributed to achieving the objective. While 
Policies 6.1 – 6.3 should be maintained, Policy 6.4 should be revised to clearly specify that buffers 
are required for residential projects that abut the urban service area boundary. This will make the 
comprehensive plan consistent with the requirements within the county’s LDR’s and will protect 
residential uses from the impacts of agricultural operations outside of the USA.   
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Policy 6.5 should be revised to also include a prohibition of host plants for the Asian Citrus Psyllid 
This is because the Asian Citrus Psyllid transmits citrus greening. 
 
New Policies 
 
Besides the existing policies, the county should also adopt policies to control the development of 
low density residential ranchettes in agricultural areas, to address the removal of dead trees in 
abandoned groves, to designate mining operations as a special exception use in agricultural areas, to 
allow transfer of development rights for agriculturally-designated land, to promote viable alternative 
crops (such as biofuel crops), and to promote the development of reservoirs in agricultural areas. 
 
• One way to reduce the number of low density ranchettes created in agricultural areas is to 

modify current development regulations that incentivize residential ranchette development via 
the affidavit of exemption process by exempting such projects from nearly all required 
subdivision improvements (e.g. paved roads, drainage, buffers). To reduce the amount of 
agricultural land converted into residential ranchettes via the affidavit of exemption process, the 
county should restrict affidavit of exemption projects to a maximum of 8 lots. All other 
residential development in agriculturally designated areas should be limited to agricultural 
planned developments and subdivisions.   
 

• Because dead trees in abandoned citrus groves contribute to the spreading of citrus diseases, the 
county should establish a policy to require the removal of dead citrus trees in abandoned groves. 
 

• Currently, the county’s LDRs designate mining operations as an administrative permit use in 
agricultural areas. To allow greater public input on new mining applications, the county should 
adopt a policy reclassifying mining operations as a special exception use in agricultural areas. 
 

• A viable alternative to citrus may be biofuel crops. Therefore, the county should adopt a new 
policy allowing small-scale accessory biofuel processing facilities as part of agricultural 
operations in areas designated AG-2 and AG-3. For economic reasons, biofuel processing 
facilities need to be located near the crops that are grown. Allowing small-scale accessory 
biofuel processing facilities as part of agricultural operations will provide agricultural land 
owners with new crop opportunities should citrus continue to be embattled with disease. 
 

• As part of the county’s agricultural preservation efforts, the county’s TDR policies should be 
revised to allow the transfer of development rights from agricultural lands to PD’s, new 
towns, and other suitable areas that the county might identify as acceptable receiving zones. 
In so doing, the county will need to determine the appropriate density transfer credit for each 
agricultural district. In addition to setting an appropriate density transfer credit for 
agricultural areas, the county will need to determine TDR receiving zones through the PD 
rezoning process.  
 

• Reservoirs allow the reuse of stormwater for irrigation or other uses, while also attenuating 
the flow of stormwater into the Indian River Lagoon, where excessive stormwater runoff can 
adversely impact water quality. Therefore, the county should adopt a new policy promoting 
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the development of reservoirs in agricultural areas. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies, with the proposed revisions and the addition of 
the proposed new policies, Objective 6 will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7:  Protection of Natural Resources 
 
By 2000, there will be at least 79,589 acres of environmentally important land under federal, 
state, or county ownership or control within the unincorporated portion of Indian River 
County. 
 
MEASURE - ACREAGE OF ENVIRONMENTALLY IMPORTANT LAND. 
 
Between 1996 to 2008, the amount of publicly owned or publicly-controlled environmentally-
important lands increased from 67,229 acres to 105,186 acres. 
 
During the 1996 to 2008 period, several steps were taken to ensure the future protection of 
environmentally important lands. With the establishment of the Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Acquisition Program and other initiatives, the public acquisition of environmentally important land 
increased. Additional habitat was preserved through native upland set-asides and dedication of 
conservation easements. As a result, the amount of publicly-owned or publicly-controlled 
conservation land in the county increased by nearly 38,000 acres between 1996 and 2008. 
 
Objective 7 was achieved. 
 
Objective 7 should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be revised to 2015 and 
the target should be increased to 108,500 acres. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, 

Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

7.1) The county shall regulate development of areas 

which are prone to flooding and areas within the 100 

year floodplain in a manner that is consistent with 

regulations established by the National Flood 

Insurance Program. 

LDRs maintained X  X  X  Maintain 

7.2) The county shall provide for TDR from estuarine 

wetlands. 

TDRs provided X  X  X  Maintain 

7.3) The county shall provide protection to 

environmentally sensitive lands through LDRs, TDR., 

conservation easement, dedication and public 

LDRs adopted (Chs. 928, 929); 

bond referendum for public 

acquisition passed 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, 

Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

acquisition 

7.4) Any development activity in areas designated as 

environmentally sensitive or important, as defined in 

the Conservation Element, shall require an en-

vironmental survey as part of the approval of a 

development order.  Based on the results of that 

survey, development projects shall be required to 

provide a site design which minimizes impacts upon 

endangered and threatened plants and animals. 

LDRs maintained (Ch. 929) 

and applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.5) Stormwater runoff from new development shall 

not negatively impact adjacent properties or receiving 

surface waterbody quality. 

LDRs maintained and applied X  X  X  Maintain 

7.6) Indian River County shall maintain and enforce 

regulations to protect wetlands from the negative 

impacts of development. 

LDRs maintained (Ch. 928) 

and applied. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.7) The county acknowledges the environmental 

importance of the prime aquifer recharge areas.  The 

county shall regulate the development of these areas. 

LDRs maintained (Ch. 931) 

and applied. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.8) The county shall protect public water supply 

wells by prohibiting the placement of septic systems 

and similar uses within  wellfield cones of influence. 

LDRs maintained (Ch. 931) 

and applied 

 

X  X 

 
 X 

 

 Maintain 

7.9) The county shall extend its water system and 

decommission small private water treatment systems. 

The county water system 

expanded.  Number of private 

water treatment plants 

decreased from 29 to 4 

X  X  X  Maintain 

710) Through the use of fee simple purchase, TDRs 

and conservation easements, IRC shall coordinate 

with other state,  federal, and local agencies to 

identify and conserve vegetative communities as 

established in the Conservation Element policies 6.1 

through 6.7. 

Coordinating; established land 

acquisition program 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.11) The county shall regulate the siting of septic 

tanks in cooperation with the local Environmental 

Health Department. 

LDRs maintained; 

coordination with 

Environmental Health Dept. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 7 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. All 
policies should be maintained as structured or with only minor revisions. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
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The policies under Objective 7 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8:  Protection of Historic Resources 
 
Through 2005, at least 95% of unincorporated Indian River County’s historic properties (as 
identified in Historic Properties Survey of Indian River County, Florida, prepared by Historic 
Property Associates, Inc., April 1989) will continue to be preserved in fair, good, or excellent 
condition. 
 
MEASURE - NUMBER OF HISTORIC/ARCHAEOLOGIC SITES IN FAIR, GOOD, OR 
EXCELLENT CONDITION. 
 
The county’s 1989 historic property survey indicated that, of 284 historic buildings, 9 (3.2%) were 
in excellent condition, 198 (69.7%) were in good condition, 65 (22.90%) were in fair condition, and 
only 12 (4.2%) were deteriorated. Therefore, the percentage of historic properties in excellent, good, 
and fair condition was 95.80%. While there are no current data indicating the actual number of 
historic properties that are in excellent, good, or fair condition, some historic structures have been 
renovated since 1985 and few have been demolished. 
 
Objective 8 was achieved. 
 
Because the community values historic preservation, Objective 8 should be retained. The objective, 
however, should be revised to change the target date to 2015. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

8.1)  Historic Resources Advisory Committee shall 

provide guidance and advise the Board of County 

Commissioners on matters concerning historic and 

archaeological preservation. 

Committee provided 

guidance as needed. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.2) IRC shall use incentives such as TDR, tax relief, 

mitigation, and public acquisitions and penalties such as 

fines and imprisonment to protect and preserve historically 

and archaeologically important resources. 

LDRs maintained (Ch. 

933) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.3) All development or redevelopment proposals shall be 

reviewed for impact upon designated historic places. 

Review procedures in 

place and applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.4) Public and private development and redevelopment in 

areas where historic or archaeological artifacts are 

discovered, shall cease at least temporarily in order to 

allow for evaluation of historic significance. 

Included in Historic 

Preservation Ord. 

enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.5) The county LDRs shall use incentives such as 

Transfer of Development Rights, Tax Relief, Mitigation or 

Included in Historic 

Preservation Ord. 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to Meeting 

the Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

Public Acquisition. implemented 

 
All policies under Objective 8 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. All 
policies should be maintained as structured. 
 
New Policy 
 
Because the county’s Historic Properties Survey has not been updated since 1989, the county should 
adopt a policy requiring periodic updates of the county’s historic property records using State 
Historic Preservation grant funds. In addition to more accurately reflecting the physical condition of 
existing historic properties, an update would also allow the inclusion of newly-eligible properties. 
According to accepted historic site identification standards, properties and sites that are over fifty 
years old are eligible to be considered for historic designation.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policy, 
Objective 8 will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 9:  Promote Aesthetic Development 
 
Through the implementation of land development regulations, Indian River County will have 
aesthetically pleasing buildings, signs, landscaping, parking areas, and roads. 
 
MEASURE - THE EXISTENCE OF AESTHETICALLY PLEASING BUILDINGS, SIGNS, 
LANDSCAPING, PARKING AREAS, AND ROADS. 
 
Since 1998, changes to the county’s design regulations have improved the aesthetic quality of 
development projects throughout the county. While landscape regulations have increased 
vegetation requirements, corridor architectural requirements have resulted in more attractive 
buildings than would have occurred otherwise. 
 
In 1998, there were two designated corridors in the county (Wabasso and SR 60). Since then, 
new corridors have been established over all major commercial arteries as well as the Roseland 
area, the north barrier island, and the 37th Street medical node. In all of these corridors, 
development projects must comply with additional design requirements affecting landscaping, 
building appearance, and signs. Since their inception, the county’s corridor regulations have 
been successful in improving the aesthetic quality of new development and redevelopment 
projects in the designated corridor areas, particularly the SR 60 Corridor. 
 
Objective 9 was achieved. 
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Because the county values aesthetically pleasing buildings, signs, landscaping, parking areas, 
and roads, Objective 9 should be retained. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

9.1)  By January 2000, the county shall establish 

guidelines to ensure that all public buildings and 

facilities will be compatible with the character of the 

neighborhood. 

No guidelines  X  X X  Revise for date 

9.2)  By 2005, the county  will enhance the 

landscaping within the county owned rights-of-way. 

Limited enhanced 

landscaping provided.  

Some improved 

roadways such as 58th 

Avenue does not 

include landscaping 

Partially 

X 

 X  X  Revise for date and revise to 

list specific roadways that 

should have landscaping. 

9.3)  By January 2000, the county shall formally 

examine the feasibility of developing corridor plans 

along roadways. 

Corridor plans 

developed and 

implemented. 

X  X  X  Eliminate target date, 

indicate that county will 

maintain its corridor plans 

9.4)  By January 2000, the county shall coordinate 

with FDOT to install landscaping within existing 

ROWs. 

Coordinated with 

Florida Department of 

Transportation 

(FDOT) , enhanced 

landscaping provided 

in conjunction with 

some of resurfacing 

projects. Continued 

coordination with 

FDOT will be needed 

for future road 

projects. 

X  X  X  Revise to remove date. 

9.5)  County LDRs shall require the use of natural and 

manmade buffers between incompatible land uses. 

Buffers requirement 

enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.6)  The county shall enforce its sign code regulation 

standards. 

Sign regulations 

enforced. 

X  X  x  Maintain 

9.7)  The county shall encourage through LDRs  the 

use of native vegetation for landscaping requirements. 

Included in Chapters 

926 and 929 enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.8)  County LDRs shall include minimum landscape 

and maintenance requirements for all development 

requiring site plan approval. 

Included in Chapters 

926 and 914, applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.9)  The county shall provide guidelines for use of 

landscaping and other buffers to shield parking, 

driveways and loading areas from surrounding 

Included in Chapters 

926 and 954, applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

development, and public rights-of-way. 

9.10) The county shall support cultural enrichment. County supported 

cultural facilities 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.11) The county LDRs shall address aesthetic 

concerns regarding telecommunication towers and 

antennas. 

Telecommunication 

regulations developed, 

maintained and 

applied. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies, except Policies 9.1 and 9.2, were implemented and contributed to achieving the 
objective. Policies 9.3 and 9.4 were implemented and need to be revised, while policies 9.5 through 
9.11 should be maintained. 
 
For a number of reasons, including staff time constraints, Policy 9.1 was not adopted. That policy is 
important, and should be revised with a new target date of 2012. By that time, county staff will 
provide design guidelines for county adoption. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, Policy 9.2 has been partially implemented, with 
enhanced landscaping provided within some county owned rights-of-way. While the county 
continues to implement this policy, inclusion of landscaping in rights-of-way is challenging because 
landscaping requires maintenance and increases costs to the county. These expenditures become 
difficult to justify in times of increasing costs and a decreasing tax base. Therefore, Policy 9.2 should 
be revised to specify the entryways or circumstances under which the county will install landscaping 
within road rights-of-ways. These landscaping efforts should focus on roadways, such as US 
Highway 1, SR 60, CR 510, CR 512, and 66th Avenue, that function as gateways into the county or 
major arterials running through the county. 
  
Policy 9.3 was implemented, but should be revised to change the target date and should be revised to 
indicate that the county shall maintain its corridor plans.   
 
New Policies 
 
• To improve the aesthetic quality of new commercial development, particularly in non-

corridor designated areas, new policies are needed. These policies should address 
implementing corridor requirements, such as foundation landscaping, building color, pitched 
roof, sign, screening, and lighting standards, on a countywide basis. 
 

• To control the visual clutter created by temporary signs, the county should adopt a policy 
establishing where temporary signs are to be allowed, limits on the number of temporary 
signs, and limitations on the duration that temporary signs may be posted. 
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• Since 1996, the county’s landscape requirements have been modified on several occasions, 
most recently in 2007. Generally, the modifications have increased the vegetation 
requirements for all development projects. While no overhaul to the county’s landscape 
requirements is needed, some minor adjustments may be necessary. One action the county 
should take would be to modify foundation canopy tree requirements to allow greater use of 
palm trees next to buildings. 
 

• To combat monotony in single-family residential developments, the county should adopt a 
new policy requiring design guidelines for certain types of new residential development. In 
particular, design guidelines could be required of all new planned developments. Such guidelines 
would need to address garage placement and scale, frequency of use for a model within the same 
subdivision, building materials (façade and roof), building massing, and architectural details that 
relate to articulation. In addition, the county can adopt policies that deemphasize garages by 
encouraging recessed garages, side-loading garages, detached garages, and mid-block alleys for 
automobile access. Deemphasizing garages can also be accomplished by restricting garages that 
protrude toward the street and limiting garage widths to a percentage of house width along a 
façade facing a street. 
 

• For residential development, current development regulations emphasize landscaping along 
project perimeters. County policies need to be developed that emphasize landscaped open 
space areas accessible to all project residents as opposed to requiring perimeter buffers 
between similar residential uses. 

 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policies, 
Objective 9 will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 10:  Nonconforming Uses 
 
With the exception of legally established nonconformities, all new development in Indian River 
County will be consistent with the future land use map. 
 
MEASURE - THE NUMBER OF NEW DEVELOPMENTS THAT ARE INCONSISTENT WITH 
THE FUTURE LAND USE MAP. 
 
All new developments approved by the county between 1995 and 2008 were consistent with the 
county’s Future Land Use Map designations. Objective 10 was achieved. This objective should be 
maintained. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

10.1)  County LDRs shall allow legally established 

non-conforming uses to continue until ceased.  

When a non-conforming use has ceased, it can be 

replaced only with a conforming use. 

LDRs adopted (Ch. 904), 

no amortization procedures; 

legally established non-

conforming uses may 

continue until ceased; all 

new dev. must conform. 

X  X   X Maintain 

10.2)  The county shall permit the development of 

non-conforming lots of record established prior to 

July 17, 1985 to allow for the reasonable use of such 

properties.  Provisions of this policy shall not apply 

to plats of reclamation, except when non-

conforming parcels have been transferred by deed 

prior to February 13, 1990. 

LDRs maintained, 

maintained 

X  X  X  Revise to state that the county 

shall permit the development 

of all non-conforming lots of 

record legally created under 

regulations in effect at the time 

that the lot was created. 

 
The policies under Objective 10 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. As 
structured, Policy 10.1 reflects an ongoing activity and should be maintained, while Policy 10.2 
should be revised to state that the county shall permit the development of all nonconforming lots of 
record legally created under regulations in effect at the time that the lot was created. Removing the 
date reference recognizes that the county’s regulations have changed at various times and that it is 
not necessary to list those dates. 
 
New Policies 
 
• Generally, nonconforming uses are permitted to continue operation unless abandoned for a 

period exceeding one year. Because adjacent property owners are often affected by a 
nonconforming use, the county should adopt a new policy requiring that adjacent property 
owners be notified whenever a staff determination is made regarding the status of a non-
residential nonconforming use. 
 

• One other new policy is needed to address a nonconforming situation created by the 1990 
adoption of the county’s Future Land Use Map. When the map was adopted and the entire south 
barrier island was designated L-1 (3 units/acre), the map did not address multi-family portions of 
The Moorings where densities exceed L-1’s 3 unit/acre maximum. Consequently, some portions 
of The Moorings are zoned RM-10, but are designated L-1 on the Future Land Use Map. 
Because RM-10 is not a zoning district permitted within the L-1 future land use category, the 
county should adopt a new policy that expressly allows the existing RM-10 zoning inside The 
Moorings. 

 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policies, 
Objective 10 will continue to be achieved. 
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OBJECTIVE 11:  Blighted Areas 
 
By 2004, Indian River County will have taken action to encourage redevelopment in at least 
three blighted areas. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF BLIGHTED AREAS REDEVELOPED. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the county has utilized CDBG funds to provide water 
services to several neighborhoods in the Wabasso area.  Through the county’s affordable housing 
program, several hundred units within the county were rehabilitated.  The county has also 
coordinated with the Worldchangers program to clean up and improve several neighborhoods.  
Through these various county programs and projects, a total of four separate areas were improved; 
those areas were Fellsmere, Gifford, Oslo, and Wabasso. 
 
Objective 11 was achieved. 
 
Objective 11 should be modified to change the objective’s target date from 2004 to 2016. This 
recognizes that there is still work to be done to encourage redevelopment in blighted areas in the 
county.  
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to 

Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

11.1) By 2000, the county shall develop guidelines 

and regulations to designate areas in need of  

redevelopment 

No guidelines developed  X X  X  Revise; change target 

date 

11.2) Within one year of designating a redevelopment 

area, the county shall undertake a study to determine 

the needs and deficiencies as well as remedies and 

solutions for those areas. 

No redevelopment areas 

designated 

 X  X X  Maintain 

11.3) IRC shall enforce the provisions of the PRO 

zoning district. 

PRO zoning district maintained 

and applied as needed, although 

LDRs need to be revised to limit 

application of the PRO district 

solely to redevelopment  areas 

X  X  X  Maintain 

11.4) The county shall encourage the development, 

redevelopment and upgrading of undeveloped and 

underdeveloped subdivisions. 

Various techniques and grants 

used to improve neighborhoods 

X  X  X  Maintain 

11.5) By 2005, the county shall update its housing 

survey of the county. 

No new housing survey  X  X X  Delete 

11.6) The county shall maintain a vigorous code Vigorous code enforcement X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to 

Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

enforcement program operating in all areas of the 

county. 

program operating countywide. 

 
All policies under Objective 11, except for Policies 11.1, 11.2, and 11.5, were implemented and 
contributed to meeting the objective. 
 
While Policy 11.1 was not implemented in the last planning period due to lack of staff time, it is 
anticipated that this policy can be implemented by 2012. Therefore, Policy 11.1 should be updated 
with a new target year of 2012. Policy 11.2 should be maintained and can be accomplished after 
Policy 11.1 is completed. 
 
Policy 11.5 should be deleted because housing surveys are time consuming and not effective. 
Generally, housing surveys focus on the exterior of houses and do not consider the interiors; 
consequently, housing surveys generally provide inadequate information. 
 
While Policy 11.3 has been implemented, the county’s development regulations need to be modified 
to reflect that the purpose of the PRO district is to facilitate redevelopment in blighted areas. 
Currently, the county’s land development regulations do not limit the application of the PRO district 
solely to blighted areas. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 11, with the revisions and deletion as identified, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 12:  Coordinated Planning 
 
All development in Indian River County will be consistent with the resource planning and 
management activities of the state, and with approved management plans including the 
Hutchinson Island Management Plan. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF NEW DEVELOPMENTS THAT ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE 
HUTCHINSON ISLAND MANAGEMENT PLAN (HIMP)  
 
All new development projects approved on the barrier island between 1995 and 2008 were 
consistent with the HIMP. 
 
Objective 12 was achieved. 
 
This objective should be maintained. 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to 

Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, Deleted, or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

12.1) All new developments on the unincorporated 

barrier island will be consistent with HIMP 

All new developments in barrier 

island are consistent with HIMP 

X  X  X  Maintain 

12.2) Through CIE consider impact of new 

development on hurricane evaluation time and need 

for Corridor Improvement which reduces hurricane 

evacuation time. 

Hurricane evacuation time 

considered 

X  X  X  Maintain 

12.3) IRC in its LDRs shall include a mechanism to 

assess the impact of new development on emergency 

evacuation. 

LDRs maintained, implemented X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 12 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  These 
policies should be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 12 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are 
needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 13:  Local Planning 
 
By 2005, the county will have a formal coordination mechanism with other federal, state, 
regional, and local governments and agencies for land use planning activities, provision of 
facilities and services, and funding and implementation of programs. 
 
MEASURE - EXISTENCE OF INTERLOCAL AGREEMENTS. 
 
There are various interlocal agreements that exist between the county, school board, and 
municipalities that deal with such issues as provision of water, sewer, and electrical utilities, 
provision of public schools, and collection of impact fees. There are also various formal agreements 
with state agencies related to environmental protection and transportation. One example of an 
interlocal agreement involves the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). 
That organization was formed in 1993 and consists of representatives from each of the county's local 
governments. The MPO is the transportation planning agency for the county. 
 
Objective 13 was partially achieved. 
 
Intergovernmental coordination is an important aspect of planning in Florida. For that reason, this 
objective should be retained. The objective, however, should be revised to change the target date to 
2015.   
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, 

or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

13.1) The county shall  ensure that land development 

activities, development orders and permits, and 

rezonings are coordinated as may be appropriate with 

the municipalities of the county, adjacent counties, 

regional and special districts, and state & federal 

agencies. 

Coordination mechanism is 

in place and used as needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

13.2) The county shall coordinate with municipalities 

to ensure that future annexation will not create 

enclaves. 

No coordination with 

municipalities.   

 X X  X  Maintain 

13.3) By 1999, the county shall encourage 

municipalities to identify potential areas for 

annexation. 

Potential annexation areas 

not identified by 1999. 

X   X X  Revise target date 

and revise to state 

that the county and 

municipalities will 

formally establish 

future annexation 

boundaries 

13.4) By 2000, the county shall inventory parcels, 

owners, and existing uses of enclaves. 

Uses of enclave areas 

identified. 

X  X  X  Delete 

13.5) By 2002, the county shall notify enclave 

landowners of annexation procedures. 

Owners were not notified of 

procedure. 

 X  X X  Delete 

13.6) The county shall prepare an annual report on 

enclave annexation results. 

No annual reports prepared.  X  X X  Delete 

 
All policies under Objective 13, except for Policies 13.2, 13.3, 13.5, and 13.6, were implemented, 
and contributed to meeting the objective. While Policies 13.1 and 13.2 should be maintained as 
structured, Policy 13.3 should be revised to set a new target date and to state that the county and the 
municipalities within the county will formally establish future municipal annexation boundaries. 
Policies 13.4, 13.5, and 13.6 should be deleted.   
 
Policies 13.2 and 13.3 were not implemented because, until recently, there has not been agreement 
among the municipalities and the county that identification of future annexation areas is necessary or 
desirable. Policies 13.5 and 13.6 were not implemented because encouraging enclave property 
owners to annex should be a municipal responsibility. With respect to Policy 13.6, that policy was 
not implemented because a report on the number of enclave properties was not needed due to the 
limited number of properties and the fact that enclave properties are shown on the Future Land Use 
Map. 
 
New Policy 
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Although there are various existing interlocal agreements between the county and municipalities, 
additional agreements will be necessary in the future. Therefore, the county should adopt a policy 
promoting the use of interlocal agreements between the county and municipalities to address 
maintenance of established level of service standards, extra-jurisdictional developmental impacts, 
upfront coordination on land use amendments and rezonings, and establishment of a dispute 
resolution process. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies, with the proposed revisions and the addition of 
the proposed new policy, Objective 13 will be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 14:  Plan Amendment Review 
 
Indian River County will have a mechanism for review and amendment of the comprehensive 
plan. 
 
MEASURE - THE EXISTENCE OF PLAN AMENDMENT REVIEW GUIDELINES. 
 
Plan amendment review guidelines were formally adopted by the Board of County Commissioners. 
Those guidelines are contained within Chapter 800 of the land development regulations. 
 
Objective 14 was achieved. 
 
By having a mechanism for plan review and amendment, the county ensures that the plan will 
remain stable, yet flexible enough to change as circumstances change, or as new data become 
available.  For that reason, Objective 14 should be retained. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, 

or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

14.1) The county shall provide for the amendment of 

the Comprehensive Plan in accordance with State 

Law.  Applications to amend the comprehensive plan 

will be accepted in January and July of each year. 

Application forms 

maintained & available. 

Plan amendments meet 

state requirements. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

14.2) Applications proposing amendments to the 

comprehensive plan or future land use map shall be 

evaluated to consider consistency with the Goals, 

Objectives and Policies of all elements, impact on 

public facilities, environmental impacts, and 

compatibilities. 

Review process maintained; 

 and applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

14.3) The county shall approve plan amendments 

only upon a showing that one of the following criteria 

has been met: 

 

Criteria required for plan 

amendment; contained in 

Land Development 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, 

or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

• The proposed amendment will correct an oversight 

in the approved plan. 

• The proposed amendment will correct a mistake in 

the approved plan. 

• The proposed amendment is warranted based on a 

substantial change in circumstances affecting the 

subject property. 

• Swap of land use designation. 

 

Regulation Chapter 800 

14.4) Requesting written statement from applicant 

addressing review criteria on policy 14.2. 

Comprehensive plan 

amendment applicants 

prepare written statements 

addressing review criteria 

X  X  X  Maintain 

14.5) Utilize small scale amendment process. Small scale  amendment 

process utilized 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 14 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  These 
policies should be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 14 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 15:  Protection of Private Property Rights 
 
Indian River County will have land development regulations that are consistent with the 
protection of private property rights. 
 
MEASURE - EXISTENCE OF REGULATIONS CONSISTENT WITH THE PROTECTION OF 
PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS. 
 
Indian River County adopted LDRs that are consistent with the protection of private property rights. 
 
Objective 15 was achieved. 
 
To assure the protection of private property rights, Objective 15 should be retained. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this Policy 

Contribute to 

Meeting the 

Objective? 

Was the Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should Policy be 

Maintained, 

Deleted, or 

Revised? 
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  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

15.1) The county will give due public notice to landowners 

of any proposal to rezone their land or change the land use 

designation. 

Notification letters 

mailed, advertisements in 

Press Journal made,  and 

agenda and agenda items 

are placed on the county 

website. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

15.2) The county will regulate the use of land only for a 

valid public purpose in a reasonable manner, in accordance 

with due process. 

Adopted LDRs ensure due 

process 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Both policies under Objective 15 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and 
should be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 15 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 16:  Protection of Indian River Lagoon 
 
Through 2020, the portion of the Indian River Lagoon within unincorporated Indian River 
County will have a Class II state water quality rating. 
 
MEASURE - THE STATE'S WATER QUALITY CLASSIFICATION FOR THE INDIAN RIVER 
LAGOON. 
 
According to the 2008 DEP Surface Water Quality standards report, Class II waters exist within the 
northern section of the Indian River Lagoon and within the extreme southern section of the Indian 
River Lagoon within Indian River County. The Indian River Lagoon from the North Relief Canal 
south to the northern tip of Round Island is designated as Class III. Class II is a designation that 
allows for shellfish propagation or harvesting, while Class III is a lower standard that allows for 
recreation, propagation and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of fish and 
wildlife. 
 
Although Objective 16 is not due until 2020, it is anticipated that a Class II water quality standard 
can be achieved within the entire unincorporated portions of the Indian River Lagoon by 2020 due to 
several recently completed water improvement projects and a stormwater improvement project 
under construction on the county’s main relief canal.  
 
This is an appropriate objective, and progress is being made toward its achievement. This objective 
should be maintained, although the target date should be extended through 2030. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 
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  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

16.1) County LDRs shall require an environmental impact 

analysis of development within conservation districts or lands 

abutting the Indian River or St. Sebastian River. 

LDRs maintained 

(Chapters 928, 929 and 

932) and applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

16.2) The county shall prohibit activity which alters, degrades 

or destructs coastal and estuarine resources except when 

necessary to prevent a public hazard or provide public benefits 

which exceed those lost as a result of such activity. 

LDRs maintained 

(Chapters 928 and 932) 

applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

16.3) The county shall continue to provide technical, monetary 

and political support to conservation programs aimed at land 

acquisition on the barrier island and in other coastal 

conservation areas. 

Support provided; 

Environmental Land in 

barrier island acquired. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

16.4) The county shall review all land use changes including 

zoning for consistency with policies set forth in the 

Conservation and Coastal Management Elements. 

Rezoning & land use 

amendment requests are 

reviewed for 

environmental impacts 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 16 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and should 
be maintained as structured. 
 
New Policy 
 
While existing policies have had some success in promoting the improvement of lagoon water 
quality, the county should adopt a new policy to promote the treatment of stormwater runoff that 
flows into the lagoon via facilities such as the Main Relief Canal filtration system and the Egret 
Marsh project. 
 
 Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies, with proposed revisions and the addition of the 
proposed new policy, Objective 16 will be achieved. 
  
OBJECTIVE 17:  Coastal Population Control 
 
During 1995-2020 time period, the county will have no increase in land use designation density 
or intensity within the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENTS INCREASING LAND 
USE DENSITY WITHIN CHHA. 
 
The gross residential density of the unincorporated portions of the barrier island is 1.8 dwelling 
units/acre, less than the maximum allowed by the comprehensive plan. No increase in density was 
approved in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) between 1995 and 2008. 
 
Objective 17 was achieved. 
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The intent of this objective, no increase in density on the barrier island to aid in hurricane 
evacuation, is appropriate and should be retained. The objective should be revised to extend until 
2030. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

17.1) The county shall not approve plan amendments that 

increase residential density in the Coastal High Hazard 

Area (CHHA). 

No increase density in 

CHHA allowed 

X   X X  Maintain 

17.2) The county shall support programs of land 

acquisition on the barrier island for natural resource 

preservation, recreation or both. 

Land acquired in CHHA X  X  X  Maintain 

17.3) The county shall limit densities in CHHA to ensure 

timely evacuation of the barrier island, 

The county does not 

allow increased density 

in CHHA. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

17.4) The county shall prohibit new development of 

ACLF, nursing homes, homes for the aged, total care 

facilities with CHHA. 

Development of ACLF, 

nursing homes, etc.,  not 

allowed in CHHA. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 17 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and should 
be maintained as structured. 
 
New Policy 
 
In 2006, the state legislature modified the definition of the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 
According to the 2006 legislation, each coastal jurisdiction must depict the CHHA boundary on 
its Future Land Use Map by July 1, 2008. At this time, there is a statewide effort to update the 
storm surge maps. When the updated storm surge maps become available, the county will need 
to modify the Future Land Use Map to depict the revised CHHA boundary. Therefore, the 
county should adopt a new policy requiring the CHHA boundary, as defined by state statutes, be 
based on the best available existing information and that the depiction of the CHHA boundary on 
the Future Land Use Map be updated as necessary. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policy, 
Objective 17 will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 18:  Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) Communities 
 
Between January 1, 1998 and January 1, 2010, ten percent of new residential development 
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(dwelling units) occurring in unincorporated Indian River County will be located in 
Traditional Neighborhood Design projects. 
 
MEASURE: PERCENTAGE OF NEW RESIDENTIAL UNITS LOCATED IN TND PROJECTS. 
 
There are two existing TND projects (Pointe West and Windsor) in the county. Since 1998, 683 
units have been built in Pointe West, while 136 units have been built in Windsor.  This represents 
only 4.7% of all of the units constructed in the unincorporated county since January 1, 1998.  
Although the due date for this objective is not until 2010, it appears that the objective will not be 
achieved. 
 
The objective is appropriate, and should be retained because TND projects reduce vehicular trips on 
county roads, mix uses, improve aesthetics, and preserve open space. Maintaining the 10% target 
appears reasonable considering that two additional TND projects (Liberty Park and Sunnyside Up), 
totaling 1,346 additional residential units, were recently proposed. The target date should be revised 
to January 1, 2020. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

18.1)  By January 1999, the county shall adopt land 

development regulations establishing a TND, Traditional 

Neighborhood Design zoning district.  Projects must 

meet requirements for TND. 

LDRs not adopted.  

However, comp plan 

policies were utilized. 

 X X  X  Revise for date and 

language 

18.2) The county shall provide incentives to develop 

TNDs within the urban service area. 

Incentives to develop 

TNDs provided 

X  X  X  Maintain 

18.3)   To facilitate TND project east of I-95 the county 

shall allow portions of TND projects to be located 

outside of the urban service area.  A minimum of 60% of 

the total project density shall be derived from the portion 

of the project located within the urban service area. 

Portion of Pointe West 

is outside USA 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Policy 18.1 was not fully implemented because a TND zoning district was not created. This, 
however, has not inhibited development of new TND projects because comprehensive plan policies 
allow for TNDs, and TNDs are approved as Planned Developments. Policy 18.1, however, needs to 
be maintained and implemented because the policy contributes to meeting the objective and can be 
accomplished by incorporating the substance of existing Policy 18.1 into the county’s land 
development regulations. 
 
Across the country, form-based codes are a tool now being used by communities to facilitate 
increased TND development. In Indian River County, a form-based Planned Development 
District, such as the Planned Mixed-Use Infill District adopted by Sarasota County in 2007, 
could be used to promote walkable, mixed-use development. Therefore, Policy 18.1 should be 
revised to specify that a form-based Planned Development District will be created. Because 
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form-based districts utilize TND principles, a form-based district would serve as the mechanism 
for establishing TND planned developments. Also, a form-based planned development district 
similar to that adopted by Sarasota County would provide the regulatory framework and design 
standards for establishing new TND districts in Indian River County. 
 
Policies 18.2 and 18.3 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and should be 
maintained as structured. 
 
New Policy 
 
To facilitate increased development of TND projects, the county will need to remove the 
impediments that make approval of TND projects more arduous than conventional development. 
As an initial step, the county should adopt a new policy permitting TND development as an 
allowable use in existing zoning districts. Within the urban service area, TND development 
would be allowed as an administrative permit use, which is a type of conditional use. As is the 
case for all administrative permit uses, specific design criteria will need to be established for 
TND development, addressing design aspects such as project scale, lot widths, setbacks, mix of 
uses, street layout, rear alleys, and building design.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the proposed new policies, 
Objective 18 will be achieved. 
  
OBJECTIVE 19:  Hazard Mitigation Report Recommendations 
 
Within one year of the issuance of a Hazard Mitigation Report by Indian River County or the 
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, any recommendations that identify land use 
conflicts or inconsistencies will have been implemented. 
 
MEASURE:  IMPLEMENTATION OF HAZARD MITIGATION REPORT 
 
The county’s Unified Local Mitigation Strategy is its Hazard Mitigation Report. The current version 
of that document was adopted in 2005, while the previous version was adopted in 1999.  Neither of 
those documents identifies specific land use conflicts or inconsistencies.  Those documents more 
generally identify activities, including the acquisition of land along the Indian River Lagoon and the 
revegetation of areas along the banks of Indian River Lagoon, that the county is already engaged in 
to protect property.   
 
Objective 19 was achieved and should be maintained. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

19.1)  Indian River County shall issue Hazard Mitigation 

Reports following natural or manmade hazardous 

incidents. 

Report issued as needed X  X  X  Maintain 

19.2) Following the issuance of any Hazardous 

Mitigation Reports, IRC shall review its comprehensive 

plan for consistency with the Hazard Mitigation Report. 

Done as needed X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under objective 19 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and should 
be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 19 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 20:  Dredged Spoil Disposal Sites 
 
By 2005, sufficient land for dredged spoil disposal will be available and appropriately 
designated in the county’s comprehensive plan. 
 
MEASURE: AMOUNT OF LAND AVAILABLE FOR AND APPROPRIATELY 
DESIGNATED FOR DREDGED SPOIL DISPOSAL 
 
Objective 20 was partially achieved. Between 1996 and 2000, the Florida Inland Navigation District 
(FIND) acquired approximately 273 acres at various locations along the Indian River Lagoon for the 
storage of material dredged from the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway. Formerly referred to as 
dredged spoil disposal sites, these sites are now known as dredged material management areas. 
Because these management areas are used only for the temporary storage of dredged material, 
sufficient land is available for FIND’s dredging activities on a permanent basis. As the management 
areas reach capacity in the future, FIND will remove dredged material using conventional truck 
hauling, thereby restoring capacity for future dredging activities. 
 
At this time, the management areas have not been redesignated to PUB, Public, on the county’s 
Future Land Use Map. The objective should be retained until the referenced dredged spoil disposal 
sites have been appropriately redesignated on the county’s comprehensive plan. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original 

policy appropriate? 

Should policy be 

maintained, deleted, or 

revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

20.1)  The county hereby adopts dredged spoil disposal 

site criteria.  

Criteria developed, 

applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

20.2) The county shall redesignate land that FIND has 

acquired for dredged spoil disposal to the PUB, Public 

Facilities, land use designation. 

Dredged spoil disposal 

sites not designated as 

PUB, Public, on the 

FLU Map 

 X X  X  Maintain 

 
Policy 20.1 under objective 20 was implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. Policy 
20.2 was not implemented. To implement that policy, county staff needs to coordinate with FIND to 
submit a comprehensive plan amendment application to redesignate its acquired dredged material 
management areas to PUB.  Both policies 20.1 and 20.2 should be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 20 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
 

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Future Land Use Element, with the proposed additions, deletions and 
revisions, are sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 

FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, text, and Goals, 
Objectives and Policies of the Future Land Use Element. Much of that update involves the inclusion 
of new data. 
 

ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
Tables 
 
All tables must be updated to reflect the most recent data: 
 
Figures 
 
All figures must be updated to reflect current conditions: 
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Text 
 
Major portions of the text of the Future Land Use Element must be revised with new data including 
existing conditions and projections. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Future Land Use Element are 
summarized below. 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1 ---- Revise date to 2030 and to state that the overall density of 
the unincorporated urban service area shall be 1.75 
units/acre. 

1 1.2 Revise the reference Map #. 

1 1.26 Delete the policy and replace with a policy requiring that the 
county’s PD regulations be revised to address 
interrelationships residential uses and commercial uses 
approved as part of a PD. 

1 1.34 

1 1.35 

Revise to address density and locational issues for new 
towns. 

1 1.38 Delete the policy. 

1 1.41 Revise to include additional descriptive criteria for IL and 
IG rezonings. 

1 New Add new policy to limit strip development along U.S. 
Highway 1. 

1 New Add new policy to prohibit the expansion of the SR 60/58th 
Avenue C/I node. 

1 New Add new policy to prohibit the expansion of the Roseland/ 
US Highway 1C/I node. 

1 New Add new policy allowing larger industrial uses in close 
proximity to the county’s I-95 interchanges. 

1 New Add new policy identifying areas where existing CH and IL 
zoning will be maintained. 

2 2.1 

2 2.2 

Revise language stating that the Urban Service Area is 
through the year 2030. 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

2 2.8 Revise to include new LOS standards from impact fee 
study. 

3 ---- Revise target date to 2030. 

3 New Add new policy promoting infrastructure improvements in 
existing subdivisions with inadequate infrastructure, such as 
Vero Lake Estates. 

4 ---- Revise target date to 2030 and to state that automobile trips 
per capita and average trip length shall be maintained at or 
within 10% of 2005 levels. 

4 4.2 Revise the target date. 

4 4.3 Revise the target date. 

4 4.4 Revise the target date. 

4 New Add new policies to limit construction of dead-end streets, 
and to require interconnections between adjacent 
neighborhoods. 

4 New Add new policy to consider jobs-housing balance when 
reviewing proposed land use changes. 

4 New Add new policy requiring the county to address traffic-
calming standards. 

4 New Add new policy regarding the construction of sidewalks. 

5 ---- Revise target date to 2030 and to state that 25% of all 
housing units shall be located within multi-family or TND 
projects. 

5 5.1 Revise to indicate that county shall maintain its LDRs. 

5 5.5 Revise target date. 

5 5.8 Revise to specify that agricultural PD’s must incorporate 
at least 50% of a project’s area as common open space. 

5 New Add new policy allowing commercial areas within mixed-
use PDs to front upon thoroughfare roads. 

6 ---- Revise the target and target date. 

6 6.4 Revise to require buffers for residential projects along USA. 

6 6.5 Revise to require a prohibition of Asian Citrus Psyllid host 
plants. 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

6 New Add new policy limiting affidavit of exemption projects to 8 
lots or less. 

6 New Add new policy requiring the removal of dead citrus trees in 
abandoned citrus groves. 

6 New Add policy designating mining operations as a special 
exception use in agricultural areas. 

6 New Add new policy allowing transfer of development rights 
for agriculturally-designated land. 

6 New Add new policy allowing biofuel processing plants as an 
accessory agricultural use. 

6 New Add new policy promoting the construction of reservoirs in 
agricultural areas for stormwater attenuation. 

7 ---- Revise the target and target date. 

8 ---- Revise the target date. 

8 New Add new policy requiring periodic updates of the county’s 
historic properties survey. 

9 ---- Revise to require adoption of aesthetic regulations for all 
non-single family residential uses. 

9 9.1 Revise the date. 

9 9.2 Revise the target date and to specify roadways that should 
receive landscaping. 

9 9.3 Revise to eliminate target date and state that the county will 
maintain the corridor plans. 

9 9.4 Revise to remove date. 

9 New Add new policy to expand some corridor standards 
countywide. 

9 New Add new policy regulating temporary signs. 

9 New Add new policy that modifies foundation canopy tree 
requirements to allow greater use of palm trees next to 
buildings. 

9 New Add new policy that requires architectural design guideline 
for certain types of single-family development, such as PDs. 

9 New Add new policy that emphasizes landscaped open space 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 106 
 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 
areas accessible to all project residents as opposed to 
requiring perimeter buffers between similar residential 
uses 

10 10.2 Revise language regarding nonconforming lots of record. 

10 New Add new policy requiring notification of adjacent property 
owners regarding staff determinations involving existing 
nonconforming uses. 

10 New Add new policy regarding RM-10 section of The Moorings 

11 ---- Revise the target date. 

11 11.1 Revise the target date. 

11 11.5 Delete the policy. 

13 ---- Revise the target date. 

13 13.3 Revise the target date and language regarding municipal 
annexations. 

13 13.4 Delete the policy. 

13 13.5 Delete the policy. 

13 13.6 Delete the policy. 

13 New Add new policy promoting use of interlocal agreements 
regarding certain issues. 

16 New Add new policy that promotes the treatment of stormwater 
runoff that flows into the lagoon via facilities such as the 
Main Relief Canal filtration system and the Egret Marsh 
project. 

17 New Add new policy requiring depiction of the new CHHA 
boundary on the Future Land Use Map. 

18 ---- Revise the date. 

18 18.1 Revised target date and to specify establishment of a form-
based PD district for TND development. 

18 New Add new policy allowing TND development as a 
conditional use in conventional zoning districts. 
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Appendix A 

 
Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report 

Conditions at the Time of Last Major Update (1998) and Existing Conditions (2008) 
Element: Future Land Use 

 
 

 
DATA ELEMENT 

 
1998 CONDITIONS 

 
2008 CONDITIONS 

Total Land Area 314,973   acres 314,973  acres 

Municipalities 24,083     “ 48,888     “ 

Unincorporated Land Area 290,890     “ 266,085     “ 

Residential 34,306     “ 32,761     “ 

BCID, Blue Cypress 
Improvement District (up to 10 
units/acre) 

20     “ 20     “ 

L-1, Low Density Residential 
(up to 3 units/acre) 

12,427     “ 11,802     “ 

L-2, Low Density Residential 
(up to 6 units/acre) 

13,606     “ 13,217     “ 

M-1, Medium Density 
Residential (up to 8 units/acre) 

5,484     “ 4,691     “ 

M-2, Medium Density 
Residential (up to 10 units/acre) 

1,824     “ 1,711     “ 

R, Rural Residential (up to 1 
unit/acre) 

946     “ 511     “ 

T, Transitional (up to 1-3 
units/acre) 

NA 29     “ 

MHRP, Mobile Home Rental 
Park (up to 8 units/acre) 

NA 780     “ 

Commercial and Industrial 5,788     “ 5,235     “ 

RC, Regional Commercial 165     “ 165     “ 

C/I, Commercial/Industrial 5,624     “ 5,070     “ 

Agricultural  172,103     “ 136,896     “ 

  A-1, Agriculture-1 (up to 1 
unit/5 acres) 

33,181     “ 28,101     “ 

  A-2, Agriculture-2 (up to 1 
unit/5 acres) 

89,712     “ 60,545     “ 

  A-3, Agricultural-3 (up to 1 
unit/10 acres) 

49,210     “ 48,250     “ 

REC, Recreation (0 density) 1,284     “ 1,283     “ 

Conservation 76,805     “ 89,188     “ 
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DATA ELEMENT 

 
1998 CONDITIONS 

 
2008 CONDITIONS 

C-1, Conservation-1 (publicly 
owned or controlled 
conservation area) (0 density) 

74,853     “ 87,418     “ 

C-2, Conservation-2 (privately 
owned estuarine wetlands) area) 
(1unit/40 acres) 

1,594     “ 1,412     “ 

C-3, Conservation-3 (privately 
owned xeric scrub conservation 
area) (1 unit/2.5 acres) 

358     “ 358     “ 

PUB, Public Facilities 604     “ 722     “ 

Vacant Land 21,270     “ 15,557     “ 

Residential 18,220     “ 13,068     “ 

Commercial, Industrial, or Other 3,050     “ 2,489     “ 

Density of the unincorporated 
portions of the Urban Service Area 

0.6 dwelling units/acre 1.23 dwelling units/acre 

Average comprehensive plan 
maximum density designation for the 
unincorporated part of the Urban 
Service Area 

5.31 dwelling units/acre 5.38 dwelling units/acre 

Existing Land Use Map  Figure 2.3 Changes: See new Figure 2.3 

Natural Resources Maps   

Public Potable Water Wells See map attached Changes: See new map attached 

Beaches & Shores Including 
Estuarine Systems 

  

Floodplains Figure 2.18 No changes: See same Figure 2.18 

Wetlands Figure 2.25 No changes: See same Figure 2.25 

Minerals and Soils Figures 2.14 and 2.24 No changes: see same Figures 2.14 
and 2.24 

Surrounding Land Uses   

Brevard Agriculture, large lot subdivisions, 
mobile home park, conservation 

Agriculture, large lot subdivisions, 
mobile home park, conservation 

Osceola Agriculture, high commercial, 
residences 

Agriculture, high commercial, 
residences 

Okeechobee Agriculture Agriculture 

St. Lucie Agriculture west of I-95, residential 
east of I-95 

Agriculture west of I-95, 
residential east of I-95 

Vero Beach Residential, airport, Dodgertown, 
agriculture, cemetery, power plant 

Residential, commercial, airport, 
former Dodgertown site, 
agriculture, cemetery, power plant 

Sebastian Residential, commercial along US 
1, airport 

Residential, commercial, airport 
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DATA ELEMENT 

 
1998 CONDITIONS 

 
2008 CONDITIONS 

Fellsmere Residential and commercial Residential, commercial, 
agricultural 

Indian River Shores Residential Residential 

Orchid Citrus groves, residential Residential 

Areas of Critical State Concern None  

Availability of Facilities & Services 
to serve Existing Land Uses 

  

Roads Adequate Adequate 

Parks & Recreation Adequate Adequate 

Solid Waste Adequate Adequate 

Potable Water Adequate capacity, significantly 
expanded availability 

Adequate capacity, significantly 
expanded availability 

Sanitary Sewer Adequate capacity, expanded 
availability 

Adequate capacity, expanded 
availability 

Drainage Adequate design and capacity, 
maintenance problems with some 
older subdivisions, some water 
quality problems, new development 
meets higher standards 

Adequate design and capacity, 
maintenance problems with some 
older subdivisions, some water 
quality problems, new 
development meets higher 
standards 

Need for redevelopment Outside the municipalities the need 
for redevelopment is most evident 
in Gifford, West Wabasso, and 
Oslo 

24 homes in the Gifford area 
completed under state funded 
CDBG Housing redevelopment 
program. SHIP program 
addressing homes in West 
Wabasso and Oslo. CDBG 
program is being established for 
Potable water in Wabasso area 

Development in Flood Prone Areas   

West County Agricultural and Commercial Agricultural and Commercial 

Fellsmere Residential Residential 

CR 512/I-95 node Commercial Commercial 

Portions of Vero Lake Estates Residential Residential 

Pine Tree Park subdivision Residential Residential 

Along the Indian River Lagoon Residential Residential 
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Attachment 1 – Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

 

 

VISION STATEMENT 
 

To maintain and promote the “Small Town Character” of Indian River County as 
a low density, low rise and “green” county, while providing for a variety of 
housing and transportation choices.” 

 
The goals, objectives, and policies are the most important parts of each comprehensive plan 
element.  This section identifies the future land use element goals, objectives, and policies.   This 
plan uses the following definitions of a goal, an objective, and a policy. 
 
Goal: Long term end toward which programs or activities are directed. 
 
Objective: A specific, measurable, intermediate end that is achievable and marks progress 
toward a goal. 
 
Policy: The course of action or way in which programs and activities are conducted to achieve an 
identified goal or objective. 
 
FUTURE LAND USE ELEMENT GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL 
 
Land development in Indian River County will occur in an orderly and controlled manner 
which ensures balanced growth that optimizes the potential for economic development, 
provides for the efficient use of facilities and services and ensures the protection of the 
county's rich and varied environmental resources. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1: Compact, Low-Density Development 
 
Indian River County will have an efficient and compact land use pattern; an overall low 
density character; and adequate land for utility facilities necessary to support 
development.  By 2020, the overall residential density of the unincorporated portions of 
Indian River County, within the Urban Service Area, will be between 0.60 units/acre and 
0.88 units/acre. 
 
Policy 1.1:  Indian River County hereby adopts the Future Land Use goal, objectives, policies as 
well as Figures 2.8, 2.17, 2.19, 2.20, 2.21, 2.22, 2.23, 2.25, 2.27, and 2.29; and The Official 
Future Land Use Map. 
 

Policy 1.2:  Indian River County hereby adopts the following land use designations to be 
depicted on the Future Land Use Map: 
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C-1, Conservation-1 (zero density) 
C-2, Conservation-2 (up to 1 unit/40 acres) 

C-3, Conservation-3 (up to 1 unit/2� acres) 
AG-1, Agriculture-1 (up to 1 unit/5 acres) 
AG-2, Agriculture-2 (up to 1 unit/10 acres) 
AG-3, Agriculture-3 (up to 1 unit/20 acres) 
R, Rural Residential (up to 1 unit/acre) 

T, Transitional Residential (up to 1 unit/acre; or up to 3 

units/acre for Planned Development Projects) 

L-1, Low-Density Residential-1 (up to 3 units/acre) 
L-2, Low-Density Residential-2 (up to 6 units/acre) 
M-1, Medium-Density Residential-1 (up to 8 units/acre) 
M-2, Medium-Density Residential-2 (up to 10 unit/acre) 
BCID, Blue Cypress Improvement District (up to 10 unit/acre) 
C/I, Commercial/Industrial 
RC, Regional Commercial 
PUB, Public Facilities 
REC, Recreation 
Mixed Use (floating land use designation; not depicted on the future land use map) 

 
Policy 1.3:  Indian River County shall maintain, periodically review, and revise if necessary, its 
various zoning districts (including special districts) and overlay districts as may be warranted to 
ensure the implementation of the comprehensive plan.  The zoning districts shall be based on the 
comprehensive plan and shall directly govern specific land uses, lot area, building type, and size 
and dimension criteria. 
 
Additionally, Indian River County shall maintain, periodically review, revise if necessary, and 
enforce land development regulations.  Those land development regulations shall be the primary 
mechanism through which the county shall implement the Comprehensive Plan.  The criteria and 
standards established in the various elements of the comprehensive plan shall be the basis for the 
land development regulations.  Those regulations shall include, but not be limited to, provisions 
for: 
 
• The use of land and water consistent with the Future Land Use Map and the 

Comprehensive Plan; 
• The subdivision of land; 
• The use of areas subject to periodic flooding and the provision of adequate drainage and 

stormwater protection; 
• The protection of potable water wellfields; 
• The protection of environmentally sensitive lands; 
• The regulation of signage, landscaping and other aesthetic controls; 
• The provision of safe on-site and off-site traffic circulation and adequate parking; and 
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• The review of all development applications and modifications to ensure that all 
provisions of the Comprehensive Plan are enforced. 

 

Policy 1.4: Indian River County’s land development regulations shall, through various means, 
ensure that adjacent land uses are compatible.  Those means shall include, but not be limited to, 
use of the following: 
 
• vegetative buffers; 
• setbacks; 
• open space; 
• physical separation; 
• regulation of lighting; 
• regulation of hours of operation; and 
• regulation of access. 

 
Policy 1.5:  The Conservation Land Use designations shall be applied to those areas which 
contain or possess lands with qualities and features which play a vital or essential role in the 
normal functioning of the county’s ecosystems and have been so identified in the conservation 
element or merit preservation as vestiges of once common county ecosystems. 
 
Policy 1.6:  Development of conservation designated land shall be limited to the following: 
 
C-1, Conservation-1 (Publicly owned or controlled conservation areas) 

Conservation Uses 
Passive Recreational Uses 

• including, but not limited to, nature centers and trails, hiking trails, canoe 
launches, observation towers, scenic areas, wildlife sanctuaries, wildlife 
feeding stations, hunter education centers (including shooting ranges), 
picnic areas, bathrooms, and parking areas 

• up to 0.25 FAR 
 
C-1 designated parcels shall be specifically depicted on the future land use map.  C-1 designated 
parcels include but are not limited to land owned by the St. Johns River Water Management 
District for its Upper Basin Project, publicly owned spoil islands in the Indian River Lagoon, and 
other environmentally important land owned or controlled by public entities for conservation 
purposes. 
 
• Lots created through the PD process shall not exceed one acre in size and shall be 

clustered, with the remainder of the area designated as open space; 
 
• Open space areas shall be retained as natural areas; however, up to ten percent of the 

open space in C-3 designated areas may be used for passive recreation (including nature 
centers and trails, scenic areas, wildlife sanctuaries and feeding stations, and picnic 
areas), and historical sites, as appropriate. 
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• Within C-3 designated areas, the total area of xeric scrub disturbed by a PD project shall 
not exceed 20% of the total xeric scrub area occurring on site. 

 
Policy 1.7:  Conservation land use designations shall be depicted on the future land use map.  
The exact boundaries of the C-2 and C-3 Conservation designated areas shall be determined by 
environmental survey.  With one exception, any area which is depicted as a C-2 (wetlands) area 
or  C-3 (upland xeric scrub) area on the Future Land Use Map, but which is determined by 
environmental survey not to be wetlands (as defined in the Conservation Element) or xeric 
uplands (as defined by the presence of xeric scrub vegetation and Orsino fine sand, 0 to 5 percent 
slopes, or Electra sand, 0 to 5 percent slopes) will have the same land use designation as the 
contiguous adjacent property. 
 
The exception applies to land located east of the St. Sebastian River and depicted as C-3 on the 
future land use map.  If determined by environmental survey not to be xeric uplands, then that 
land shall be designated R, Rural Residential (up to 1 unit/acre). 
 
All areas depicted as C-3 on the Future Land Use Map which have xeric scrub vegetation and 
Orsino fine or Electra sands will be deemed environmentally important, notwithstanding whether 
or not such areas meet the 5 acre minimum threshold for environmental importance established 
in Conservation Element Policy 6.11 for other districts in the county. 
 
The determination of the exact outer boundaries of C-2 or C-3 areas will be made by the county 
environmental planning staff based on verification of the vegetation and soils criteria referenced 
above, as applied to the environmental boundary survey conducted by the landowner/applicant or 
his agent at the time of application for any development permit (other than a comprehensive plan 
amendment or rezoning). 
 
The county environmental planning staff shall not make its determination of importance or 
sensitivity until after consultation with all appropriate local, state and federal agencies.  Such 
consultation shall be ongoing, as required for proper coordination, throughout the land 
development permit approval process. 
 

Policy 1.8: C-2 and C-3 designated lands shall be considered for public acquisition. 
 
Policy 1.9:  The Agricultural Land Use designations shall be applied to those areas of the county 
that have been traditionally used for agricultural purposes and are sufficiently removed from 
urban areas.  The Agricultural Land Use categories will ensure the continuation of the 
agriculture industry, protect agricultural lands from urban encroachment, and provide valuable 
green and open space. 
 
Policy 1.10:  Development of agriculturally designated lands shall be limited to the following: 
 

Agricultural Uses such as Farming, Groves, Range and Livestock Activities and Forestry 
Excavation Activities 
Agricultural Planned Developments consistent with Future Land Use Element Policy 5.8 
Single-Family Residential Uses 
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• Up to 1 unit/lot or parcel on legally established non-conforming lots or parcels of 
record, existing on October 1, 1990 

• up to 1 unit/5 acres in AG-1 designated areas 
• up to 1 unit/10 acres in AG-2 designated areas 
• up to 1 unit/20 acres in AG-3 designated areas 

Agricultural Research Uses 
Agriculturally Related Businesses 
Recreational Uses 
Public Facilities 
Institutional Uses 
Public Schools (Public schools shall be permitted on agriculturally designated lands only 

within mixed use projects and traditional neighborhood design projects, 
or on sites located outside of, but contiguous to, the urban service area 

                                      boundary.) 
 
 
Policy 1.11:  The Low-Density Residential Land Use designations shall be applied to those areas 
which are suitable for urban and suburban scale development.  Except for two areas that are 
adjacent to the City of Fellsmere, Low-Density Residential designated areas shall be limited to 
lands that are located within the urban service area and near existing urban centers. 
 
The two exceptions are the L-1 designated Homewood Subdivision generally located along the 
City of Fellsmere’s south boundary, and the L-2 designated Tropical Village Estates and 
Morningside Subdivisions located at the southeast corner of CR 512 and 130th Avenue. 
 
Policy 1.12:  Development in low-density residential areas shall be limited to the following: 
 

Single-Family Residential Uses 
up to 1 unit/acre in R designated areas 
up to 3 units/acre in L-1 designated areas 
up to 6 units/acre in L-2 designated areas 

Multiple-Family Residential Uses 
up to 3 units/acre in L-1 designated areas 
up to 6 units/acre in L-2 designated areas 

Recreational Uses 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Public Facilities 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Institutional Uses 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Schools (not including business and vocational schools) 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Excavation Activities (in R designated areas only) 
Agricultural Uses (as permitted in Future Land Use Element Policy 6.3) 
Professional Office Uses 

as permitted by Future Land Use Element Policy 1.31 
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up to 0.35 FAR 
 
The FAR of mixed use projects shall be calculated by assigning a portion of the total 
development area to each use.  The sum of the portions assigned to each use must equal the total 
development area.  An exception shall be allowed for accessory residential uses within primarily 
non-residential projects.  That exception shall allow the entire development area to be used to 
calculate the number of units allowed, without restricting the amount of development area 
available for calculating the maximum FAR for primary uses. 
 
Policy 1.13:  The Medium-Density Residential Land Use designations shall be applied to those 
areas which are suitable for urban scale development and intensities.  Those areas shall be 
limited to lands that are located within the urban service area and near existing urban centers. 
 
Policy 1.14: Development in medium-density residential areas shall be limited to the following: 
 

Single-Family, Multiple-Family, and Mobile Home Residential Uses  
up to 10 units/acre in M-2 designated areas 
up to 8 units/acre in M-1 designated areas 

Recreation Uses 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Public Facilities 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Institutional Uses 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Schools (not including business and vocational schools) 
up to 0.35 FAR 

Professional Office Uses 
as permitted by Future Land Use Element Policies 1.31 & 1.37 

  up to 0.35 FAR 
 
 
The FAR of mixed use projects shall be calculated by assigning a portion of the total 
development area to each use.  The sum of the portions assigned to each use must equal the total 
development area.  An exception shall be allowed for accessory residential uses within primarily 
non-residential projects.  That exception shall allow the entire development area to be used to 
calculate the number of units allowed, without restricting the amount of development area 
available for calculating the maximum FAR for primary uses. 
 
Policy 1.15:  The Commercial/Industrial Land Use designation shall be applied to those areas 
which are suitable for urban scale development and intensities.  Those areas shall be limited to 
lands that are located within the urban service area and near existing urban centers. 
 
Policy 1.16: Development in Commercial/Industrial designated areas shall be limited to the 
following: 
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USE MAXIMUM INTENSITY/DENSITY 

 
Retail Trade 

 
0.23 FAR 

 
Offices 

 
0.35 FAR 

 
Business and Personal Services 

 
0.35 FAR 

 
Residential 

 
8 units/acre 

 
Manufacturing 

 
0.50 FAR 

 
Assembly 

 
0.50 FAR 

 
Materials Processing 

 
0.50 FAR 

 
Heavy Repair Services 

 
0.50 FAR 

 
Wholesale Trade and Distribution Centers 

 
0.50 FAR 

 
Storage/Warehousing 

 
0.50 FAR 

 
Public Facilities 

 
0.35 FAR 

 
Recreational 

 
0.35 FAR 

 
Schools 

 
0.35 FAR 

 
Institutional 

 
0.35 FAR 

 
 
The Floor Area Ratio (FAR) in Commercial/Industrial designated areas shall not exceed the 
above cited limits.  The FAR is determined by dividing the gross floor area of all floors of all 
buildings on a development site by the area of that development site.  If there is a question 
concerning which FAR category applies to a particular use, then the applicable FAR category 
shall be the same category that applies to the use having the most similar characteristics to the 
use in question.  County staff shall determine which use has the most similar characteristics to 
the original use in question.  Factors used to make that determination shall include the type and 
volume of traffic generated, parking requirements, and the Standard Industrial Classification 
Code. 
 
The FAR of mixed use projects shall be calculated by assigning a portion of the total 
development area to each use.  The sum of the portions assigned to each use must equal the total 
development area.  An exception shall be allowed for accessory residential in 
Commercial/Industrial designated areas.  That exception shall allow the entire development area 
to be used to calculate the number of units allowed, without restricting the amount of 
development area available for calculating the maximum FAR for primary uses. 
 
Policy 1.17:  Land development regulations shall provide performance standards for 
commercial/industrial development which at a minimum address, but are not limited to, the 
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following: 
 

Land use compatibility, buffering and landscaping 
Access points, traffic controls, and parking 
Signage 
Gross floor area, impervious surface ratios 
Open space 
Character of an area 
Environmental impact 
 

Policy 1.18:  Commercial/Industrial designated areas shall be structured as nodes.  These nodes 
shall be located along roads with functional classifications appropriate  to the level of activity. 
 
Policy 1.19:  Indian River County recognizes that, because of the scale of the Future Land Use 
Map, the exact boundaries of Commercial/Industrial nodes delineated on the map may require 
interpretation in order to determine the exact land use designation of various parcels, lots, and 
tracts.  Therefore, when necessary, the following criteria shall be used to establish the location of 
a specific node boundary line on large-scale node boundary maps and on the county's zoning 
atlas: 
 
a. A node boundary line is subject to interpretation only when an inspection of the Future 

Land Use Map reveals that a boundary line does not obviously correspond to a major 
roadway right-of-way, canal, water body, section line, or corporate limit delineated on 
the Map. 

 
b. If the location of a node boundary line is subject to interpretation because it does not 

obviously correspond to a natural or man-made feature listed above, then the location of 
the boundary line shall be determined by the following criteria: 

 
1. If inspection of the Future Land Use Map and maps depicting lot, parcel or tract 

lines reveals that a node boundary line splits a lot, parcel or tract, and if the 
portion of the split lot, parcel or tract within the node is precluded from 
development, as permitted by the Future Land Use Map designation, because of 
such split, then the node boundary line shall be located to exclude the entire lot, 
parcel or tract from the node; or 

2. If inspection of the Future Land Use Map and maps depicting lot, parcel or tract 
lines reveals that a node boundary line splits a lot, parcel or tract, and if the 
portion of the split lot, parcel or tract outside the node is precluded from 
development, as permitted by the Future Land Use Map designation, because of 
such split, then the node boundary line may be extended up to 500 feet to 
incorporate the entire split lot, parcel or tract provided that no more than five 
additional acres are added to the node.  An extension of a node boundary line to 
include within the node an entire lot, parcel or tract that would otherwise be 
precluded from development if the boundary line were not extended shall be 
approved by the Board of County Commissioners upon recommendation by the 
Planning and Zoning Commission in conjunction with a rezoning of the affected 
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property.  To prevent repetitive extension of the boundary line, a node boundary 
line may be extended one time only and shall be permanently fixed and final 
unless changed by an approved plan amendment. 

 
c. Reference in this policy to the terms "parcel, lot or tract" shall not include any alterations 

to the property's tax parcel legal description that are made after February 13, 1990. 
 
Policy 1.20:  Node size shall be based on the intended use, service area population, existing land 
use pattern, and other demand characteristics. 
 
Policy 1.21:  Node configuration shall provide for the most efficient use of land, and of 
transportation and other public facilities and services, while eliminating sprawl and strip 
development. 
 
Policy 1.22: No node shall be expanded unless 70% of the subject node’s land area (less rights-
of-way) is developed with non-residential and non-agricultural uses, or approved for non-
residential and non-agricultural development, or otherwise warranted by the proposed 
development. 
 
Otherwise warranted may include but not be limited to the following: 
 
• Developed percentage of a node is between 60% and 70% and the node expansion meets 

one of the following criteria: 
 

o expansion of the node is necessary to accommodate the expansion of an existing 
use where there is not suitable vacant land adjacent to the use within the node, the 
land proposed for inclusion is owned or controlled by the owner of the site 
containing the use proposed for expansion, and a finding is made by the Board of 
County Commissioners that no other land in the node can feasibly accommodate the 
expansion of the referenced use, or 

o expansion of an existing node is necessary to adjust a node boundary that splits a 
small parcel of land and a finding is made by the Board of County Commissioners 
that development of the parcel is not feasible with the split land use designation and 
that inclusion of the parcel in the node is more appropriate than exclusion of the 
parcel from the node. 

 
• Expansion of a node is necessary to accommodate a use (such as a regional mall) which 

has a substantial land area requirement and no alternative suitable sites are available in 
existing nodes. 

 
• Expansion of a node is necessary to compensate for existing or proposed right-of-way 

which was included within the node boundary and included in the node size calculation, 
where the node expansion will not exceed the acreage represented by the right-of-way. 

 
• Expansion of a node is necessary to accommodate a substantial change in circumstances 

affecting a property adjacent to the node, where said change has had the effect of making 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 119 
 
 

the property unsuitable for residential use.  Such change could include establishment of 
an adjacent, incompatible use, or a significant change in adjacent development patterns 
due to an act of government such as road development and expansion. 

 
• Expansion of a node is necessary to include existing adjacent non-conforming 

commercial or industrial uses where a finding is made by the Board of County 
Commissioners that the non-conforming uses cannot be otherwise eliminated. 

 
• Expansion of a node is necessary to facilitate a swap of land use designations involving 

more than one node where all involved nodes impact the same public facilities and the 
swap will not increase the overall land use density or intensity depicted on the Future 
Land Use Map.  The total area added to any expanding node or nodes shall be equal to or 
less than the total area removed from any other involved node or nodes. 

 
• Expansion of a node is necessary to correct an oversight or a mistake in the plan affecting 

property that meets the following criteria: 
 

o the property is residentially designated; 
o the property was given a residential designation as a result of an oversight or a 

mistake; 
o the property is unsuitable for residential use; 
o the property is adjacent to a node; and 
o the property is no more than 10 acres in size. 

 
Policy 1.23:  Commercial/industrial nodes shall not be created or expanded to within 1 ½ � miles 
of an existing commercial/industrial node.  This policy shall apply only to commercial/industrial 
nodes that conformed to the 1 ½ mile requirement on December 31, 1997.  This policy shall not 
apply to neighborhood commercial nodes. 
 
Policy 1.24: The Board of County Commissioners may initiate a land use designation 
amendment to change C/I designated land to residential, provided that the following conditions 
exist: 
 
• The parcel has been redesignated to C/I, Commercial/Industrial, since comprehensive 

plan adoption on February 13, 1990; and 
 
• The parcel is currently designated C/I; and 
 
• More than two years have passed since approval of the ordinance redesignating the parcel 

to C/I; and 
 
• No construction activity has commenced on the parcel since approval of the ordinance 

redesignating the parcel to C/I. 
 
Such action will not conflict with current property rights laws, because all comprehensive plan 
amendments since 1990 designating property to C/I have been subject to this reverter condition. 
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Policy 1.25:  Node locations and estimated sizes shall be listed in Table 2.12. 
 
Policy 1.26:  In addition to Commercial/Industrial Nodes, the County shall also designate 
Neighborhood Commercial Nodes, not to exceed 5 acres, for limited retail and convenience 
uses.  New Neighborhood Nodes shall be no closer than 1 mile to existing commercial or 
neighborhood nodes.  Neighborhood Commercial Nodes are not shown on the Future Land Use 
Map.  The existence of a neighborhood node shall not prevent the expansion of an existing non-
neighborhood node. 
 
Policy 1.27:  The Regional Commercial land use designation shall be applied to regional malls 
and associated retail shopping centers designed to accommodate the needs of the retail market 
areas that extend beyond the boundaries of the county.  These developments will include one or 
more "magnet" retail stores that are branches of statewide, multiple-state, or national 
organizations and satellite stores integrated through a common plan of development approved 
through the Chapter 380, F.S., Development of Regional Impact process.  Sites will typically 
range in size from 90 to 150 acres to accommodate 750,000 to 1,500,000 gross square feet of 
leasable area (mall plus peripheral commercial) with a minimum open space ratio of 0.25, a 
maximum building coverage ratio of 0.40 and maximum impervious surface ratio of 0.75.  All 
Regional Commercial designated land shall be located within the urban service area. 
 
Policy 1.28:  The Public Facilities land use designation shall be applied to land used for public 
facilities and services including, but not limited, to government offices, service centers, public 
utilities and transportation facilities, schools, parks, libraries, police and fire stations, dredged 
spoil disposal, and landfills and related uses such as recycling equipment operations, composting 
facilities and operations, incineration of solid waste, borrow pit operations for fill material, 
industrial waste and leachate treatment and management, equipment storage and maintenance, 
and water and wastewater treatment facilities.  Not all public land uses are shown on the Future 
Land Use Map.  Public facilities are not limited to the Public Facilities Land Use designation.  
The maximum intensity standards established by Future Land Use Element Policy 1.16 
(commercial/industrial intensity standards) shall also apply to uses within the Public Facilities 
land use designation. 
 
Policy 1.29:  The Recreation land use designation shall be applied to land used for active and 
passive public parks and recreation facilities, including but not limited to ball fields, swimming 
pools, tennis courts, racquetball courts, handball courts, shuffleboard courts, basketball courts, 
volleyball courts, children’s playgrounds, golf courses, fairgrounds, community/activity centers, 
walking/jogging/fitness trails, canoe launches, picnic areas, scenic areas, nature centers, 
bathrooms, and parking areas.  Not all recreation sites are shown on the Future Land Use Map.  
Public parks and recreation facilities are not limited to this land use designation.  The maximum 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for development within the Recreation land use designation shall not 
exceed 0.25. 
 
Policy 1.30:  The Blue Cypress Improvement District (BCID) is a special land use designation 
that shall be applied to the existing Blue Cypress Fish Camp on the western shore of Blue 
Cypress Lake. 
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Development within this district shall be limited to single-family and mobile home residential 
uses and conditioned on the provisions outlined in Ordinance 85-55.  The BCID is not intended 
for expansion to adjacent or otherwise undeveloped property.  Densities in the BCID shall not 
exceed 10 units/acre. 
 
Policy 1.31:  The county zoning code shall contain provisions for a Professional Office District.  
That district shall be limited to land that is within the medium- and low-density residential land 
use designations and is located along arterial roadways.  The purpose of this zoning district shall 
be to encourage infill development and the redevelopment of blighted or declining residential 
areas which are no longer appropriate for strictly single-family use but are not considered 
appropriate for a broad range of commercial uses, as permitted in other commercial zoning 
districts. 
 
Policy 1.32:  Indian River County shall regulate the use of land in proximity to large scale public 
facilities such as airports and landfills in order to protect the facilities from encroachment by 
non-compatible uses and protect the public from any potentially hazardous impacts. 
 
Policy 1.33:  The county shall maintain a concurrency database which identifies areas with 
facility surpluses and deficiencies.  Development shall be directed to areas with adequate facility 
capacity through publication of this information and through implementation of the county's 
concurrency management system. 
 
Policy 1.34:  The new town land use designation shall be a floating zone which may be overlaid 
on any property with an agricultural land use designation (AG-1, AG-2, and AG-3).  Each new 
town designation shall be approved as a Planned Development (PD) and shall meet the 
requirements of Policy 1.35. 
 
No new town designation shall be approved except as an amendment to the Future Land Use 
Map of the Comprehensive Plan.  Such amendments shall identify the location of the district on 
the future land use map and shall update the plan's data and analysis section to reflect the 
population impacts of the district.  Compliance with all new town designation requirements shall 
indicate that a proposed new town district amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan 
and warrants approval: 
 
a. no new town district shall be established unless it meets the following minimum size 

requirements: 
 

BOUNDARY TO BOUNDARY 
DISTANCE FROM URBAN SERVICE AREA  MINIMUM SIZE 

 
* one mile or less     1200 acres 
* more than one mile but less than six miles  2400 acres 
* more than six miles     3600 acres 
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b. no new town district shall be established unless it is located on or has access to an arterial 
road 

 
c. no new town district shall be designated within 6 miles of an existing mixed use district 
 
d. no new town district shall be approved unless it is consistent with the Concurrency 

Management System 
 
e. no new town district shall be approved without a finding that the district, as approved, 

will have no adverse impact on natural resources 
 
f. no new town district shall be approved unless the project application is supported by 
sufficient data and analysis to justify the need for the project.  The need justification can be met 
by data and analysis which shows that the project's projected population together with the 
projected population of any other approved new town projects will not increase the county's 
residential allocation factor for the time horizon of the comprehensive plan. 
 
Policy 1.35:  The new town land use designation shall be established through the Planned 
Development (PD) process. For any land to receive the new town land use designation, a PD 
project must be approved which clusters residential and non-residential uses in a manner which 
protects agricultural and open space areas, protects natural resources, creates a self-sufficient 
community, minimizes off-site traffic, and does not increase urban sprawl. 
 
All new town projects shall be approved as Florida Quality Developments pursuant to Chapter 
380, F.S., and such designation shall require submittal and approval of a PD project having the 
following characteristics: 
 
a. The project shall have the following mixture of land uses: 
 

1. Residential areas; these are areas that provide for single-family low density, 
single-family medium density, and/or multiple-family medium density residential 
development. 

 
2. Shopping areas; these are areas that provide for the sale of goods and services to 

accommodate the residents of the project.  Allowed uses are retail commercial 
and personal services. 

 
3. Work areas; these are areas that provide work opportunities for the residents of 

the project.  Allowed uses are office uses and light industrial uses. 
 

4. Public facilities and institutional uses; these are areas which provide for public 
facilities, cultural facilities, and religious facilities as needed by the residents of 
the project. 

 
5. Recreational uses; these are areas which provide for active and passive 

recreational facilities as needed by the residents of the project. 
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6. Natural open spaces and agricultural areas; these are areas which will be 

preserved due to their environmental importance or will be used for active 
agricultural production. 

 
b. All residential and commercial/office uses shall be clustered. 
 
c. The gross residential density of the project may exceed the underlying agricultural 

maximum densities; however, the project density shall not exceed one unit/acre of gross 
project area. 

 
d. Uses within a new town PD shall be identified in the mixed use project application.  The 

land use mix shall be supported by data and analysis submitted by the applicant which 
shows that the proposed project will capture one hundred (100) percent of neighborhood, 
convenience, and community shopping trips and a minimum of fifty (50) percent of 
employment trips.  The following standards serve as a minimum criteria for mixed use 
project land use distribution. 

 
1. Commercial, personal services, office and light industrial use areas shall 

constitute at least five (5%) percent but not more than ten (10) percent of the 
entire PD area.  The floor area ratio of areas designated as shopping and working 
areas should be at least 0.10. 

 
2. Public facilities, including but not limited to water plants, sewer plants, schools, 

fire stations, and police stations, and public institutional use areas, should not 
exceed five (5) percent of the entire PD area. 

 
3. Residential use areas shall constitute at least fifteen (15) percent but not more 

than thirty-five (35) percent of the entire PD area. 
 
e. The following additional standards shall be met by any new town project application. 
 

1. At least thirteen (13) percent of the total housing units shall be affordable housing 
units.  A housing unit shall be considered affordable if it has a market value less 
than two (2) times 80% of the county’s annual household medium income, or it 
has a monthly rent less than one-twelfth (1/12) times 30% of 80% of the county’s 
annual household medium income.  The applicant shall provide sufficient data 
and analysis to justify the number and percentage of affordable housing units 
needed by his proposed project.  This amount of affordable housing shall then be 
provided within the project; however, the total amount of affordable housing shall 
in no case be less than thirteen (13) percent of the total number of housing units in 
the project. 

 
2. At least fifty (50) percent of the entire PD area shall be preserved as open space.  

Open space areas shall be retained as natural areas, used for agricultural purposes 
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or used for recreational purposes. 

 
3. Recreational uses shall be limited to less than twenty-five (25) percent of the 

designated open space, but shall not exceed twelve (12) percent of the entire PD 
area. 

 
 4. To ensure that all phases of the project develop as a viable new town development 

with a mixture of residential, shopping, working, recreational, and open space 
areas, various uses for each phase of the project shall be approved and developed 
in a proportional manner.  Commercial and personal service uses, office and light 
industrial uses and residential uses shall generally constitute the same percentage 
of area for each phase as they constitute in the project as a whole.  No more than 
twenty-five (25) percent of the proposed residential use development will be 
permitted until at least twenty-five (25) percent of the proposed commercial and 
personal service uses and office and light industrial uses occur. 

 
5. Each new town project shall be buffered from adjacent land uses.  At a minimum 

the following buffer requirement shall be met: 
 

i. A setback of at least eighty (80) feet with a type "B" buffer and a six foot 
opaque feature as set forth in Chapter 926, Landscaping and Buffering of 
the County Land Development Regulations, shall be provided along all 
project boundaries. 

 
ii. No commercial, personal services, office, or light industrial development 

shall be permitted closer than two hundred (200) feet from any arterial or 
collector roadway. 

 
f.  The project shall meet the Traditional Neighborhood Design standards of the Future Land 

Use Element Policy 18.1, for Street Networks, Centers, and Public Building subsections. 
 
Policy 1.36:  The county shall limit the use of the 101.8 acres of C/I designated property located 
at the northeast corner of SR 60 and 102nd Avenue to industrial uses only.  Those uses include 
an industrial park, light manufacturing and assembly, and distribution centers.  This policy shall 
be implemented through zoning and/or planned development requirements. 
 
Policy 1.37:  The county shall permit Planned Development zoned projects located on 
residentially designated land between 41st Street and 45th Street, and between US 1 and Indian 
River Boulevard to consist of a mix of office and residential uses.  No more than 20% of the 
project area shall be devoted to office uses. 
 
Policy 1.38: The county shall coordinate with the State Department of Environmental Protection 
to have approximately 120 acres of state owned land along 102nd Terrace and adjacent to the I-
95/CR 512 Commercial/Industrial Node declared surplus and transferred to the county.  At that 
time, both the node and the urban service area will be expanded to include the entire surplussed 
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property. 
 
Policy 1.39: The county shall encourage the school board to locate schools near urban residential 
areas.  The county will do this by allowing schools within all residential zoning districts; by 
coordinating with the school board to establish a process for preliminary county review of school 
sites before the school board acquires or leases property for a new school; and by limiting school 
sites within agriculturally designated areas to mixed use projects, traditional neighborhood 
design projects, and sites that are contiguous to the urban service area boundary. 
 
Policy 1.40:  To the extent feasible, the county shall collocate public facilities, such as parks, 
libraries, and community centers, with schools.   
 
Policy 1.41:  The Board of County Commissioners shall rezone land only in a manner that is 
consistent with Future Land Use Element Table 2.13.  Furthermore, the Board recognizes that 
not every zoning district allowed in a land use designation is appropriate for every site within 
that land use designation.  For any parcel, the Board of County Commissioners may deny a 
rezoning request (even when the requested zoning district is consistent with the parcel’s land use 
designation) if the denial serves a legitimate public purpose.  A Board of County 
Commissioners’ determination that the requested zoning district is not appropriate for the parcel 
may also be based upon the absence of the following locational criteria: 
 
   1. For the OCR, Office, Commercial, Residential zoning district: 

• adjacent to existing office uses 
• as a buffer between residential zoning districts and arterial roads or other commercial zoning 

districts. 
• at node perimeters 

   2. For the MED, Medical zoning district: 
• within commercial/industrial nodes containing hospitals and major medical facilities 
• separated from industrial areas 

   2. For the CL, Limited Commercial zoning district: 
• areas that are easily accessed from residential areas 
• between residential areas and general commercial areas or major roadways 
• separated from industrial areas 
• at node perimeters 

   4. For the CG, General Commercial zoning district: 
• along arterial roads and major intersections 
• separated from residential development 
• separated from industrial areas 
• near retail and office areas 

   5. For the CH, Heavy Commercial zoning district: 
• along arterial roads 
• along railroad tracks 
• between general commercial and industrial areas 
• separated from residential development 

 
   6. For the IL, Light Industrial zoning district: 

• along arterial roads 
• along railroad tracks 
• near industrial areas 
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• separated from residential development 
• separated from retail and office areas 

   7. For the IG, General Industrial zoning district: 
• along arterial roads and major intersections 
• along railroad tracks 
• near industrial areas 
• separated from residential development 
• separated from retail and office areas 

8. For single-family zoning districts: 
• adjacent to other single-family areas 
•  separated from major commercial areas and industrial areas 

   9. For multiple-family zoning districts: 
• adjacent to other multiple-family areas 
• adjacent to employment centers 
• along arterial and collector roads, particularly to buffer single-family areas 
• adjacent to commercial uses, particularly to buffer single-family areas 
• not abutting single-family areas on all sides 

 
Additionally, the Board hereby adopts the following general criteria regarding the location of 
residential zoning districts: 
 

10. Where medium density residential lands abut low density residential land, the medium 
density land may be zoned an intermediate density. 

 
 

11. Residentially designated land that is located between higher density and lower density 
zoned areas may be zoned an intermediate density even when the intermediate zoned area 
has a land use designation that allows a higher density. 

 
Policy 1.42: The Transitional Residential Land Use designation may be applied to those areas 
which serve as a transition area between urban and agriculturally designated land and are 
suitable for urban and suburban scale development. Additionally, Transitional Residential 
designated land must meet all of the following criteria: 
 

• it must abut an arterial road that contains county water and sewer lines within its 
(the road’s) right-of-way; 

• it must abut a commercial/industrial node where at least 70% of the subject 
node’s land area (less rights-of-way) is developed with non-residential and non-
agricultural uses, or approved for non-residential and non-agricultural 
development; and 

• it must be at least 20 acres in size. 
 
Land that meets all of the above criteria may be included in the urban service area and may be 
redesignated to T, Transitional Residential. 
 
Policy 1.43: Development in transitional residential areas shall be limited to the following: 
 

Single Family Residential Uses 
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up to 1 unit/acre; or up to 3 units/acre for Planned Development Projects 
Recreational Uses 

up to 0.35 FAR 
Public Facilities 

up to 0.35 FAR 
Institutional Uses 

 up to 0.35 FAR 
Schools (not including business and vocational schools) 

up to 0.35 FAR 
Excavation Activities 
Agricultural Uses (as permitted in Future Land Use Element Policy 6.3) 
 

The FAR of mixed use projects shall be calculated by assigning a portion of the total 
development area to each use.  The sum of the portions assigned to each use must equal the total 
development area.  An exception shall be allowed for accessory residential uses within primarily 
non-residential projects.  That exception shall allow the entire development area to be used to 
calculate the number of units allowed, without restricting the amount of development area 
available for calculating the maximum FAR for primary uses. 
 
Policy 1.44: To mitigate and reduce potential impacts between residential and agricultural uses, 
the following special regulations apply within areas designated as Transitional Residential: 
 
• Caribbean Fruit Fly host plants shall be prohibited on T designated lands. 
• When platting lots in residential projects on T designated land, the land owner shall place 

an informational note on the plat and on the deed of each lot informing interested parties 
of the Florida Right to Farm Act, Section 823.14, Florida Statutes (2001) as amended, 
and stating that active farm operations occur nearby. 

 
Policy 1.45: When vacant land within the urban service area is located adjacent to developed 
property that is built to a density lower than the allowed density of the vacant property, the 
vacant property shall have a transition area next to the built property with a density in that 
transition area comparable to that of the built property. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2: Urban Service Area 
 
In unincorporated Indian River County, all residential development greater than 0.2 
units/acre, and all non-agriculture related commercial/industrial uses will be located within 
the urban service area, which contains the infrastructure and services needed to 
accommodate such development. 
 
Policy 2.1:  Indian River County hereby adopts the 2020 Urban Service Area depicted on the 
County’s Official Future Land Use Map.  The Urban Service Area includes land where services 
necessary to support urban development are available at levels identified in this and other 
elements of the Comprehensive Plan. 
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At a minimum, those services shall include centralized utilities service, improved roadways, 
solid waste disposal, stormwater management, police protection, fire protection, educational 
facilities, and park and recreational facilities. 
 
Policy 2.2:  Indian River County shall encourage and direct growth into the 2020 Urban Service 
Area through zoning, subdivision, and land development regulations.  Such regulations shall 
promote efficient development by requiring utilization of the existing street system, extension of 
public facilities where necessary, connection to the centralized potable water and sanitary sewer 
systems where available, and incentives for mixed use projects. 
 
Policy 2.3:  Indian River County shall require all development except agricultural uses, 
residential uses with less than 0.2 units/acre, recreation/open space uses, Mixed Use Overlay 
Projects, and Traditional Neighborhood Design Overlay Projects to be located within the Urban 
Service Area. 
 
Policy 2.4:  Public services and facilities shall be designed with capacities sufficient to meet the 
levels of service established in this plan, support the needs of the projected population, and 
accommodate the intensity of development as identified on the Future Land Use Map. 
 
Policy 2.5:  The expansion of public services and facilities shall be based on an area's 
environmental suitability for urbanization, existing and future land uses, and the availability of 
other services and facilities. 
 

Policy 2.6:  Indian River County shall coordinate with the Florida Department of Transportation 
to define the needed right-of-way for proposed roadway improvements, roadway extensions, and 
new roadway corridors; and shall acquire and protect needed future right-of-way as identified in 
the Transportation Element of this plan. 
 

Policy 2.7:  Indian River County shall maintain a program to locate and acquire property for the 
services and facilities identified in the Transportation, Infrastructure, Recreation and Open Space 
and other elements of this plan.  This action is intended to provide for the needs of future 
development while minimizing disturbance to existing development. 
 

Policy 2.8: The county hereby adopts level-of-service standards for selected public facilities as 
follows: 
 

 Correctional Facilities 
 
The county adopts the following correctional facilities level-of-service standard: 
 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 4.5 beds/1,000 permanent plus weighted 
peak seasonal population 

 
 Fire/EMS 

 
The county adopts the following Fire/EMS level-of-service standard: 
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 County wide (excluding Indian River Shores) level-of-service standard of .089 
Stations per 1,000 permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 Law Enforcement 
 
The county adopts the following Law Enforcement level-of-service standard: 

 Unincorporated County level-of-service standard of 2.09 officers per 1,000 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 
 Libraries 

 
The county adopts the following Libraries level-of-service standards: 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 580 building square feet per 1,000 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 3,200 library material items per 1,000 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 0.7 computers per 1,000 permanent plus 
weighted peak seasonal population 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 0.2 other library equipment items per 
1,000 permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 
 Public Buildings 

 
The county adopts the following Public Buildings level-of-service standard: 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 1.99 building square feet per capita for 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population. 

 
 Schools 

 
The county adopts the following Schools level-of-service standards: 

 County wide level-of-service standard for Elementary Schools of 144.71 building 
square foot per student station 

 County wide level-of-service standard for Middle Schools of 117.26 building 
square foot per student station 

 County wide level-of-service standard for High Schools of 147.57 building square 
foot per student station  

 County wide weighted average level-of-service standard for all schools of 139.07 
building square foot per student station 

 
 Transit 

 
The County adopts the following transit level-of-service standard: 

 One-hour headways shall be maintained on all fixed transit routes. 
 
 
Policy 2.9:  Indian River County shall coordinate with private utility providers including electric, 
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gas, telephone and cable TV to ensure the efficient delivery of utility services. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3: Levels of Service 
 
Through 2020, the provision of public services and infrastructure in Indian River County 
will be at a level consistent with this plan. 
 
Policy 3.1: For all facilities and services, the minimum levels of service established in this and 
other elements of the comprehensive plan will be maintained. 
 
Policy 3.2:  Regardless of land use designation or zoning district, no development shall be 
approved unless it is consistent with the concurrency management system in the capital 
improvements element, and the levels of service established in this element and other elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Policy 3.3:  Using the County’s established concurrency management system, the County shall 
review proposed developments, assess their impact on services and facilities, and make 
determinations of adequacy or inadequacy of public facilities and services. 
 
Policy 3.4: Consistent with the Capital Improvements, Infrastructure, Transportation, and 
Recreation and Open Space Elements of this plan, county land development regulations shall 
ensure that level of service standards for potable water service, sanitary sewer service, solid 
waste disposal service, stormwater management, traffic circulation, and parks and recreation are 
maintained.  Those standards must be met by all proposed development prior to building permit. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4: Efficient Mix of Uses to Reduce Traffic Demand 
 
By 2020, Indian River County will have a land use pattern that reduces the number of daily 
automobile trips per capita and the length of trips on county roadways from 1995 levels.  
Those levels were 3.9535 daily automobile trips per capita and 14.39 minutes per trip. 
 
Policy 4.1:  Land use districts shall be located in a manner which concentrates urban uses, 
thereby discouraging urban sprawl. 
 
Policy 4.2:  By January 2000, Indian River County shall identify and map target areas for 
redevelopment and infill development. 
 
Policy 4.3:  For the areas targeted for redevelopment and infill development in Future Land Use 
Element Policy 4.2, Indian River County shall, by 2001, assess the potential for future 
development, review infrastructure capabilities and needs, and develop special overlay or use 
districts and regulations, if warranted. 
 
Policy 4.4: By January 2002, Indian River County shall work with property owners, developers, 
and the public to develop and implement a plan to promote development of the areas targeted for 
redevelopment and infill development.  That plan shall examine the feasibility of reduced 
development fees, streamlined application processing, mixed uses, density bonuses, Traditional 
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Neighborhood Design, home/work linkages and other innovative techniques to promote 
development in those areas. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5: Diversity of Development 
 

Indian River County will have a diverse mix of land uses, development patterns, housing 
densities, and housing types.  By 2010, thirty percent of the County’s housing units will be 
in multiple-family or traditional neighborhood design projects. 
 

Policy 5.1: The county’s adopted Land Development Regulations (LDRs), including zoning, 
shall constitute the county’s minimum requirement for land development.  All LDRs shall be 
consistent with the provisions of the comprehensive plan. 
 

Policy 5.2:  The residential densities depicted on the future land use plan map shall be the 
maximum densities permitted.  Where density bonuses are applicable, density maximums may be 
exceeded. 
 
Policy 5.3:  Indian River County zoning districts shall permit a variety of residential building 
and development styles. 
 

Policy 5.4: Indian River County LDRs shall contain a special Planned Development (PD) zoning 
district.  That district shall be designated as an overlay on the County Zoning Atlas.  The PD 
zoning district is intended to provide for the development of projects which require flexibility in 
order to maximize open space and conserve natural features, provide alternative designs, 
incorporate recreational facilities, and incorporate a mix of uses. 
 

Policy 5.5: By 1999, Indian River County shall develop criteria for residential PDs to develop up 
to 10% of the site with commercial uses, while ensuring land use compatibility. 
 

Policy 5.6:  PDs shall be permitted throughout the county, without amendment of the future land 
use map, provided the proposed development is shown to be consistent with the goals, objectives 
and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.  PDs shall be consistent with the maximum density 
permitted by the future land use map unless density bonuses are permitted consistent with Future 
Land Use Element Policy 5.7. 
 

Policy 5.7: Within the urban service area, Indian River County’s Land Development Regulations 
shall encourage the use of Planned Developments (PDs) with diverse development by allowing 
density bonuses and development rights transfers in PDs that: 
 

• include housing units that are affordable to very low and low income households, in 
accordance with the housing element; and/or 

• include development rights transferred from conservation designated areas. 
 

Density bonuses for PDs shall not increase the project’s density to more than 25% over the 
maximum allowed by the project’s underlying land use designation. 
 
Policy 5.8:  All Planned Development (PD) projects approved in any agriculturally designated 
area shall meet the following criteria: 
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• The density of the project shall not exceed the maximum density of the underlying land 

use designation; no density transfers from off-site lands, and no density bonuses shall be 
permitted within PD projects in agriculturally designated areas; 

 

• Residential lots created through the PD process shall, not be less than 1 acre with the 
remainder of the area designated as open space; 

 
• The open space shall be in contiguous areas and must be under the control of an 

appropriate entity and maintained in perpetuity, through an open space, recreation, 
conservation and/or agricultural preservation easement(s), to be created through Deed 
Restrictions, with infill prohibited;  

 

• Agricultural PDs shall implement Best Management Practices submitted to and approved 
by staff.  

 
All recreational amenities shall be depicted on the PD plan; no recreational uses that could 
constitute a nuisance to adjacent properties shall be permitted. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6: Agriculture Protection 
 
In recognition of the county’s desire to protect agriculture despite the challenges and 
changes facing the citrus industry, Indian River County will, through 2005, retain at least 
135,000 acres of land that is used for active agricultural operations. 
 
Currently, there are 182, 454 acres of land that is used for active agricultural operations. 
 
This objective, by itself, does not justify or suggest a need for Future Land Use 
Amendments from Agricultural Designations. 
 
Policy 6.1:  Indian River County shall not provide public services or facilities which would 
induce or encourage the development of agriculturally designated lands except in the following 
instances: 
 
• To provide for the health and safety of existing residents in a manner consistent with 

Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element Policy 2.4 and Potable Water Sub-Element 2.4; 
Lots or portions of lots which front on a public roadway that serves as an urban service 
boundary, as long as the provision of utility service is consistent with Potable Water Sub-
Element Policy 5.7 and Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element Policy 5.8; and 
• Agricultural Planned Developments. 
• Traditional Neighborhood Design Developments that meet the requirements of policies 

18.1, 18.2, 18.3 of the Future Land Use Element; 
• New Town Districts that meet the requirements of policies 1.34 and 1.35 of the Future 

Land Use Element; and 
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• Approved agricultural business where at least a portion of the development site is located 
within one mile of a public roadway which serves as an Urban Service Area boundary as 
depicted on the Official Future Land Use Map. 

 
Policy 6.2: To protect and conserve agriculturally designated lands, Indian River County shall 
maintain its development regulations which control the division and development of 
agriculturally designated lands. 
 
Policy 6.3:  Indian River County shall permit the continuation of agricultural uses within the 
urban service area where those uses serve as or enhance open space and green belt areas of the 
county. 
 
Policy 6.4: Within the urban service area, the county shall require subdivision and planned 
development projects that propose new residential lots adjacent to active agricultural operations 
to provide special buffers. 
 
Policy 6.5:  Indian River County land development regulations shall require the following 
special conditions for Affidavit of Exemption, Administrative Permit, Special Exception and/or 
Planned Development approval of projects on agriculturally designated land; and for 
Administrative Permit, Special Exception and/or Planned Development approval of projects 
within the urban service area that are located near active citrus groves: 
 

 Caribbean Fruit Fly host plants shall be prohibited on the subject site.  That prohibition 
shall be enforceable through the county code enforcement board; and 

 A deed restriction shall be recorded and established on the subject site.  That deed 
restriction shall prohibit the occurrence of Caribbean Fruit Fly host plants on the subject 
site and shall be acceptable to the county attorney’s office. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7: Protection of Natural Resources 
 
By 2000, there will be at least 79,589 acres of environmentally important land under 
federal, state, or county ownership or control within the unincorporated portion of Indian 
River County. 
 
Policy 7.1:  Indian River County shall regulate development of areas which are prone to flooding 
and areas within the 100 year floodplain in a manner that is consistent with the regulations 
established by the National Flood Insurance Program. 
 
Policy 7.2:  The County shall continue to provide for the transfer of development rights (TDR) 
from estuarine wetlands to approved uplands.  All projects involving TDRs must be Planned 
Development projects.  No density can be transferred to agriculturally designated land.  Deed 
restrictions and/or easements shall be used to ensure that land from which density has been 
transferred is preserved and protected. The development rights transferred shall be up to 1 unit 
per acre of estuarine wetlands, provided, however, that the maximum density permitted on the 
upland project area receiving the density transfer shall not increase by more than: 
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• twenty percent of the maximum density allowed by the receiving site’s underlying 
comprehensive plan land use designation(s) where the receiving site is not adjacent to the 
area from which density is transferred; or 

 
• fifty percent of the maximum density allowed by the receiving site’s underlying 

comprehensive plan land use designation(s) where the receiving site is adjacent to the 
area from which density is transferred. 

 
Policy 7.3:  The County shall provide protection to environmentally sensitive lands through land 
development regulations that limit building densities, require mitigation for impacted areas, 
permit the transfer of development rights, and promote the use of conservation easements, 
dedications, and public acquisition. 
 
Policy 7.4:  Any development activity in areas designated as environmentally sensitive or 
important as defined in policies 5.4 and 6.11 of the Conservation Element shall require an 
environmental survey as part of the approval of a development order.  Based upon the results of 
the environmental survey, development projects shall be required to provide a site design which 
minimizes impacts upon endangered and threatened plants and animals. 
 
Policy 7.5:  Stormwater runoff from new development shall not negatively impact adjacent 
properties or receiving surface waterbody quality. 
 
Policy 7.6:  Indian River County shall maintain and enforce regulations to protect wetlands from 
the negative impacts of development.  These regulations address building setbacks, protection 
from solid and liquid wastes including pesticides and herbicides, dredging or filling of wetlands, 
incorporation of wetlands into a site’s development scheme, and mitigation of lost or destroyed 
wetlands. 
 
Policy 7.7:  Indian River County acknowledges the environmental importance of the prime 
aquifer recharge areas shown on Figure 2.27.  The county shall regulate the development of 
these areas.  Regulations include an overlay district which restricts land uses, implements special 
siting requirements for septic tanks to mitigate soil drainage characteristics, and regulates other 
factors which impact the recharge capability of the land. 
 
Policy 7.8: The county shall protect public water supply wells by prohibiting the placement of 
septic systems; stormwater retention/detention areas; wastewater treatment plant effluent 
discharges, including but not limited to percolation ponds, surface water discharge, spray 
irrigation, and drainfields; sanitary landfills, feed lots and other concentrated animal facilities; 
mining and excavation activities; and the handling, production, and storage of regulated 
substances within wellfield cones of influence. 
 
Policy 7.9:  Consistent with the Potable Water Sub-Element, the county shall continue to extend 
the county water system, enabling the acquisition of small public water systems, thereby 
reducing the number of residents using the shallow aquifer, which is subject to groundwater 
pollution threats. 
 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 135 
 
 

Policy 7.10: Through the use of fee simple purchase, transfer of development rights, and 
conservation easements, Indian River County shall coordinate with other state, federal and local 
agencies to identify and protect vegetative communities identified in Conservation Element 
policies 6.1 through 6.7. 
 
Policy 7.11:  The county, in cooperation with the local Environmental Health Department, shall 
continue to regulate the siting of septic tanks including siting requirements to mitigate soil 
characteristics. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8: Protection of Historic Resources 
 
Through 2005, at least 95% of unincorporated Indian River County’s historic properties ( 
as identified in Historic Properties Survey of Indian River County, Florida, prepared by 
Historic Property Associates, Inc., April 1989) will continue to be preserved in fair, good, 
or excellent condition. 
 
Policy 8.1: The Historic Resources Advisory Committee shall provide guidance and advice to 
the Board of County Commissioners on matters concerning historic and archaeological 
preservation.  Committee members shall represent a broad base of county interests and have 
interest in and knowledge of historic matters.  The committee shall meet on an ad hoc basis to 
review: 
 
• proposed changes to county regulations protecting historic and archaeological resources; 

and 
• projects which may impact historical and archaeological sites identified on the Florida 

Master Site File or designated as significant by the Board of County Commissioners. 
 
Policy 8.2: Indian River County shall use incentives such as transfer of development rights, tax 
relief, mitigation, and public acquisitions; and penalties such as fines and imprisonment, to 
protect and preserve historically and archaeologically important resources.  The following 
criteria are used to determine the historical significance of a resource: 
 
• whether or not the resource is  at least 50 years old; 
• whether or not the resource contains significant character, interest or value as part of the 

historical, cultural, aesthetic and architectural heritage of the county; 
• whether or not the resource displays historical, political cultural economic or social 

trends of community history; 
• whether or not the resource displays unique and/or distinguishing characteristics of an 

architectural style, design period, construction method, detail, craftsmanship, or material; 
and 

• whether or not the resource is a work by a prominent architect, designer, engineer, 
builder or landscape architect. 

 
Policy 8.3:  All public and private development or redevelopment proposals shall be reviewed 
for their impact upon designated historic resources. 
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Policy 8.4:  Public and private development and redevelopment activities shall cease, at least 
temporarily, if historic or archaeological artifacts are discovered, in order to allow for evaluation 
of historic significance. 
 
Policy 8.5:  Indian River County land development regulations shall include provisions for land 
use management techniques such as Transfer of Development Rights, Tax Relief, Mitigation or 
Public Acquisition to ensure compliance with the provisions of these policies and to minimize 
the impact on property owners. 
 
OBJECTIVE 9: Promote Aesthetic Development 
 
Through the implementation of land development regulations, Indian River County will 
have aesthetically pleasing buildings, signs, landscaping, parking areas, and roads. 
 
Policy 9.1: By January, 2000, Indian River County shall establish guidelines to ensure that all 
new county buildings and facilities will be compatible with the architectural character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 
 
Policy 9.2: By January 2005, Indian River County will enhance the landscaping within county 
owned rights-of-way along roads that serve as entranceways to the county, and along other roads 
for which the county determines such landscaping is appropriate. 
 
Policy 9.3: By January 2000, Indian River County shall formally examine the feasibility of 
developing corridor plans along roads that serve as entranceways to the county and along other 
roads, as determined by the county.  The county shall continue to implement the 
recommendations of the Wabasso Corridor Plan and the SR 60 Corridor Plan. 
 
Policy 9.4: By January 2000, Indian River County shall coordinate with the State Department of 
Transportation to install landscaping within existing road rights-of-way of roads that serve as 
entrances to the county.  That landscaping will be installed when the appropriate portions of the  
road are being improved. 
 
Policy 9.5:  Indian River County land development regulations shall require the use of natural 
and manmade buffers between incompatible land uses. 
 
Policy 9.6:  Indian River County shall enforce sign code regulation standards, including 
standards contained in corridor plans, for the type, location, size, number, and maintenance of 
signs. 
 
Policy 9.7:  Indian River County shall encourage, through its land development regulations, the 
use of native vegetation in meeting landscaping requirements. 
 
Policy 9.8:  Indian River County land development regulations shall include minimum landscape 
and maintenance requirements for all development requiring site plan approval. 
 
Policy 9.9:  Indian River County shall provide guidelines for use of landscaping and other 
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buffers to shield parking, driveways and loading areas from surrounding development, and 
public rights-of-way. 
 
Policy 9.10:  Indian River County shall support the cultural enrichment of the county by 
evaluating community cultural facilities and, where appropriate, the design of county buildings 
shall incorporate artistic and cultural amenities. 
 
Policy 9.11: Indian River County Land Development Regulations shall address aesthetic 
concerns regarding telecommunication towers and antennas by several means including: 
providing incentives for co-location of antennas on existing structures, limiting the possible 
location of future towers, setbacks, landscaping, camouflaging, and requiring unobtrusive 
lighting (day/night lighting). 
 
OBJECTIVE 10: Non-Conforming Uses 
 
With the exception of legally established non-conformities, all new development in Indian 
River County will be consistent with the future land use map. 
 
Policy 10.1:  Indian River County land development regulations shall allow legally established 
non-conforming uses to continue until ceased.  When a non-conforming use has ceased, it can be 
replaced only with a conforming use.  All new development, even development associated with 
non-conforming structures, must meet current regulations. 
 
Policy 10.2: To allow for the reasonable use of such properties, Indian River County shall permit 
the development of non-conforming lots of record legally established prior to July 17, 1985.  
Provisions of this policy shall not apply to plats of reclamation, except when non-conforming 
parcels have been transferred by deed prior to February 13, 1990. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11: Blighted Areas 
 
By 2004, Indian River County will have taken action to encourage redevelopment in at 
least three blighted areas. 
 
Policy 11.1: By 2000, Indian River County shall develop guidelines and regulations to designate 
areas in need of redevelopment. 
 
Policy 11.2:  Within one year of designating a redevelopment area, Indian River County shall 
determine the needs and deficiencies as well as remedies and solutions for that area. 
 
Policy 11.3:  Indian River County shall enforce the provisions of the PRO, Professional Office 
zoning district.  The purpose of this zoning district shall be to encourage infill development and 
the redevelopment of blighted or declining residential areas which are no longer appropriate for 
strictly single-family use but are not considered appropriate for a broad range of commercial 
uses, as permitted in other commercial zoning districts. 
 
Policy 11.4:  Indian River County shall encourage the development, redevelopment, and 
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upgrading of undeveloped and underdeveloped subdivisions through mechanisms such as Block 
Grant Programs, Municipal Service Tax Units, creative finance and development proposals, 
zoning, and simplified replatting procedures. 
 
Policy 11.5: In order to monitor the structural condition of residences and assist in code 
enforcement and redevelopment efforts, Indian River County shall, by 2005, update its housing 
survey of the county. 
 
Policy 11.6:  Indian River County shall maintain a vigorous code enforcement program operating 
in all areas of the unincorporated county. 
 
OBJECTIVE 12: Coordinated Planning 
 
All development in Indian River County will be consistent with the resource planning and 
management activities of the state, and with approved management plans including the 
Hutchinson Island Management Plan. 
 
Policy 12.1:  The county acknowledges the application of the Hutchinson Island Resource 
Planning and Management Plan (HIRPMP) to Indian River County.  Past county actions have 
resulted in development regulations consistent with the HIRPMP.  All new development on the 
unincorporated barrier island will be consistent with the HIRPMP by implementing the policies 
of this comprehensive plan. 
 
Policy 12.2:  As part of the county’s periodic Capital Improvements Element evaluation and 
update process, the impact of new development on hurricane evacuation times and the need for 
improvements and the timing of improvements to evacuation routes in order to maintain or 
reduce evacuation times shall be assessed. 
 
Policy 12.3:  Indian River County shall include within its land development regulations a 
mechanism to assess the impact of new development on emergency evacuation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 13: Local Planning 
 
By 2005, the County will have a formal coordination mechanism with other federal, state, 
regional, and local governments and agencies for land use planning activities, provision of 
facilities and services, and funding and implementation of programs. 
 
Policy 13.1:  Indian River County shall ensure that land development activities, development 
orders and permits, rezonings, and comprehensive plan amendments are coordinated, as may be 
appropriate, with the municipalities of the county, adjacent counties, regional and special 
districts, and state and federal agencies. 
 
Policy 13.2:  Indian River County, through coordination with municipalities within the county, 
shall ensure that future annexation will not create enclave areas. 
 
Policy 13.3: By 1999, the county shall encourage municipalities to identify potential areas for 
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annexation, develop criteria for annexation decisions, and execute interlocal agreements with the 
county to formalize these criteria. 
 
Policy 13.4: By 2000, the county shall identify and inventory parcels, owners, and existing uses 
of enclaves. 
 
Policy 13.5: By 2002, the county shall notify enclave landowners of annexation procedures and 
assist them in requesting annexation to appropriate municipalities. 
 
Policy 13.6: The county shall prepare an annual report on enclave annexation results. 
 
OBJECTIVE 14: Plan Amendment and Review 
 
Indian River County will have a mechanism for review and amendment of the 
comprehensive plan. 
 
Policy 14.1:  Indian River County shall provide for the amendment of the Comprehensive Plan in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 163, FS.  Applications to amend the future land use 
plan map may be submitted by the owner or the agent for the owner of property proposed for 
redesignation, by the county planning staff, or by the Board of County Commissioners.  Where 
an individual application is submitted, land development regulations shall provide for payment 
of an appropriate fee and disclosure of all individuals having an equitable interest in the 
proposed change.  Applications to amend other portions of the comprehensive plan may be 
submitted by any interested party, the planning staff, or the Board of County Commissioners.  
Unless the proposed amendment is specified as an exemption in rule 9J-11.006(1)(a)7, FAC, 
applications to amend the comprehensive plan will be accepted only during the months January 
and July. 
 
Policy 14.2:  Applications requesting amendments to the Comprehensive Plan or Future Land 
Use Map shall be evaluated to consider the following: 
 
• consistency with the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the comprehensive plan; 
• impacts on public facilities and services; 
• environmental impacts; 
• compatibility with surrounding areas; and 
• other timely issues  

 
Policy 14.3:  Indian River County shall approve plan amendments only upon a showing that one 
of the following criteria has been met: 
 
• The proposed amendment will correct an oversight in the approved plan. 
• The proposed amendment will correct a mistake in the approved plan. 
• The proposed amendment is warranted based on a substantial change in circumstances. 

For Future Land Use Map amendments, the change in circumstances must affect the 
subject property. 
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• For Future Land Use Map amendments, the proposed amendment involves a swap or 
reconfiguration of land use designations at separate sites and, that that swap or 
reconfiguration will not increase the overall land use density or intensity depicted on the 
Future Land Use Map. 

 
Policy 14.4: The county shall require applications to amend the comprehensive plan to include a 
written statement discussing the following: 
 
• The proposed amendment’s consistency with all the goals, objectives, and policies of the 

comprehensive plan; 
• The proposed amendment’s impact on public facilities and services; 
• The proposed amendment’s environmental impacts; and 
• For Future Land Use Map amendments, the proposed amendment’s compatibility with 

surrounding areas. 
 
Policy 14.5: The county may utilize the small scale development amendment process, as 
described in section 163.3187(1)(c)2., FS, only for Future Land Use Designation Amendment 
requests that meet all of the following criteria: 
 
   1. the applicant requests in writing that the proposed amendment be processed as a small 

scale development amendment; 
   2. the requirements of 163.3187(1)(c)2., FS, as amended, are satisfied; 
   3. the subject property does not contain any environmentally sensitive land as defined in 

Conservation Element Policy 5.4, or any environmentally important land as defined in 
Conservation Element Policy 6.11; 

   4. the subject property is located within the existing urban service area; 
   5. the proposed amendment does not expand the existing urban service area; 
   6. the proposed amendment does not expand the SR 60/58th Avenue commercial/industrial 

node; and 
   7. the proposed amendment does not create a new commercial/industrial node. 
 
 
 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 15: Protection of Private Property Rights 
 
Indian River County will have land development regulations that are consistent with the 
protection of private property rights. 
 
Policy 15.1: Consistent with Chapters 125 and 163, Florida Statutes, Indian River County shall 
give adequate public notice to landowners of any application to change the land use designation 
or zoning of their land. 
 
Policy 15.2:  Indian River County will regulate the use of land only for valid public purposes in a 
reasonable manner, in accordance with due process. 
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OBJECTIVE 16: Protection of The Indian River Lagoon 
 
Through 2020, the portion of the Indian River Lagoon within unincorporated Indian River 
County will have a class II state water quality rating. 
 
Policy 16.1: Indian River County land development regulations shall require an environmental 
impact analysis of development within conservation districts or lands abutting the Indian River 
or St. Sebastian River. 
 
Policy 16.2:  Indian River County shall prohibit land use activity which results in the alteration, 
degradation or destruction of coastal and estuarine resources except when necessary to prevent a 
public hazard or provide public benefits which exceed those lost as a result of such activity.  
Public benefits of such resources include floodplain protection, natural habitat for threatened and 
endangered plants and animals, natural aquifer groundwater recharge, aquiculture, and 
recreation. 
 
Policy 16.3:  Indian River County shall continue to provide technical, monetary and political 
support to conservation programs aimed at land acquisition on the barrier island and in other 
coastal conservation areas. 
 
Policy 16.4:  Indian River County shall review all proposed land use changes for consistency 
with policies set forth in the Conservation and Coastal Management Elements. 
 
OBJECTIVE 17: Coastal Population Control 
 
During the 1995-2020 time period, the county will have no increase in land use designation 
density or intensity within the Coastal High Hazard Area. 
 
Policy 17.1:  The county shall not approve plan amendments that increase the residential density 
or land use intensity within the Coastal High Hazard Area. 
 
Policy 17.2:  The county shall support programs of land acquisition on the barrier island for 
natural resource preservation, recreation or both. 
 
Policy 17.3:  The county shall limit densities in the coastal high hazard area to ensure timely 
evacuation of the barrier island. 
 
Policy 17.4:  The county shall prohibit new development of adult congregate living facilities, 
nursing homes, homes for the aged, total care facilities, and similar developments within the 
Coastal High Hazard Area. 
 
OBJECTIVE 18:  Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) Communities 
 
Between January 1, 1998 and January 1, 2010, ten percent of new residential development 
(dwelling units) occurring in unincorporated Indian River County will be located in 
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Traditional Neighborhood Design projects. 
 
Policy 18.1: By January 1999, the county shall adopt land development regulations that establish 
the TND, Traditional Neighborhood Design zoning district.  The TND district shall be limited to 
planned developments.  To qualify as a TND development, projects must meet the following 
criteria: 
 
Development Parameters 
 
1. The minimum contiguous project land area shall be 40 acres. 
 
2. Land shall be under unified control, planned and developed as a whole in a single 

development or as an approved series of developments or neighborhoods.  The project 
shall be approved under the Planned Development (PD) rezoning process. 

 
Street Network 
 
3. In order to disperse traffic by offering many alternative routes and connections between 

destinations within the project and to appropriate uses on adjacent sites, the street 
network shall consist of a grid or modified grid pattern and shall accommodate 
connections to appropriate uses on adjacent sites. 

 
4. Not more than 10% of blocks shall have a block with a perimeter measuring more than 

1,800 feet.  Within commercial and mixed use areas, no block face dimension should 
exceed 400 feet. 

 
5. The project shall contain a network of interconnected streets, sidewalks, and pathways. 
 
6. Streets shall be designed to balance pedestrian and automobile needs, to discourage high 

automobile speeds, to effectively and efficiently accommodate transit systems, and to 
distribute and diffuse traffic rather than concentrate it. 

 
7. Street trees shall be provided so as to shade sidewalk areas and buffer sidewalk areas 

from automobile traffic. 
 
8. Streets and adjacent buildings shall be sited and designed to encourage interactions 

between the street and buildings through the use of amenities such as reduced building 
setbacks, “build-to” lines, front porches, stoops, rear and side yard parking lot locations, 
and other means. 

9. Projects shall decrease the prominence of front yard driveways, garages, and parking lots 
through one or more of the following: mid-block alleys, garages located toward the rear 
of lots, rear and side loaded garages, garages which are not the predominant architectural 
feature of the front elevation of buildings off-street parking at the rear of buildings, 
restricted driveway connections to streets, and traffic calming techniques. 

 
Mixing of Uses 
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10. The project shall be designed as a compact or clustered development.  Projects may 
include the following mix of uses occurring together in close proximity: 

 
• single-family residential, 
• accessory dwelling units, 
• multiple-family residential, 
• commercial and work place, 
• civic and cultural, and 
• open space. 

 
11. The following ratios shall apply to land uses within the project: 
 

a. Community open spaces open to the public, such as squares, plazas, or parks, 
shall comprise a minimum of 5% of the total project area. 

 
b. Civic uses, such as post offices, churches, community centers, meeting halls, 

schools, day care centers and cultural facilities shall comprise a minimum of 1% 
of the total project area. 

 
c. Residential uses shall comprise a minimum of 50% and a maximum of 80% of the 

total non-conservation and non-agricultural project area. 
 
d. Commercial and office uses located on residentially or agriculturally designated land 

shall not exceed 10% of the total land area designated on the land use plan as 
residential and agricultural. 

 
 

12. The vertical mixing of uses is allowed and strongly encouraged around designated town 
centers, main streets, mixed-use centers, and central squares and greens. 

 

Centers (Locus of Community Activity) 
 

13. Each project must have at least one public square, town center, or mixed use area within 
a ¼ mile walking distance from 50% of the project’s residential units and within ½ mile 
walking distance from 75% of the project’s residential units. 

 
14. To accommodate increased pedestrian use, 50% of sidewalks in public squares, town 

centers, or mixed use areas shall have a minimum unobstructed width (clear and passable 
for pedestrians) of at least seven feet. 

 

15.  On-street parking shall be allowed within public squares, town centers, or mixed use 
areas. 

 

16. Off-street parking lots within public squares, town centers, or mixed use areas shall be 
provided only at the rear of buildings. 

 

17.  The center shall accommodate space for a transit stop and a civic building. 
 

Edges (Perimeter of the Community) 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 144 
 
 

 

18. Project edges located outside the Urban Service Area shall be established  and designed 
for environmental, agricultural, recreational, or other open space uses. 

 

Public Buildings 
 

19. Public buildings, such as schools, churches, post offices, and community centers, shall be 
provided in prominent, accessible locations within the project.  Such locations generally 
are at the termination of streets, the perimeter of the neighborhood center, or the frontage 
along a designated main street of a neighborhood or adjacent thoroughfare plan road. 

 
Policy 18.2: The county shall provide incentives to develop Traditional Neighborhood Design 
projects within the urban service area.  Those incentives shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 
 

• 10% density bonus for TND projects located entirely within the urban service area; 
• reduced building setback requirements; 
• reduced lot size requirements; 
• increased maximum impervious surface limits for individual lots; 
• reduced right-of-way and travel lane widths; 
• reduced corner radii requirements; and 
• reduced off-street parking requirements. 

 
Policy 18.3:  To facilitate TND projects east of I-95 that are partially outside but adjacent to the 
urban service area, and to continue to preserve the agricultural and natural character and function 
of the area, the county shall allow portions of TND projects to be located outside of the urban 
service area.  A minimum of 60% of the total project density shall be derived from the portion of 
the project located within the urban service area.  Density shall be calculated and allowed based 
upon: 
• the land use designation underlying the portion of the project within the urban service 

area; and 
• 1 unit/acre for project property located outside of the urban service area. 

 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 19:  Hazard Mitigation Report Recommendations 
 
Within one year of the issuance of a Hazard Mitigation Report by Indian River County or 
the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, any recommendations that identify land 
use conflicts or inconsistencies will have been implemented. 
 
Policy 19.1: Indian River County shall issue Hazard Mitigation Reports following natural or 
manmade hazardous incidents.  Such incidents may include, but not be limited to, hurricanes and 
tropical storms, tornadoes, flooding, hazardous material accidents, nuclear power plant 
accidents, armed violence (civil disturbance, terrorism, or military conflict), mass immigration, 
coastal oil spill, freezes, fires, and drought. 
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Policy 19.2: Following the issuance of any Hazard Mitigation Reports, Indian River County shall 
review its comprehensive plan for consistency with that Hazard Mitigation Report.  Appropriate 
Hazard Mitigation Report based plan amendments shall be processed at that time. 
 
OBJECTIVE 20: Dredged Spoil Disposal Sites 
 
By 2005, sufficient land for dredged spoil disposal will be available and appropriately 
designated in the county’s comprehensive plan. 
 
Policy 20.1: The county hereby adopts the following dredged spoil disposal site selection 
criteria: 
 
• sites should be located close to the Indian River Lagoon; 
• sites should be altered, non-native upland vegetation areas; 
• sites should not abut residential land unless sites are sufficiently large to accommodate 

adequate buffers; 
• sites should not support endangered species; and 
• sites should not be wetlands, unless wetlands are degraded/non-functional. 

 
Where they abut residential land, sites shall provide adequate buffers.  Where sites impact 
degraded/non-functional wetlands, wetland impacts shall be mitigated. 
 
Policy 20.2: The county shall redesignate land that FIND has acquired for dredged spoil disposal 
to the PUB, Public Facilities, land use designation. 
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Attachment 2 – Annexations 

 
1998 – 2007 Annexations Listed by Year of Annexation 

 

City Location Ord # Year 
Size/ 
Acres 

County's 
Land Use 

Designation 
County's Land 
Use Density 

Potential 
Units Under 
County Land 

Use 

Potential County 
Population Based 
on 2.25 Persons 

Per Unit 
Vero Beach Bullington Sub CLP-03 98-07 1998 1.11 M-2 10 Units/Acre 11 25 

Vero Beach Papin property CLP-04 98-07 1998 1.71 M-2 10 Units/Acre 17 38 

100 C/I 0 0 0 

1,090 AG-1 1 Unit/ 5 Acres 218 490 Fellsmere Land Lying East of City 
and West of I-95 99-08 1999 

2,560 AG-2 1 Unit/10 
Acres 256 576 

Fellsmere Tracts 1646, 1647,1645, 
1644, S of CR 512 99-01 1999 30 AG-1 1 Unit/5 Acres 6 14 

Vero Beach Papin 18th St.            
west of IR Blvd 99-07 1999 2 M-2 10 Units/Acre 20 45 

Sebastian NW Corner of US 1 & 
Barber Street 0-00-10 2000 5.94 C/I 0 0 0 

Vero Beach North/South Plaza     
CLP-01 97-09 2000 2.3 C/I 0 0 0 

Vero Beach Feldman Property      
CLP-06 00-27 2000 7.2 C/I 0 0 0 

Vero Beach Stevens Property          
CLP-05 00-28 2000 3.2 M-2 10 Units/Acre 32 72 

Sebastian Davis Property         
(Now Laurel Preserve) 0-01-18 2001 80 L-2 6 Units/ Acre 480 1,080 

Fellsmere NW CR512 & I-95      
Ord. # 2002-04 2002-04 2002 8 C/I 0 0 0 

Sebastian SE Corner of CR510 & 
512 (Shark Mart) 0-03-11 2003 7.1 C/I 0 0 0 

Sebastian CR 510 Along Sebastian 
River 0-03-07 2003 72 L-1 3 Units/ Acre 216 486 

Sebastian Adjacent to SRMS 0-04-11 2004 60 L-1 3 Units/ Acre 180 405 

Sebastian 
Ashbury S/D near 

Sebastian Elementary 
School 

0-04-03 2004 56 L-2 6 Units/ Acre 336 756 

Sebastian Cross Creek S/D Phase 1 0-04-07 2004 115 R 1Unit/Acre 115 259 

Sebastian North of CR 510 in        
Sec. 25-31-38 

04-04-
013 2004 152 R 1Unit/Acre 152 342 

Vero Beach Somerset S/D PBI 15-25 2003-37 2004 3.57 L-1 3 Units/ Acre 11 24 

Vero Beach Expansion 2003-38 2004 4 L-2 6 Units/ Acre 24 54 

Fellsmere Tract 1351               
Ord. # 2005-016 2005-016 2005 9.72 AG-1 1Unit/ 5 Acres 2 4 
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1998 – 2007 Annexations Listed by Year of Annexation 
 

City Location Ord # Year 
Size/ 
Acres 

County's 
Land Use 

Designation 
County's Land 
Use Density 

Potential 
Units Under 
County Land 

Use 

Potential County 
Population Based 
on 2.25 Persons 

Per Unit 

Fellsmere Tract 1933               
Ord. # 2005-08 2005-08 2005 8.95 L-1 3 units/ Acre 26 58 

Indian River 
Shores 

Property South of Indian 
Trails S/D 476 2005 28.61 L-1 3 Units/ Acre 86 193 

Sebastian Spencer Properties 04-04-09 2005 38.27 L-1 3 Units/ Acre 115 258 

Sebastian Cross Creek S/D Phase 2 05-04 2005 25.55 R 1Unit/Acre 25 56 

Fellsmere North Boundary of City  
Ord. #06-08 06-08 2006 90.46 AG-1 1 Unit/ 5 Acres 18 41 

Fellsmere West Boundary of City  
Ord. # 06-26 06-08 2006 78.77 AG-1 1 Unit/ 5  

Acres 15 34 

Fellsmere 
North and East of CR 

512 & I-95               
      Ord. # 06-27 

06-27 2006 391.84 C/I 0 0 0 

Vero Beach  2006-17 2006 22.17 M-1 8 Units/Acre 177 399 
71 

 
C-2 

 
1 unit/40 acres 

 
1 
 

2 
 Vero Beach 

North of city limits 
along western shore of 
the Indian River, south 

of 45th St. 

2007-03 2007 
53 M-1 8 units/Acre 424 954 

1,720 
 

C-1 
 

0 
 

0 
 

0 
 

Fellsmere 

Three parcels, parcel 1 
located immediately 

west of Bernard A. Egan 
Groves, Inc., Parcel 2 
located contiguous to 
parcel 1 on south and 
west sides of the city, 
parcel three located 

across from Whispering 
Pines on 101st St. on 

north and east sides of 
the city 

2007-17 2007 
12,824.7 AG-2 1 unit/10 acres 1282 2884 

Vero Beach 

Lying north of the city 
limits along the western 
shore of Indian River, 

north of 45th St. 

2007-11 2007 16.7 C-2 1 unit/ 40 acres 0 0 

Fellsmere 

Immediately west of the 
western terminus of 

Colorado Ave., between 
97th St./Ditch 14 and 95th 

St./Ditch 15 

2007-11 2007 41.35 AG-1 1 unit/ 5 acres 8 18 

Fellsmere 

Immediately south and 
west of the Pine Grove 
property on the south 

side of the city 

2007-15 2007 2,122.66 AG-2 1 unit/ 10 acres 212 477 

Fellsmere 
Immediately east of 

Interstate 95 and south 
of County Road 512 

2007-10 2007 300 L-1 3 units/ Acre 900 2025 

Sebastian North of the intersection 
of US 1 and Barber St. 0-07-01 2007 3.87 C-1 0 0 0 

Fellsmere 

East of I-95, South and 
West of Vero Lake 

Estates 2007-29 2007 2,592 AG-1 
1 Unit/ 5  

Acres 518 1,165 
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1998 – 2007 Annexations Listed by Year of Annexation 
 

City Location Ord # Year 
Size/ 
Acres 

County's 
Land Use 

Designation 
County's Land 
Use Density 

Potential 
Units Under 
County Land 

Use 

Potential County 
Population Based 
on 2.25 Persons 

Per Unit 

Fellsmere 
NE corner of I-95 and 

CR 512 2007-26 2007 4.37 C/I 0 0 0 
  Total     24,805.12     5,883 13,234 
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Attachment 3 – Map of Florida and Indian River County 
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Attachment 4 – Existing Land Use 
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Attachment 5 – Housing by Type in Indian River County 
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Attachment 6 – Mobile Home Parks and Developments 
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Attachment 7 – Commercial/Industrial Nodes
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Attachment 8 – Major Retail Shopping Centers 
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Attachment 9 – Parks in Indian River County 
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Attachment 10 – Historic Roads and Sites 
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Attachment 11 – Vacant Land 
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Attachment 12 – Adjacent County Land Uses 
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Attachment 13 – City of Vero Beach Land Use
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Attachment 14 – City of Sebastian Land Use 
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Attachment 15 – City of Fellsmere Land Use
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Attachment 16 – Town of Indian River Shores Land Use 

 
Figure 2.14 
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Attachment 17 – Town of Orchid Land Use 
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Attachment 18 – Topography of Indian River County 
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Attachment 19 – Generalized Profile and Principal Aquifers 

 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 166 
 
 

 
Attachment 20 – Community Public Water Systems 

 



 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 167 
 
 

 
Attachment 21 – Location of Public Supply Wells 
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Attachment 22 – Soil and Mineral Resources of Indian River County 
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Attachment 23 – Flood Prone Areas 
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Attachment 24 – Emergency Service Stations 
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Attachment 25 – Public Schools 

 
Figure 2.23 
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Attachment 26 – Soils of Indian River County 
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Attachment 27 – Generalized Wetland Densities 
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Attachment 28 – Florida Flatwoods 
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Attachment 29 – Aquifer Recharge Areas 
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Attachment 30 – Natural Constraints Composite 
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Attachment 31 – Coastal High Hazard Areas 

Figure 2.29 
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Attachment 32 – Dredged Material Management Areas 

 
Figure 2.30 

Source: Florida Inland Navigation District, August 2008 
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Attachment 33 – Future Land Use Map 
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Attachment 34 – Commercial/Industrial Future Land Use Map 
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INTRODUCTION
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success or 
failure of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment must 
examine changes in sanitary sewer conditions within the county, evaluate achievement of 
objectives, and identify changes in state requirements affecting the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element. 
Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element may need to be updated 
and revised.  This assessment contains the following: 
 

 Sanitary sewer conditions at the time of the last major plan update (1998) 
 

 Existing sanitary sewer conditions (2006/2007) 
 

 Analysis of sanitary sewer conditions within the county  
 
 Identification of problems related to the provision of sanitary sewer services 

 
 Evaluation of Sanitary Sewer Sub-element objective achievement 

 
 Assessment of Sanitary Sewer Sub-element policy implementation 

 
 Identification of future actions 

 
 Identification of anticipated amendments 

 
BASELINE DATA
 
The summary of sanitary sewer conditions within the county is provided in appendix A.  These 
data will enable the county to compare changes in conditions within the county and make 
appropriate revisions to the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element as needed. 
 
When the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan was updated in 1998, the Sanitary Sewer 
Sub-Element described conditions and facilities that existed in 1995.  That information was 
provided by the Indian River County and the City of Vero Beach Utilities Departments.  These 
data, shown in Appendix A, must be compared to more recent data to assess changes in 
conditions regarding the provision of sanitary sewer service within the county. 
 
In 1995, there were ten publicly operated wastewater treatment plants operating in the county.  
Nine of those plants were operated by the Indian River County Utilities Department, while the 
other plant was operated by the City of Vero Beach.  The county operated plants provided a level 
of service of 250 gallons/ residential unit/day, while the city operated plant provided a level of 
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service of 197 gallons/residential unit/day.  The combined design capacity of those ten plants 
was 11,330,000 gallons/day, an amount sufficient to accommodate their combined average daily 
demand of 6,052,000 gallons/day.  Design capacity of the county plants was 6,830,000 
gallons/day, and the demand for county plants was 2,852,000 gallons/day. 
 
The nine county operated plants generally used the contact stabilization and/or extended aeration 
methods to treat wastewater.  These methods resulted in an advanced secondary to tertiary level 
of treatment.  That level of treatment was sufficient to produce effluent that was acceptable for 
reuse irrigation for agriculture and for golf courses.  Additionally, the level of treatment provided 
by county operated wastewater treatment plants produced effluent that was acceptable for use in 
man-made wetlands and in mosquito impoundments along the Indian River Lagoon.  In 1995, the 
county operated plants at Vista Gardens and Vista Royale disposed of effluent in nearby 
mosquito impoundments. 
 
The attached map of the 1995 service area (attachment 1) shows the sanitary sewer service area 
at the time of the last major plan update.  At that time, centralized wastewater systems were 
available to most areas on the barrier island, the entire City of Vero Beach, a portion of the City 
of Sebastian, the southeast mainland, the SR 60 Corridor, and the Gifford area.  Even where 
centralized wastewater service was available in 1995, many structures were not connected to the 
centralized wastewater treatment system, and new development was not always required to 
connect. 
 
At the time of the last major Comprehensive Plan update, there were six (6) private wastewater 
treatment plants in the county.  Most of these package treatment plants served only small areas 
such as a single residential subdivision. 
 
With respect to septic tanks, the Indian River County Public Health Unit, Division of 
Environmental Health estimated that, in 1995, there were approximately 28,800 septic tanks in 
use in Indian River County, and that approximately 700 new septic tanks were being installed  
annually in the county. 
 
Package wastewater treatment plants and septic tanks have two main problems when compared 
to large regional plants.  Those problems are lower levels of treatment and an increased risk of 
groundwater contamination. 
 
In 1995, a related problem involved the size of residential lots.  Although the state had minimum 
size criteria for lots relying on well and septic systems, existing lots were exempt from those 
minimum lot size requirements.  In 1995, there were 111 residential subdivisions with 
"undersized" lots that were not served by a centralized water and/or wastewater system. 
 
In 1995, the county had 18,044 sanitary sewer service customers.  At that time, there were 
33,365 residential units in the unincorporated county. 



                                   EAR Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE  4 
 

 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
In Appendix A, the most recent sanitary sewer system conditions are identified under the 
existing conditions section of the corresponding matrix.  The information for existing sanitary 
sewer system conditions will be compared to the data provided in the adopted Sanitary Sewer 
Sub-Element (conditions at the time of last major plan update) to assess changes in conditions 
from the time that the comprehensive plan was adopted to the present. 
 
Presently, there are six (6) publicly operated wastewater treatment plants operating in the county. 
Five (5) of those plants are operated by the Indian River County Utilities Department, while the 
other plant is operated by the City of Vero Beach.  There are also three (3) privately operated 
package treatment plants in the county.  In the past several years, there have been no recorded 
instances of package treatment plant failures within the county. 
 
Currently, the county operated plants provide a level of service of 250 gallons/residential 
unit/day, while the city operated plant provides a level of service of 197 gallons/residential 
unit/day.  The combined design capacity of the six regional plants is 13,370,000 gallons/day, an 
amount sufficient to accommodate their combined average daily demand of 8,274,000 
gallons/day.  In 2006, design capacity for the county plants was 9,020,000 gallons/day, an 
amount sufficient to accommodate their combined average daily demand of 4,774,000 
gallons/day. 
 
The service area of the regional system now includes substantial portions of the urban service 
area of the county.  As indicated in the attached map of the 2006 service area (attachment #2), 
wastewater lines currently extend to much of the urban area of the county, including all three of 
the commercial/industrial nodes along I-95. 
 
With respect to septic tanks, the Indian River County Public Health Unit, Division of 
Environmental Health currently estimates that there are approximately 36,039 septic tanks in use 
in Indian River County.  While approximately 1,272 new septic tanks were installed in 2006 in 
the county, it is estimated that fewer than 500 new septic tanks will be constructed in 2007.  In 
2006, there were 89 undersized residential subdivisions in the county that were not served by a 
centralized water and/or wastewater system. 
 
In 2006, the county utilities department had 24,250 sanitary sewer customers.  At that time, there 
were 48,188 residential units in the unincorporated county.  Since the last major update of the 
comprehensive plan, the county has implemented all capital improvement projects identified in 
the county sanitary sewer sub-element.  In the recent past, there have been no recorded instances 
of county plants contaminating surface water or groundwater. 
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Currently, the county re-uses all effluent from its plants.  The majority of effluent is used as 
spray irrigation for golf courses within the unincorporated county area.  The remaining effluent 
is used for man-made wetlands at the county’s west regional plant.   
 
ANALYSIS
 
According to the county sanitary sewer master plan, the total design capacity of the county 
sanitary sewer system in 2030 is projected to be 19 million gallons per day (MGD), while total 
demand is projected to be about 12.62 million gallons per day (MGD).  To accommodate the 
needed capacity increase, either the north county regional plant and/or the west regional plant 
will be expanded in each of the following years: 2008, 2010, 2015, and 2025.  The increases will 
be: 4 mgd in 2008; 2 mgd in 2010; 2 mgd in 2015; and 3 mgd in 2025. This information is shown 
in the graph below.  Because all of the plants in the county system are interconnected, there is 
flexibility as to which plant or plants will be expanded to accommodate future demand. 
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Since the last major update of the comprehensive plan, the county sanitary sewer system service 
area has expanded, and sanitary sewer service is now available to most of the urbanized area of 
the unincorporated county, including major commercial and industrial nodes. In addition, the 
county provides sanitary sewer service to the City of Fellsmere, the Town of Orchid, and the 
City of Sebastian.   Although not all of the master plan lines are in, the county’s sanitary sewer 
system has adequately met the sanitary sewer demand from new residential and nonresidential 
development. 
 
There are, however, a number of existing residential developments that are not connected to the 
county sanitary sewer system.  In many cases, septic systems are adequate to accommodate 
individual single family houses, and there is no need to retrofit existing subdivisions with 
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sanitary sewer lines.  Where subdivisions are served by a centralized potable water system, there 
are seldom problems caused by lots having individual septic tanks.  Given the high cost of 
retrofitting existing subdivisions with sanitary sewer lines and given the limited benefits of 
connecting, it is unlikely that many existing subdivisions will be retrofitted with sewers in the 
future.   
 
There are, however, some circumstances where connecting existing subdivisions to the sanitary 
sewer system would be beneficial.  Those circumstances mostly relate to a subdivision’s 
proximity to a waterbody.  Because septic tanks can leach pollutants and those pollutants can 
impact the ocean, the Indian River Lagoon, the St. Sebastian River, or other surface water 
bodies, the county has an interest in promoting the connection of waterfront subdivisions to the 
sanitary sewer system. 
 
Overall, a regional wastewater treatment system has several advantages over the use of private 
treatment plants and septic tank systems.  With respect to private treatment plants, the main 
advantage of a regional system is the higher level of treatment provided by large regional plants. 
 That higher level of treatment allows effluent to be reused, rather than injected into the ground 
where the effluent could increase the risk of groundwater contamination. 
 
Although 7,239 septic tanks (average of 658 per year) were permitted within the county between 
1995 and 2006, there can be problems associated with septic tank systems.  According to the 
County Public Health Unit, Division of Environmental Health, the problems with septic tanks 
can be summarized as follows: 
 
 Physical limitations existing in Indian River County: 
 

o A high water table is found in almost all areas of the county, especially during the 
months of June through October. 

 
o Ninety-three percent of the county's soil has an underlying sporadic horizon (a 

restrictive layer often comprised of sandy clay loam) and, therefore, is not suitable for 
septic tanks.  This problem could be solved in areas with a low residential density by 
some modification of design and construction of septic tanks. 

 
Health and safety: 
 

o Septic tank effluent is of poor quality compared to wastewater treatment plant effluent. 
o There is a high risk of groundwater contamination and spread of communicable 

disease from septic tanks 
o Monitoring of septic tanks is costly and insufficient. 
o Septage is often disposed of inappropriately.  
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Environmental Considerations: 
 

o Septic tanks have the potential to cause groundwater contamination. 
o Septic tanks may leach contaminants to surface water bodies. 

 
Even in those low density areas with adequate soils where septic tanks are appropriate, there can 
be problems if septic tanks are not maintained.  Generally, septic tanks need to be pumped on a 
regular basis.  While there are private septic tank service companies which empty septic tanks 
and haul away septage, it is the septic tank owner who is responsible for initiating maintenance 
activities.  
 
This system of maintenance is generally acceptable, particularly for newer septic tanks meeting 
current regulations.  For older septic tanks, however, lack of maintenance can be a problem, and 
there is no program requiring regular maintenance of these septic tanks.  According to the 
County Health Department, a required septic tank maintenance program could reduce septic tank 
failures and associated adverse impacts; however, such a program would be costly and difficult 
to implement. 
 
Since the time of the last major update of the comprehensive plan, the focus of the County 
Utilities Department has been to increase the availability of centralized sanitary sewer service in 
the county.  Even with an increase in service, the number of public wastewater treatment plants 
in the county has been reduced from 10 to 6.  That has occurred mostly through the 
decommissioning of smaller treatment plants.  As a result, customers that previously were served 
by small treatment plants that were closed are now served by regional facilities. Between 1995 
and 2006, the number of private wastewater treatment plants decreased from 6 to 3. 
 
Besides closing small, inefficient treatment plants and connecting those plants’ customers to the 
regional system, the county has also increased the population served by regional wastewater 
plants in other ways.  Between 1995 and 2006, the capacity of the county plants increased by 
32%, from 6,830,000 gallons per day to 9,020,000 gallons per day, and total demand increased 
by 67%.  Currently, the county has sufficient capacity to accommodate its 4,774,000 gallons/day 
demand.  Each new subdivision within the Urban Service Area is now required to connect to the 
centralized wastewater service system if the proposed subdivision meets either of the following 
criteria. 
 
- It is within one-quarter of a mile of existing wastewater lines; or 
- It contains 25 or more lots. 
 
As a result of those actions, expansion of the county's centralized sewer system was extensive 
during the 1995 to 2006 time period in terms of both the geographic area served and new 
customers.  From 1995 to 2006, centralized sanitary sewer customers increased by 6,206 or 34% 
(from 18,044 to 24,250 customers). 
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Because virtually all new development projects are required to connect to the centralized 
sanitary sewer system, the number of new septic tanks installed in the county should decline over 
time.  Given the county’s sanitary sewer connection requirements, most new septic tanks are 
limited to older subdivisions, such as Vero Lake Estates, Pinetree Park, Oslo Park, Paradise 
Park, and others, that were platted decades ago prior to current regulations.  In recent years, 
however, many lots in these older subdivisions were built-on because of their low cost as well as 
high housing demand.  This explains why the annual number of septic tank installations in the 
county almost doubled between 1995 and 2006, even as the county required that new 
development projects connect to the centralized sanitary sewer system.  Eventually, these older 
subdivisions will be built-out; new septic tank installations will decline; and all new units will be 
connected to the centralized sanitary sewer system. 
 
The expansion of the regional wastewater treatment system serves commercial/industrial 
development as well as residential development.  Since the last major plan update, the regional 
wastewater treatment system has been expanded to several commercial/industrial areas in the 
county, including most of the three I-95 commercial/industrial nodes.  As a result of that 
expansion, the development potential of land within the Urban Service Area (USA) has greatly 
increased for both residential and commercial projects.  Attachment 4 identifies the county’s 5 
year schedule of sanitary sewer capital improvements projects. 
 
Currently, a major emphasis is to conserve the use of potable water.  Therefore, the county 
utilities department is planning to modify the county’s sanitary sewer system connection 
regulations to require all new subdivisions of 25 or more lots within one-quarter of a mile of an 
existing re-use line to connect to the re-use line for irrigation purposes. 
 
Effects of Statutory and Rule Changes
 
Local government comprehensive plans must be consistent with state and regional growth 
management requirements such as Chapter 163, F.S., the State Comprehensive Plan, Rule 9J-5, 
F.A.C, and the applicable strategic regional policy plan.  As stated in Subsection 163.3191(1), 
F.S., the EAR is the "principal process for updating local comprehensive plans to reflect changes 
in state policy and growth management."  Therefore, this EAR includes an analysis of the effects 
of statutory and rule changes upon the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element. 
 
Consistency with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C
 
Section 9J-5.011, F.A.C., constitutes the minimum requirements for the Sanitary Sewer Sub-
Element.  Since the time of last major plan update, no revisions were made to Section 9J-5.011, 
F.A.C.  The Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element remains consistent with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C. 
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Consistency with State Comprehensive Plan
 
The State Comprehensive Plan (Ch. 187, F.S.) has not been revised since Indian River County 
last updated its comprehensive plan.  The Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element of the Indian River 
County comprehensive plan is consistent with the state plan. 
 
Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan
 
The Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element is consistent with the Treasure Coast Strategic Regional Policy 
Plan. 
 
Consistency with Ch. 163, Part II, F.S. 
 
The Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element is consistent with Ch. 163, F.S.. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES
 
Following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element objectives.  
Attachment 3 lists the current Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element’s goal, objectives, and policies.  With 
the exception of Objective 7, each of the objectives was achieved. 
 
Under each objective, those policies associated with the objective have been assessed to identify 
those that have been implemented and those that have not been implemented.  Also, each policy 
has been assessed to determine if it directly or indirectly contributed to meeting the 
corresponding objective.  Then, each policy was assessed to determine if it needs to be 
maintained, revised, or deleted and the reason for revision or deletion. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Service Concurrent with Development
 
Through 2020, there will be sufficient capacity in the regional sanitary sewer system to 
accommodate all new development within the urban service area. 
 
MEASURE – DESIGN CAPACITY OF THE REGIONAL SANITARY SEWER PLANTS. 
 
Although the target date for this policy is not until 2020, the county’s sanitary sewer master plan 
indicates that the 2020 design capacity of the county’s sanitary sewer system is projected to be 
16 MGD, while demand is projected at 8.87 MGD.  In 2006, the combined design capacity of all 
of the county regional sanitary sewer plants was 9,020,000 gallons per day, while total demand 
was 4,774,000.  If the county makes its scheduled plant expansions, this objective will be 
achieved.  As part of the sanitary sewer sub-element, specific criteria have been established to 
guide timing of design, permitting, and construction for expansion of the facilities to ensure that 
there is sufficient capacity in the county’s regional sanitary sewer system to serve current and 
anticipated customers. 
 
Objective 1’s target date is not due until 2020.  
 
Because the provision of sanitary sewer service is necessary to maintain the community's quality 
of life, this is an important objective and should be retained.  The objective’s target date, 
however, should be changed to correspond to the time horizon of the plan.  
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POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer 
to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.1) New development 
in the unincorporated 
portion of the county 
shall be approved only 
when capacity is 
available to provide 
needed sanitary sewer 
service. 

Sanitary Sewer 
capacity monitored 
through the 
concurrency 
management system 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.2)  The county 
utilities department, on 
an annual basis, shall 
inspect all private 
wastewater treatment 
plants in Indian River 
County. 

Inspections are done by 
Utilities Department 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.3) The county adopts 
250 GPD/ERU as the 
county's minimum 
Level Of Service 
standard, and a peak 
monthly flow factor of 
1.25, for the county's 
sanitary sewer 
facilities. 

Minimum level of 
service standards 
adopted 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.4)  The county shall 
utilize the concurrency 
management system to 
update facility demand 
and capacity 
information as 
development orders 
and permits are issued. 

Computerized permit 
tracking and 
concurrency 
management system 
updates demand and 
capacity information as 
dev. orders and permits 
issued 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.5) The Planning 
Division shall prepare  
summaries of capacity 
and demand 

Summaries provided 
through the automated 
concurrency 
management system 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer 
to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
information for each 
facility within the 
county service area as 
needed 

1.6) The county shall 
continue to allow the 
use of septic tanks in 
rural areas for single-
family units and for 
small retail 
establishments utilizing 
tanks for domestic 
waste disposal only, 
where approved by 
regulatory agencies 
consistent with the 
attached water and 
waste-water connection 
matrix (Table 3.A.16). 

Under limited 
circumstances, new 
development is served 
by septic tanks. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
 
Each of the policies under objective 1 was implemented, and each contributed to meeting the 
objective.  All of the policies can be maintained as structured. 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 1 will continue to be achieved.  No other 
new policies are necessary. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 Correction of Deficiencies
 
By 2002, residential units in the county that are connected to a regional sanitary sewer system 
will represent at least 40% of all existing residential units in the unincorporated county.  This 
will be an increase from 34% in 1995. 
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MEASURE - THE PERCENT OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS CONNECTED TO THE 
REGIONAL SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM. 
 
In 2006, 21,349 residential units, or approximately 44.3% of the unincorporated county's 48,188 
residential units, were connected to the regional sanitary sewer system. 
 
Objective 2 was achieved  
 
Since the objective is appropriate, it should be retained, but the objective’s target and target date 
should be revised. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

2.1) The county shall 
continue to offer the utility 
assessment program to 
areas with septic service 
within the county utilities 
department service area. 

Utility assessment 
program is offered 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.2) The county shall offer 
up to 10 years financing for 
all utility assessments. 

Up to 10 yr. financing 
available for all 
assessments 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.3) The list of subdivisions 
requiring sanitary sewer due 
to public health threats shall 
be updated annually.  These 
subdivisions shall be given 
priority for the provision of 
public sanitary sewer 
services. 

The list of subdivisions 
requiring sanitary 
sewer service due to 
public health threats is 
not updated annually; 
however, connection 
priority is given where 
a public health threat 
had been identified. 

Partially 

X 

 X  X  Delete, there is no 
need for a new 
list every year. 

2.4) The county shall 
provide sanitary sewer 
service to areas determined 
to be public health threats.  
The county shall recover 
costs through those 

Sanitary sewer service 
is provided to the areas 
determined to be public 
health threats 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
connected to the system and 
directly benefiting from the 
improvement. 

2.5) The County Utilities 
Dept. shall provide sanitary 
sewer services to the City of 
Sebastian and Town of 
Orchid.  City of Vero Beach 
will provide sanitary 
services to portions of the 
unincorporated county. 

Sanitary sewer service 
is provided to 
municipalities and 
unincorporated county 
per interlocal 
agreements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
 
Each of the policies, except for policy 2.3, was implemented and contributed to meeting the 
objective.  These policies can be maintained.  As structured, policy 2.3 requires the list of 
subdivisions requiring sanitary sewer service due to public health threats be updated annually.  
Because there are virtually no changes to this list from year to year, there is no need to update 
this list on an annual basis.  Consequently, this policy should be eliminated. 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 2 will continue to be achieved.  No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality
 
Through 2020, the county will have no instances of sanitary sewer facilities contaminating 
surface water or groundwater resources. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF INSTANCES OF SANITARY SEWER FACILITIES 
CONTAMINATING SURFACE WATER OR GROUNDWATER RESOURCES. 
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There is no record of the county’s sanitary sewer facilities contaminating surface water or 
ground water resources.  Land development regulations Chapters 918 and 931 contain 
regulations to ensure the safe discharge of sewer effluent to avoid surface and groundwater 
contamination.  
 
Objective 3 was achieved. 
 
This objective should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be changed to 
correspond to the time horizon of the plan. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1) The County Public 
Health Unit, Div. of 
Environmental Health (Env. 
Health) shall conduct 
annual inspections of septic 
tanks associated with 
commercial, industrial, and 
manufacturing uses.  The 
results of these inspections 
shall be used for 
prioritization of further 
expansion of sanitary sewer 
service. 

Env. Health does 
annual inspections of 
septic tanks for heavy 
com., industrial, and 
manufacturing uses  

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.2) The county shall 
regularly monitor all 
centralized sanitary sewer 
facilities to ensure no 
contamination of surface 
water or groundwater 
resources. 

County utilities Dept. 
regularly monitors 
sanitary sewer facilities 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.3) Env. Health shall 
conduct a random sampling 
of on site sewage systems 
for businesses which 
generate hazardous waste. 

Random samplings 
conducted 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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All policies under Objective 3 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  
These policies can be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 3 will continue to be achieved.  No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 Water Conservation
 
Through 2020, 100% of the wastewater effluent produced by the county centralized sanitary 
sewer facilities will be reused. 
 
MEASURE - PERCENT OF WASTEWATER REUSED FOR SPRAY IRRIGATION. 
 
The target date for this objective is not until 2020. The county, however, currently reuses all 
effluent produced.  The majority of effluent is used as spray irrigation for golf courses and citrus 
groves.  In addition, effluent is supplied to man-made wetlands. 
 
Objective 4 was achieved.  
 
As the county grows, the importance of water conservation will increase.  For that reason, the 
objective should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be changed to 
correspond to the time horizon of the plan. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

4.1) The county shall 
continue to reuse 
wastewater by spray 
irrigation with percolation 
ponds as back-up. 

Reuse wastewater 
utilized for spray 
irrigation and man-
made wetland 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.2)  The county shall 
require large volume 

Implemented X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
irrigation users, such as 
developments with golf 
courses, to use reuse water 
for spray irrigation. 

4.3) The county shall 
enforce LDRs that require 
developments which will 
use treated wastewater for 
spray irrigation to 
construct and dedicate to 
the county needed effluent 
transmission lines. 

Land Development 
Regulations (Chapter 
918) enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.4) By January 2001, a 
feasibility study will be 
completed for developing 
man-made wetlands for 
effluent disposal and reuse 
water transmission lines. 

Wetlands created 
adjacent to the west 
regional plant 

X  X  X  Delete 

 
All policies under Objective 4 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  
These policies can be maintained as structured.  Policy 4.4 is not needed anymore and should be 
replaced with another policy that requires all new subdivisions of 25 or more lots within one-
quarter of a mile of an existing re-use line to connect to the re-use line.  
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 4 will continue to be achieved.  Policy 
4.4 should be replaced with another policy as stated above. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5 Capital Improvements
 
By 2010, the county will have completed improvements to the sanitary sewer facilities as 
outlined in Table 3.A.10 of the sanitary sewer sub-element. 
 



                                   EAR Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE  18 
 

MEASURE - COMPLETION OF IMPROVEMENTS CONSISTENT WITH TABLE 3.A.12. 
(see attachment 1) 
 
The target date for this policy is not until 2010; however, all capital improvements projects 
identified in the sanitary sewer sub-element have been completed as scheduled. 
 
Objective 5 was achieved.  
 
Objective 5 should be revised to reflect a new timeframe, and to reference the latest capital 
improvements schedule which maximizes the use of existing facilities and discourages urban 
sprawl. 
 

POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer 
to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

5.1) The county shall 
maintain a 5-year 
schedule of capital 
improvements. 

5-year schedule of 
capital improvements 
needs for public 
facilities maintained & 
properly updated  

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.2) Proposed capital 
improvement projects 
shall be ranked 
according to certain 
priority level 
guidelines. 

Guidelines used to rank 
proposed projects 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.3) To guarantee the 
provision of more 
than a minimum LOS, 
the county must 
follow certain steps 
for design, permitting 
and construction of 
facilities as identified 
in the policy. 

Met specific guidelines 
for design and 
permitting of plant 
expansions 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.4) The county shall 
treat sanitary sewer 
provision as an 

Provision of sanitary 
sewer is self-supporting 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer 
to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
enterprise system 
which is financially 
self-supporting. 

5.5) The county shall 
continue to secure 
funds through user 
fees, impact fees, and 
other appropriate fees 
for the orderly 
expansion of the 
sanitary sewer system. 

 

Several types of fees 
charged and collected 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.6) The county shall 
pursue state and 
federal sources of 
funding available for 
the improvement and 
expansion of utility 
services. 

Funding sources 
pursued 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.7) All improvements 
for replacement, 
expansion, or increase 
in capacity of facilities 
in the County Utilities 
Department service 
area shall be 
consistent with 
adopted level of 
service standards for 
facilities. 

New and/or expanded 
facilities maintain level 
of service standards 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.8) Provision of 
centralized sanitary 
sewer service shall be 
limited to specific 
areas. 

Centralized sanitary 
sewer service limited to 
appropriate areas 
(generally the urban 
service area). 

X   X X  Maintain 
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All policies under Objective 5 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  
These policies can be maintained as structured. 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 5 will continue to be achieved.  No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 Package Treatment Plants and Septic Tank Systems
 
Through 2020, there shall be no instances of package treatment plant failures, or illegal or unsafe 
package treatment plant discharges. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF PACKAGE TREATMENT PLANT FAILURES AND NUMBER 
OF ILLEGAL OR UNSAFE PACKAGE TREATMENT PLANT DISCHARGES. 
 
The county has adopted regulations governing inspections, operation and maintenance of on-site 
wastewater treatment systems.  There have been no recorded instances of package treatment 
plants failures.   
 
Objective 6 was achieved.  
 
This objective should be maintained; however, the objective’s target date should be changed to 
correspond to the time horizon of the plan.   
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

6.1) Limits use of on-site 
wastewater treatment 
systems. 

LDR Chapter 918 X  X  X  Maintain 

6.2) Issuance of 
development orders or 
permits for on-site 
wastewater treatment 

Land Development 
Regulations (Chapter 
918) applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
systems where county 
facilities are not available, 
shall be conditioned upon 
compliance with federal, 
state and local permit 
requirements.  

6.3) The county shall  
require that issuance of 
permits for replacement or 
expansion of existing on-
site wastewater treatment 
systems be conditioned 
upon compliance with 
DEP regulatory 
requirements and Federal 
and State water quality 
standards. 

Land Development 
Regulations (Chapter 
918) amended 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.4) The Utilities 
Department shall inspect, 
operation and maintenance 
of package treatment 
plants on an annual basis. 

Implemented X  X  X  Maintain 

6.5) All new package 
wastewater treatment 
plants shall be built 
according to federal, state 
and local requirements.   

Land Development 
Regulations (Chapter 
918) applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.6) The county shall 
require all new package 
treatment plants to be 
dedicated to the county. 

 

Land Development 
Regulations (Chapter 
918) applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.7) The county shall 
enforce existing 
ordinances requiring pre-
treatment of commercial 

Ordinance adopted and 
implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
and industrial waste before 
discharge into the county 
system.  

6.8) Connection to 
regional sanitary sewer 
systems shall be consistent 
with wastewater 
connection matrix. 

Implemented X  X  X  Maintain 

 
 
All of Objective 6's policies were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  These 
policies should be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 6 will continue to be achieved.  No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 Septic Tank Systems
 
By 2010, the number of new septic tank systems permitted annually will not exceed 450. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF SEPTIC TANKS PERMITTED ANNUALLY 
 
In 2006, 1,272 Septic tank permits were issued.  Between 1995 and 2006, an average 658 septic 
tank permits were issued per year. 
 
Objective 7 was not achieved.  The objective should be maintained, but the objective’s target 
date and target should be revised.  The revised objective should state that, by 2020, the number 
of new septic tank systems permitted (not including replacement permits) annually will not 
exceed 450.  As lots in older subdivisions without centralized sanitary sewer service are built on 
and newer subdivisions connect to the regional sanitary sewer system, there will be fewer septic 
tank permits issued. 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

7.1) Limit septic tanks to 
certain areas identified. 

Septic tanks limited to 
the areas specified in 
the policy 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.2) The county shall 
ensure before 
development orders are 
issued that the project 
complies with Florida 
Department of Health and 
permit requirements for 
septic tank systems. 

Implemented X  X  X  Maintain 

7.3) The county shall 
require permits for 
replacement of septic 
tank systems. 

Implemented X  X  X  Maintain 

7.4) The county shall 
establish public education 
programs on the proper 
use, inspection 
requirement, maintenance 
and abandonment of 
septic tanks, based on 
current state and local 
regulations. 

Public education 
program provided 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 7 were implemented.  These policies can be maintained as 
structured.   
 
New Policy
 
A new policy should be added. That policy should indicate that the county should coordinate 
with the Health Department to initiate a study to determine the feasibility of establishing a 
regular septic tank maintenance program. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, and the addition of the recommended new policy, 
Objective 7 will be achieved. 
 
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES
 
The objectives of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element, with the proposed revisions,  are sufficient to 
meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS
 
The county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, text, and 
Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element.  Much of that update 
involves the inclusion of new data. 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS
 
The following are the anticipated amendments of the sanitary sewer sub-element. 
 
TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Each of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect current 
conditions. 
 
TEXT 
 
Major portions of the text of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element must be revised with new data 
including existing conditions and projections. 
 
 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element are 
summarized below. 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1  Revise objective’s target date 

2  Revise objective’s target and target date 

2 2.3 Delete policy 2.3 

3  Revise objective’s target date 

4 4.4 Delete Policy 4.4,  Replace with a policy RE: reuse line 

5  Revise objective’s target date and include revised CIP  

6  Revised objective’s target date  

7  Revised the objective’s target and target date 

7 New New policy for feasibility study for establishing a regular 
maintenance program for septic tanks 
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 Attachment 1 (1995 Sanitary Sewer Service Area) 
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Attachment 2 
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Attachment 3 
 

GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL
 
Indian River County shall have an efficient system of sanitary sewer disposal that prevents 
degradation of existing resources, promotes orderly growth and development, and meets existing 
and projected demands. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Service Concurrent with Development
 
Through 2020, there will be sufficient capacity in the regional sanitary sewer system to 
accommodate all new development within the urban service area. 
 

POLICY 1.1:  New development within the unincorporated portion of Indian River 
County shall be approved only when capacity is available, either on-site or off-site, to 
provide needed sanitary sewer service. 

 
POLICY 1.2:  The county utilities department, on an annual basis, shall inspect all 
private wastewater treatment plants in Indian River County. 

 
POLICY 1.3:  The county hereby adopts a sanitary sewer level of service standard of 250 
gallons per day per equivalent residential unit with a peak monthly flow factor of 1.25.  
That standard shall be utilized for determining the availability of facility capacity and the 
demand generated by a development. 

 
POLICY 1.4: Through its computerized permit tracking and its concurrency management 
system, the county shall continue to implement procedures to update facility demand and 
capacity information as development orders and permits are issued. 

 
POLICY 1.5: The Planning Division, on an as needed basis, shall provide summary 
reports containing capacity and demand information for each public wastewater treatment 
plant within the county service area. 

 
POLICY 1.6: Consistent with Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element Table 3.A.13, the county’s 
adopted water and wastewater connection matrix, the county shall continue to allow the 
use of septic tank systems in rural areas for single-family units and for small retail 
establishments utilizing septic tank systems for domestic waste disposal only.  The use of 
septic tank systems must be approved by the Florida Department of Health, 
Environmental Health Unit and be consistent with Rule 64E-6, FAC. 
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OBJECTIVE 2 Regional System Expansion
 
By 2002, residential units in the county that are connected to a regional sanitary sewer system 
will represent at least 40% of all existing residential units in the county.  This will be an increase 
from 34% in 1995. 
 

POLICY 2.1:  The county shall continue to offer the utility assessment program to areas 
with septic service within the County Utilities Department service area. 

 
POLICY 2.2:  The county shall continue to offer up to 10 year financing for all utility 
assessments. 

 
POLICY 2.3:  The list of subdivisions designated as requiring sanitary sewer service due 
to public health threats shall be updated through an annual review process.  These 
subdivisions shall be given priority for the provision of public sanitary sewer services. 

 
POLICY 2.4:  The county shall provide sanitary sewer service to areas where the lack of 
such service is determined to be a public health threat.  The county shall recover costs 
through those connecting to the system and directly benefiting from the improvement. 

 
POLICY 2.5:  Consistent with its interlocal agreements with the City of Sebastian 
(Interlocal Agreement Providing for the Transfer of the City of Sebastian Water and 
Wastewater System By and Between The City of Sebastian, Florida and Indian River 
County, Florida--September 20, 1995) and the Town of Orchid (Interlocal Agreement 
Between Indian River County, Florida and the Town of Orchid Regarding Provision of 
Water and Wastewater Services--September 12, 1989), the county shall provide sanitary 
sewer services to those municipalities.  Consistent with the county’s interlocal agreement 
with the City of Vero Beach (Agreement Between Indian River County and the City of 
Vero Beach Setting Service Areas for Water and Sewer Service; Memorializing Certain 
Water and Sewer Allocations; and Repealing Prior Agreements--August 18, 1989), the 
City of Vero Beach will provide sanitary sewer service to portions of the unincorporated 
county. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3 Surface Water and Groundwater Quality
 
Through 2020, the county will have no instances of sanitary sewer facilities contaminating 
surface water or groundwater resources. 
 

POLICY 3.1:  The IRCHD shall conduct annual inspections of septic tanks that are 
associated with heavy commercial, industrial, and manufacturing uses.  The results of 
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these inspections shall be used to prioritize sanitary sewer service expansion. 
 

POLICY 3.2: The county shall regularly monitor all centralized sanitary sewer facilities 
to ensure that they do not contaminate surface water or groundwater resources. 

 
POLICY 3.3:  To ensure that hazardous waste is not discharged into ground or surface 
water, the IRCHD shall conduct random samplings of on-site sewage systems for 
businesses which have been identified as hazardous waste generators.  Violators shall be 
prosecuted according to federal, state and/or local regulations. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4 Water Conservation
 
Through 2020, 100% of the wastewater effluent produced by the county centralized sanitary 
sewer facilities will be reused. 
 

POLICY 4.1:  The county shall continue to reuse wastewater by spray irrigation, with 
percolation ponds as back-up. 

 
POLICY 4.2: The county shall require large volume irrigation users, such as 
developments with golf courses, to use reuse water for spray irrigation. 

 
POLICY 4.3:  The county shall continue to enforce Land Development Regulations that 
require developments that use treated wastewater for spray irrigation to construct and 
dedicate to the county the effluent transmission lines needed to transport the effluent to 
the development. 

 
POLICY 4.4:  By January 2001, the county shall complete a study of the feasibility of 
developing man-made wetlands for effluent disposal near county wastewater treatment 
plants and/or reuse water transmission lines. 

 
OBJECTIVE 5 Capital Improvements
 
By 2010, the county will have completed improvements to the sanitary sewer facilities as 
outlined in Table 3.A.10 of the sanitary sewer sub-element. 
 

POLICY 5.1:  In conformance with the review process for the Capital Improvements 
Element of this plan, the county shall maintain a five-year schedule of capital 
improvement needs for public facilities. 

 
POLICY 5.2:  Proposed capital improvement projects shall be evaluated and ranked 
according to the following three priority level guidelines: 
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  - Level One - whether the project is needed to protect public health and safety, to 
fulfill the county’s legal commitment to provide facilities and services, or to 
preserve or achieve full use of existing facilities. 

 
  - Level Two - whether the project increases efficiency of use of existing facilities, 

prevents or reduces future improvement costs, provides service to developed 
areas lacking full service or promotes in-fill development. 

 
   - Level Three - whether the project represents a logical extension of facilities and 

services within the urban service area. 
 

POLICY 5.3:  In order to guarantee provision of more than the minimum level of service, 
the county shall take the following steps: 

 
  - begin planning and preliminary design for expansion when a plant’s Average 

Daily Demand is projected to equal or exceed its capacity within 5 years; 
 

  - prepare plans and specifications for expansion when a plant’s Average Daily 
Demand is projected to equal or exceed its capacity within 4 years; 

 
  - submit a complete construction permit application to the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection for expansion when a plant’s Average Daily Demand is 
projected to equal or exceed its capacity within 3 years; and 

 
  - submit an application for an operation permit for the expanded facility to DEP 

when a plant’s Average Daily Demand is projected to equal or exceed its capacity 
within 6 months. 

 
POLICY 5.4:  The county shall treat sanitary sewer provision as an enterprise system 
which is financially self-supporting. 

 
POLICY 5.5:  The County Utilities Department shall fund sanitary sewer capital 
improvements and expansions through user fees, impact fees, developer’s agreements, 
assessments and other appropriate fees and funding mechanisms. 

 
POLICY 5.6:  The county shall pursue state and federal sources of funding available for 
the improvement and expansion of utility services. 

 
POLICY 5.7:  All improvements, replacement, expansion, or increase in capacity of 
county facilities shall be consistent with adopted level of service standards for facilities. 

 
 



                                   EAR Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE  32 
 

 
 

POLICY 5.8:  Consistent with the policies of the Future Land Use Element of this plan, 
provision of centralized sanitary sewer service shall be limited to the following areas: 

 
   - Areas within the Urban Service Area; 
 
   - Areas where the county has legal commitments to provide facilities and services 

as of the date of adoption of this plan; 
 
   - Areas outside of the Urban Service Area where at least a portion of the site is 

contiguous to an Urban Service Area boundary as depicted on the Official Future 
Land Use Map.  These areas are subject to the following provisions: 

 
o The maximum density of such land shall be as shown on the Future 

Land Use Map, and the provision of centralized sanitary sewer 
service shall not be justification for an increase in maximum 
density; 

 
o Sanitary sewer line extensions shall be limited to laterals and 

minor lines connecting land uses to main lines; and 
 

o In no case shall centralized sanitary sewer lines be permitted to 
extend more than 500 feet from the centerline of a roadway which 
is an Urban Service Area boundary, or more than 500 feet from the 
Urban Service Area boundary when the boundary is not a roadway. 

 
   - Development projects located outside of the Urban Service Area that meet the 

criteria of the policies of the Future Land Use Element for: 
 

o clustering of residential development within agricultural areas; 
 

o clustering of residential development within privately owned 
upland   conservation areas; 

 
o clustering development within mixed use districts; or 

 
o traditional neighborhood design communities; 

 
o Public facilities such as public schools 
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-   Areas where, consistent with Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element Policy 2.4, the lack of 
centralized sanitary sewer service is determined to be a public health threat. 

 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 Package Treatment Plants
 
 
Through 2020, there shall be no instances of package treatment plant failures, or illegal or unsafe 
package treatment plant discharges. 
 

POLICY 6.1:  The county shall limit the use of package wastewater treatment systems to 
areas that meet the following criteria governing connection to the county sanitary sewer 
system: 

 
   - Development served by existing package treatment plants may continue to treat 

their sewage in that manner until centralized service becomes available.  At that 
time, all development within ¼ mile of a county sewer line shall be connected to 
the county system.  Developments whose sewage treatment systems cause a 
public health problem must connect to the regional system regardless of the 
distance to sewer lines. 

 
   - Package treatment plants shall be allowed in areas of development outside of the 

Urban Service Area when such development meets the criteria of policies of the 
Future Land Use Element for: 

 
o clustering of residential development within agricultural areas; 
o clustering of residential development within privately owned upland 

conservation areas; 
o clustering development within mixed use districts; or 
o traditional neighborhood design communities. 

 
POLICY 6.2:  The county shall ensure that, prior to the issuance of development orders 
or permits, the applicant has demonstrated that the project complies with applicable 
federal, state, and local permit requirements for package treatment plants. 

 
POLICY 6.3:  The county shall require that issuance of permits for replacement or 
expansion of existing package treatment plants be conditioned upon compliance with the 
most updated version of DEP regulatory requirements and Federal and State water 
quality standards as identified in the “Regulatory Framework” section of the sub-element. 
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POLICY 6.4:  To ensure proper maintenance and operation, the Utilities Department 
shall inspect all package treatment plants on an annual basis. 

 
POLICY 6.5:  The county shall require all new package wastewater treatment plants to 
be built according to current federal, state, and county requirements.  In addition to 
obtaining a county permit demonstrating compliance with county regulations, any 
developer building and operating a package wastewater treatment plant must obtain a 
state permit demonstrating compliance with state and federal regulations.  Those 
regulations include but are not limited to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 
(PL 92-500) and its amendments through the Clean Water Acts of 1977 (PL 95-217) and 
1981 (PL 97-117), Chapters 381 and 403 of the Florida Statutes, and Rules 17-3 and 17-6 
of the Florida Administrative Code.  Both state and county permits are required for the 
construction of a plant, and for any future expansion or modification of a plant. 

 
POLICY 6.6:  At the time the county approves any new package treatment plants, the 
county will require, that at the time deemed appropriate by the county, the package 
treatment plant shall be dedicated to the county for operation and maintenance. 

 
POLICY 6.7:  The county shall continue to enforce ordinances requiring pre-treatment of 
commercial and industrial waste before discharge into the county system. 

 
POLICY 6.8: The county shall require all future connections to the regional sanitary 
sewer system to be consistent with the attached water and wastewater connection matrix. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7 Septic Tank Systems
 
By 2010, the number of new septic tank systems permitted annually will not exceed 450. 
 

POLICY 7.1:  The county shall limit the use of septic tank systems to areas that meet the 
following criteria governing connection to the county sanitary sewer system: 

 
   - With the exception of those identified in Table 3.A.3, residential subdivisions 

served by existing septic tank systems may continue to treat their sewage in that 
manner. 

 
   - Commercial/industrial uses and residential subdivisions identified in Table 3.A.3 

may continue to treat their sewage with existing septic tank systems until 
centralized sewer service lines are extended to within ¼ mile of the site.  At that 
time, all residential units in those subdivisions and all commercial/industrial uses 
shall be connected to the county system.  Developments whose sewage treatment 
systems cause a public health problem must connect to the regional system 
regardless of the distance to sewer lines. 
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   - Use of septic tank systems for new development shall be prohibited unless: 
 

o such development meets the criteria set on the water and 
wastewater connection matrix; or 

 
o such development consists of clustered residential development 

within privately owned upland conservation (C-3) areas.  Even 
under those circumstances, no individual septic tank systems may 
be associated with individual residential units.  If located outside 
of any conservation designated areas or areas that are 
environmentally sensitive or significant, however, centralized 
community septic tank systems may be provided to each pod of 
clustered residential development. 

 
   - Septic tank systems shall be allowed in areas of development outside of the Urban 

Service Area when such development meets the criteria of policies of the Future 
Land Use Element for: 

 
o clustering of residential development within agricultural areas; 
o clustering of residential development within privately owned 

upland conservation areas; 
o clustering development within mixed use districts; or 
o traditional neighborhood design communities. 

 
POLICY 7.2:  The county shall ensure that, prior to the issuance of development orders 
or permits for projects to be served by septic tank systems, the applicant has 
demonstrated that the project complies with Florida Department of Health and Rule 64E-
6, FAC, permit requirements for septic tank systems. 

 
POLICY 7.3:  The county shall require that issuance of permits for replacement of 
existing septic tank systems be conditioned upon compliance with the most updated 
version of DEP regulatory requirements and Federal and State water quality standards as 
identified in the “Regulatory Framework” section of the Sub-element. 

 
POLICY 7.4:  The county, in coordination with the IRCHD, shall establish public 
education programs on the proper use, inspection requirements, maintenance, and 
abandonment of septic tanks.  The tank abandonment process shall be based on current 
state and local regulations. 

 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Infrastructure Element\Sanitary Sewer Sub Element\EAR SS Sub 
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Attachment 4 
Five Year Capital Improvements Plan 

 
 

Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water      
       
Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  
Fund 472  $                  58,065,833.00  $     32,472,133.00   $    11,401,828.00   $     6,935,828.00   $    (1,734,172.00)  
Total Revenue  $                  58,065,833.00  $     32,472,133.00   $    11,401,828.00   $     6,935,828.00   $    (1,734,172.00)  
       
Expenditures FY 07/08  FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 Revenue Source 
North RO Integrated Water 
Resource/Spoonbill Marsh Mosquito 
Impoundment  $                    1,304,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Misc Water Improvements  $                       250,000.00  $          250,000.00   $         250,000.00   $        250,000.00   $        250,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Misc Sewer Improvements  $                       175,000.00  $          175,000.00   $         175,000.00   $        175,000.00   $        175,000.00  Capacity Charges 
North RO Plant Expansion to 14.3 MGD 
(Plant Only)  $                    8,500,000.00  $       5,521,393.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
West Reg WWTF Expansion 2.0 to 6.0 MGD  $                    8,000,000.00  $     13,182,912.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
6" FM 66th Av 33rd St to 41st St  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $        220,000.00   $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Upgrade 8 " FM to 12" FM from 41st St to 
45th along 58th Av  $                                     -    $                        -     $         650,000.00   $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Convert Bent Pines LS to 58th Av FM  $                       230,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
65th St E/o 58th Av & convert 8" FM to 
reuse main at Lat G canal(Crystal Falls)  $                       119,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
West Wastewater Transmission System  $                    1,300,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
12WM 27th Av to 43rd Av  $                                     -    $          650,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
77th West of Kings (Tuscanny Lakes)  $                       425,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Reuse line from 43rd Ave from 25th St SW 
to 1st St SW   $                       560,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Convert 8"FM to Reuse Lateral G 
Conversion  $                       264,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
12WM & 6"FM on 65th St from Lat G to Old
Dixie (High Pointe)  $                      570,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
FM Wm and Reuse on 4th St from 82nd to 
98th Ave and on 98th from 4th to 8th  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $     2,050,000.00   $                       -    Capacity Charges 
8" WM and 6"FM 37th St West of 58th Av 
(Vero Village Developers Agreement)  $                         72,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Master Plan LS 90th Avenue and 510  $                    1,000,000.00  $          350,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
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Bent Pine LS Modifications to Add Vero 
Lago and generators  $                         82,700.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
58th Av 58th Circle WM Loop-Sylvan Lakes  $                         40,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
91st Av to79th St & 104th Av (VLE)  $                       750,000.00  $       1,241,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
8 "WM 58th ave & 13th St SW 
(Southlakes/Diamond Lakes)  $                         45,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
WM Fm Reuse CR510 incl Bridge  $                       500,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Alternative Surface Water Supply  $                         62,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
CR510 at 61st St  $                       720,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Pelican Island Water Main and Hydrant  $                         20,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
VLE Master planned WM  Phase II 87th s of 
99th Av w on 87th St and 104th Av  $                    1,225,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
VLE Master planned WM  on 79th St from 
101st to 101 Av (pulled from #07516)  $                       155,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
VLE Master planned WM  Phase II 87th s of 
99th Av w on 87th St and 104th Av  $                    1,225,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
53rd St 58th Ave to 66th Av 12" WM  $                                     -    $                        -     $         500,000.00   $        250,000.00   $                       -    Capacity Charges 
16" Effluent Main NWWTF to N Beach 
River Crossing  $                                     -    $          600,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
16" Effluent Main, CR510 from A1A to 
Bridge  $                       500,000.00  $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
12" WM on 27th Av from 13th St SW to 
17th SW (Madera Isles & Echo Lake)  $                                     -    $                        -     $         341,000.00   $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
12" Eff IR Blvd from 49th to City of VB  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $        300,000.00  Capacity Charges 
65th St E/O Kings Hwy 12"WM Highpoint  $                                     -    $          100,000.00   $         200,000.00   $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
16" WM 69th ST E/O Kings Highway   $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $        300,000.00   $        600,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Brine Disposal So RO  $                                     -    $                        -     $      1,500,000.00   $     1,000,000.00   $                       -    Capacity Charges 
24" reuse along 82nd WWTF to N WWTF  $                                     -    $          500,000.00   $      1,300,000.00   $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
58th Av 65th St to 69th St & along 61st and 
69th St  $                                     -    $                        -     $           50,000.00   $        500,000.00   $        450,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Purchase Site & construct RIB for central 
Reg'l WWTF Effluent Disposal  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $     1,500,000.00   $        500,000.00  Capacity Charges 
16th St 16" WM to ease peak hour flow & 
pressure requirements  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $     1,000,000.00   $        250,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Misc non master plan Wm & FM extensions  $                       500,000.00  $          500,000.00   $         500,000.00   $        500,000.00   $        500,000.00  Capacity Charges 
N of Windsor & Polo Club Extension  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $        225,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Svce Transmission Lines Oslo Pk, Villages 
of VB Gardens  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $        700,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Parallel FM to Oslo Rd  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $        500,000.00   $        250,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Vista Gardens Effluent Main Connection  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $        225,000.00   $        200,000.00  Capacity Charges 



  
 

 

 
 

38 

 38 

Vista Royale Effluent Main Connection  $                                     -    $          250,000.00   $         200,000.00   $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
24"Reuse 82nd Av from WWTF to NWWTF  $                                     -    $                        -     $         500,000.00   $        500,000.00   $        500,000.00  Capacity Charges 
Construct RIB for Central WWTF  $                                     -    $                        -     $                       -     $     1,500,000.00   $        500,000.00  Capacity Charges 
16" Effluent Main a A1A from CR510 to 
City of VB Interconnect  $                                     -    $                        -     $         800,000.00   $        700,000.00   $                       -    Capacity Charges 
Wetlands Expansion Effluent #15   $                                     -    $          750,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Capacity Charges 
 Total Expenditures   $                  28,593,700.00  $     24,070,305.00   $      6,966,000.00   $   11,170,000.00   $     5,400,000.00    
       
Comparison of Expenditures to Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 Total 
Total Revenue  $                  58,065,833.00  $     32,472,133.00   $    11,401,828.00   $     6,935,828.00   $    (1,734,172.00) $107,141,450
Total Expenditures  $                  28,593,700.00  $     24,070,305.00   $      6,966,000.00   $   11,170,000.00   $     5,400,000.00  $76,200,005
Annual Balance $29,472,133 $8,401,828 $4,435,828 -$4,234,172 -$7,134,172 $30,941,445
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Appendix A 

Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report 
Conditions at the time of last major plan update (1995) and Existing Conditions (2006) 

Sub-Element: Sanitary Sewer 
Indian River County 

 
 

Data Element Conditions at the time of Adoption (1995) Existing Conditions 2006 Comments 
Vista Gardens Plant    

    
Public or private Public Decommissioned  
Operating entity Indian River County   
Geographic service area E. side of US 1, Vero Beach to Oslo Road   
Design capacity in GPD 150,000   
Current demand in GPD 137,000   
Level of service 250 GPD/ERU   
Projected facility needs (2010) 150,000 gallons/day   
Effluent Disposal Method Polishing Pond/Mosquito Impoundment   
Effluent Disposal Site Adjacent Impoundment   
Level of Treatment Tertiary   
Treatment Method Contact Stabilization/Extended Aeration   
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill   
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility   
    

Vista Royale Plant    

    
Public or private Public Decommissioned  
Operating entity Indian River County   
Geographic service area E. side of US 1, Vero Beach to Oslo Road   
Design capacity in GPD 500,000   
Current demand in GPD 375,000   
Level of service 250 GPD/ERU   
Projected facility needs (2010) 500,000 gallons/day   
Effluent Disposal Method Polishing Pond/Mosquito Impoundment   
Effluent Disposal Site Adjacent Impoundment   
Level of Treatment Tertiary   
Treatment Method Contact Stabilization   
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill   
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Data Element Conditions at the time of Adoption (1995) Existing Conditions 2006 Comments 
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility   
 
 
 

   

West Regional Plant    

    
Public or private Public Public  
Operating entity Indian River County Indian River County  
Geographic service area SR 60 corridor west of 58th Avenue SR 60 Corridor west of 58th Avenue 4,000,000 (2020) 
Design capacity in GPD 2,000,000 2,000,000  
Current demand in GPD 800,000 1,291,000  
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU 250 GPD/ERU  
Projected facility needs  2,980,313 gallons/day (2010) 8,780,000    (2030)  
Effluent Disposal Method Spray Irrigation/On-site Infiltration Reuse Irrigation/Wetlands Treatment  
Effluent Disposal Site On-Site Citrus and Sod Farm Golf Courses & West Reg. Wetlands  
Level of Treatment Advanced Secondary Tertiary Filtration  
Treatment Method Contact Stabilization/Extended Aeration Biological Nutrient Removal  
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill Landfill  
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility Sludge Facility  
    

Central Regional Plan 
(Gifford) 

   

    
Public or private Public Public  
Operating entity Indian River County Indian River County  
Geographic service area Vero Beach City Limits to 77th Street Vero Beach City Limits to 77th St.  
Design capacity in GPD 2,000,000 4,000,000  
Current demand in GPD 510,000 1,834,000  
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU 250 GPD/ERU  
Projected facility needs  2,548,136 gallons/day (2010) 4,250,000   (2030)  
Effluent Disposal Method Percolation Pond/Spray Irrigation Reuse Irrigation/Rib Basin  
Effluent Disposal Site Grand Harbor Golf Course Various Golf Courses  
Level of Treatment Advanced Secondary Tertiary Treatment  
Treatment Method Contact Stabilization/Extended Aeration Contact Stabilization/Extended Aeration  
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill Landfill  
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility Sludge Facility  
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Data Element Conditions at the time of Adoption (1995) Existing Conditions 2006 Comments 
North Regional Plant 
(Hobart Park) 

   

    
Public or private Public Public  
Operating entity Indian River County Indian River County  
Geographic service area 77th Street to North County Line 77th Street to North County Line 4,000,000 (2015) 
Design capacity in GPD 1,000,000 850,000  
Current demand in GPD 400,000 Flow Transferred to Central Regional Plant  
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU 250 GPD/ERU  
Projected facility needs  2,316,154 gallons/day (2010) 4,010,000 gallons/day (2030)  
Effluent Disposal Method Percolation Pond/Spray Irrigation Percolation Pond/Spray Irrigation  
Effluent Disposal Site Sandridge Golf Course Golf Courses  
Level of Treatment Advanced Secondary Tertiary Filtration  
Treatment Method Oxidation Ditch/Extended Aeration Oxidation Ditch/Extended Aeration  
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill Landfill  
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility Sludge Facility  
    

City of Vero Beach Plant    

    
Public or private Public Public  
Operating entity City of Vero Beach City of Vero Beach  
Geographic service area City of Vero Beach; Town of Indian River Shores; South 

Barrier Island 
City of Vero Beach; Town of Indian River 
Shores; South Barrier Island 

 

Design capacity in GPD 4,500,000 4,500,000  
Current demand in GPD 3,200,000 3,500,000  
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU 250 GPD/ERU  
Projected facility needs 3,500,000   (2010) 4,000,000 (2030)                                              
Effluent Disposal Method Reuse Irrigation/Wet Weather Discharge Reuse/Wet Weather Discharge  
Effluent Disposal Site Residential Landscapes/Golf Courses Residential Landscapes/Golf Courses  
Level of Treatment Secondary/High Level Disinfection Secondary/High Level Disinfection  
Treatment Method Activated Sludge/Filtration Activated Sludge/Filtration  
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill Landfill  
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Agricultural Land – No septage disposal Agricultural Land – No septage disposal  
    

North Beach Plant (Sea 
Oaks) 

   

    
Public or private Public Decommissioned  
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Data Element Conditions at the time of Adoption (1995) Existing Conditions 2006 Comments 
Operating entity Indian River County   
Geographic service area IR Shores limits to north county line   
Design capacity in GPD 210,000   
Current demand in GPD 65,000   
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU   
Projected facility needs (2010) 356,708 gallons/day   
Effluent Disposal Method Reuse   
Effluent Disposal Site Golf Course   
Level of Treatment Tertiary   
Treatment Method Contact Stabilization   
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill   
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility   
    

South Regional Plant    

    
Public or private Public Public 
Operating entity Indian River County Indian River County 
Geographic service area South County South County Area 
Design capacity in GPD 850,000 2,000,000 
Current demand in GPD 450,000 1,634,0000 
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU 250 GPD/ERU 
Projected facility needs  3,250,000 gallons/day (2010) 1,780,000 gallons/day (2030) 
Effluent Disposal Method Reuse Reuse 
Effluent Disposal Site Various Various 

 
 
 
 
South county flow will be kept 
consistent at the current level 
and additional flow will pump to 
west regional 

Level of Treatment Advanced Secondary Tertiary Filtration  
Treatment Method Contact Stabilization/Extended Aeration Biological Nutrient Removal  
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill Landfill  
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility Sludge Facility  
 
 

   

Laurelwood    

    
Public or private Public Decommissioned  
Operating entity Indian River County   
Geographic service area Laurelwood Subdivision   
Design capacity in GPD 100,000   
Current demand in GPD 100,000   
Level of service 250 GPD/ERU   
Projected facility needs (2010) 100,000 gallons/day (2010)   
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Data Element Conditions at the time of Adoption (1995) Existing Conditions 2006 Comments 
Effluent Disposal Method Ponds   
Effluent Disposal Site Ponds   
Level of Treatment    
Treatment Method Secondary   
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill   
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site Sludge Facility   
    

Blue Cypress    

Public or private Public Public  
Operating entity Indian River County Indian River County  
Geographic service area Blue Cypress Improvement District Blue Cypress Improvement District  
Design capacity in GPD 20,000 20,000  
Current demand in GPD 15,000 15,000  
Level of Service 250 GPD/ERU 250 GPD/ERU  
Projected facility needs  20,000 gallons/day (2010) 20,000 gallons/day (2010)  
Effluent Disposal Method Wetland Wetland  
Effluent Disposal Site Wetland Wetland  
Level of Treatment Tertiary Tertiary  
Treatment Method Extended Aeration Extended Aeration  
Screenings/Grit Disposal Site Landfill Landfill  
Sludge and Septage Disposal Site 
 

Sludge Plant Sludge Plant  

Total Design Capacity of all plants 11,330,000 gallons/day 13,370,000 gallons/day  
Total Demand 6,052,000 gallons/day 8,274,000 gallons/day  
Design capacity of county plants 6,830,000 gallons/day 9,020,000 gallons/day 14 MGD (2020) 
County plants demand 2,852,000 gallons/day 4,774,000 gallons/day 12 MGD (2020) 
Private Wastewater Treatment Plants    
Number of Plants 6 3 active, 1 standby  
Level of Treatment Secondary Tertiary Filtration  
Number of ‘undersized’ residential 
subdivisions in the county service area 

183 183  

Number of ‘undersized’ residential 
subdivisions served by county utilities 

72 94  

# of IRC Sanitary sewer customers 18,044 24,250 (21, 349 in unincorporated county)  
Number of residential units in 
unincorporated county 

33,365 48,188  

Per capita wastewater discharge/gallons/ 
day 

100 100  

Average number of septic tank permits 700 1272 (2006), less than 500 (2007)  
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Data Element Conditions at the time of Adoption (1995) Existing Conditions 2006 Comments 
issued for domestic wastewater 
2030 Design Capacity (MGD)  19.00  
2030 Demand (MGD)  12.62  

 
 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Infrastructure Element\Sanitary Sewer Sub Element\EAR SS Sub Element.doc 



 
 

 
 

EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT 
 OF THE 
 INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
 
 
 

DRAFT 
 
 
 
 

POTABLE WATER SUB-ELEMENT 
 
 

2008 
      
 
  
 
 

 INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 1801 27TH STREET 
 VERO BEACH, FLORIDA 32960 
 (772) 226-1237 

 
 
 
 
November 18, 2008 
 



                                   EAR Potable Water Sub-Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE   
 

2

 
 TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
                                                                
 PAGE
 
 
INTRODUCTION                                                      3 
 
BASELINE DATA                                                    3 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS                                               5 
 
ANALYSIS                                                           8 
 
EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES                                        21 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS                                                  32 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS                                      32 
 
 
 List of Attachments
 
1. Indian River County 1995 Potable Water Service Areas 
 
2. Indian River County 2006 Potable Water Service Areas 
 
3. Goal, Objectives and Policies of the Potable Water Sub-Element 
 
4. Water Supply Use, Source, and MGY (million gallons/year) in 2006 
 
5. Five Year Capital Improvements Plan 
 
 
-APPENDIX "A", Conditions at the Time of Last Major Plan Update (1998) and Existing 
Conditions (2006) 
 
 
 



                                   EAR Potable Water Sub-Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE   
 

3

 
 
INTRODUCTION
 
The purpose of this section of the Indian River County Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to 
assess the success or failure of the Potable Water Sub-Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  
This assessment must identify changes in potable water conditions within the county, evaluate 
the achievement of objectives, and identify changes in state requirements affecting the Potable 
Water Sub-Element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Potable Water Sub-Element 
may need to be updated and revised.  This assessment contains the following components: 
 

• Baseline Data 
 
 - Potable Water conditions at the time of last major plan update (1998) 

 
• Existing Conditions 
 

 - Existing Potable Water conditions (2006/2007) 
 

• Analysis of Potable Water conditions within the county 
 
• Identification of problems related to sources of water and provision of potable water 

 
• Evaluation of Potable Water Sub-Element objective achievement 
 
• Assessment of Potable Water Sub-Element policy implementation 

 
• Identification of water supply alternatives and conservation/reuse programs 
 
• Identification of future actions 
 
• Identification of anticipated amendments 

 
BASELINE DATA
 
The summary of potable water conditions within the county at the time of the last major plan 
update is provided in appendix A.  These baseline data will enable the county to compare 
changes in conditions within the county and make appropriate revisions to the Potable Water 
Sub-Element as needed. 
 
When the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan was updated in 1998, the Potable Water 
Sub-Element described conditions and facilities that existed in 1995. That information was 
provided by the Indian River County, the City of Fellsmere, and the City of Vero Beach 
Utilities Departments.  These data, shown in Appendix A, must be compared to more recent 
data to assess changes in conditions regarding the provision of potable water within the county. 
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In 1995, there were four public regional water treatment plants operating in the county.  Two of 
those plants, the South County Reverse Osmosis Facility and the North Beach Reverse 
Osmosis Facility, were operated by the Indian River County Utilities Department; a third plant 
was operated by the City of Vero Beach, and a fourth plant was operated by the City of 
Fellsmere.  
 
At that time, the county’s adopted level of service standard was 250 gallons/residential 
unit/day, while the City of Vero Beach’s adopted level of service standard was 351 
gallons/residential unit/day, and the City of Fellsmere’s adopted level of service standard was 
200 gallons/residential unit/day.  Combined, the design capacity of those plants was 22,150,000 
gallons/day, an amount sufficient to accommodate the combined average daily demand of 
10,890,000 gallons/day. For the county, the regional potable water system design capacity was 
9,500,000 gallons/day, while demand was 4,400,000 gallons/day.  There were 29 privately 
owned water treatment plants in the county in 1995. 
 
The plants operated by the county Utilities Department used the Floridan Aquifer as their 
primary water source, while the City of Vero Beach plant used both the Surficial and Floridan 
Aquifers.  The City of Fellsmere plant used the Surficial Aquifer only.  
 
Because water drawn from the Floridan Aquifer contains impurities, that water must be treated 
to make it potable.  For water drawn from the Floridan Aquifer, the type of treatment used by 
both the city and county plants was reverse osmosis.  For water drawn from the Surficial 
Aquifer, the City of Vero Beach used a lime softening treatment process.  All public potable 
water systems in the county met or exceeded the federal safe drinking water standards in 1995. 
 
A by-product of the reverse osmosis process is brine, which is water with a high concentration 
of impurities.  In 1995, this brine was treated prior to being discharged into the Indian River 
Lagoon. 
 
In 1995, the service areas of the four public water treatment plants included substantial portions 
of the urban area of the county.  As indicated in the attached map of the 1995 service area 
(Attachment 1), water lines extended to much of the urban area of the county. In 1995, there 
were 33,365 residential units in the unincorporated portion of the county; 15,681 (47%) of 
those units were connected to the county water supply system.   
 
At the time of the last major comprehensive plan update, the county provided potable water 
service not just to the unincorporated area, but also to the City of Sebastian, the Town of 
Orchid, and a portion of the Town of Indian River Shores.  Including both the unincorporated 
and municipal service areas, the total number of customers at that time was 20,500.  In 1995, 
the per capita water use was approximately 61.6 gallons a day.  Between 1990 to 1995, the 
Department of Health issued an annual average of 388 well permits for domestic water use.  At 
that time, 72 of 183 undersized residential subdivisions were served by the county potable 
water system. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
Information on current potable water system conditions is provided in Appendix "A". The 
information for existing potable water system conditions will be compared to the data provided 
in the adopted Potable Water Sub-Element (conditions at the time of the last major plan update) 
to assess changes in potable water conditions within the county from the time that the 
comprehensive plan was last updated to the present. 
 
In 2006, 30,402 (63.09%) of the unincorporated county’s 48,188 residential units were 
connected to the regional potable water system.  At that time, all customers of the county’s 
system, including those living in municipalities, totaled 40,300.  This reflects the significant 
expansion of the County’s potable water system that occurred during the previous ten years.  
During that time, expansion of the county's water system was extensive in terms of increased 
geographic area served and in terms of new customers.     
 
Currently, every new subdivision within the Urban Service Area is required to connect to the 
regional water system if the development meets either of the following criteria. 
 
- It is within one-quarter of a mile of existing water lines; or 
- It contains 25 or more lots. 
 
The existing regional potable water system serves commercial/industrial development as well 
as residential development.  Since plan adoption, the regional potable water system has been 
expanded to serve most of the commercial/industrial areas in the county, including the three I-
95 commercial/industrial nodes.  Because most of the main water lines referenced in the 2004 
Master Plan have been installed, centralized potable water service is now available to most of 
the county’s urban service area.  As a result of that expansion, the development potential of 
land within the Urban Service Area (USA) has greatly increased for both residential and 
commercial projects (Attachment 2). 
 
Currently, there are four public regional water treatment plants operating in the county.  Two of 
those plants are operated by the Indian River County Utilities Department; a third plant is 
operated by the City of Vero Beach, and a fourth plant is operated by the City of Fellsmere.  
The county’s North Beach water plant was decommissioned in 1998, when the North County 
plant came on line.    
 
At this time, the City of Vero Beach provides potable water service to the Town of Indian 
River Shores as well as to the unincorporated parts of the south barrier island and to other 
unincorporated areas around the city limits.  Besides providing water service to the 
unincorporated area, the county provides potable water service to the City of Sebastian, the 
Town of Orchid, and the northern portion of the Town of Indian River Shores.  In addition, the 
county has an agreement with the City of Fellsmere to provide emergency water if needed.   
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Combined, the design capacity of the four public water treatment plants is 24,720,000 
gallons/day, an amount sufficient to accommodate the existing combined average daily demand 
of 15,990,000 gallons/day. In 2006, the design capacity of the county’s regional potable water 
system was 12,070,000 gallons/day, while demand was 9,700,000 gallons/day.  At that time, 
per capita water use was approximately 104 gallons a day.  At present, there are four privately 
owned treatment plants within the county. 
 
Currently, the plants operated by the county Utilities Department use the Floridan Aquifer as 
their primary water source, while the City of Vero Beach uses both the Surficial and Floridan 
Aquifers. The City of Fellsmere uses the Surficial Aquifer only. 
 
For both the county and the City of Vero Beach, the water treatment process is the same now as 
it was in 1995. Both the County and the City use reverse osmosis to treat water drawn from the 
Floridian Aquifer, while the City uses a lime softening process to treat water from the Surficial 
Aquifer. As in 1995, the reverse osmosis process still produces brine as a by-product. At the 
water treatment plants, an aeration and chlorination process treats the brine by-product. The 
aeration removes hydrogen sulfide and other volatile contaminants, such as gross alpha 
particles and ammonia, prior to the brine being discharged into the Indian River Lagoon. 
  
Presently, the county is working with the state Department of Environmental Protection to 
redirect the brine by-product from the north county water treatment plant into the Grand Harbor 
Spoonbill Marsh Site. The Spoonbill Marsh site is generally located on the west shore of the 
Indian River Lagoon, south of 63rd Street.  At this site, the brine water will be mixed with 
brackish water from the Indian River Lagoon and further treated through a saltwater marsh 
treatment system prior to flowing into the Lagoon.  This high marsh site is expected to further 
remove suspended solids, phosphorous and nitrogen through evapotransporation prior to the 
brine flowing into the Indian River Lagoon.  
 
In the County’s system, the south county plant and north county plant are interconnected; 
therefore, treated water can now be circulated throughout the system from either plant. The 
service areas of these plants now include substantial portions of the urban area of the county, 
including the north barrier island area. Pursuant to Intergovernmental Agreements, the county 
provides potable water service to the Town of Orchid, the City of Sebastian, and the northern 
portion of the Town of Indian River Shores. The County also has an Intergovernmental 
Agreement to provide emergency water supply to the City of Fellsmere.  As indicated in the 
attached map of the 2006 service area, water lines currently extend to much of the county’s 
Urban Service Area, including all three of the commercial/industrial nodes along I-95. 
 
Although the regional potable water system service area has been greatly expanded since 1995, 
there are still several existing subdivisions with undersized lots (subdivisions with lots less then 
one half acre that do not meet the Environmental Health Department’s requirements for 
separation distance between wells and septic tanks), that are not yet served.  One such area is 
Vero Lake Estates, a large platted subdivision in the north part of the county. In 2006, the 
County Public Works Department and the County Utilities Department proposed several new 
infrastructure projects, including the construction of potable water and sanitary sewer lines in 
Vero Lake Estates. Because of the anticipated assessment charges, residents declined to enter 
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into an agreement with the County.  Since then, however, the county utilities department, under 
direction of the Board of County Commissioners has expanded approximately 7 ¼ miles of 
master planned water main lines with fire hydrants throughout Vero Lake Estates.  In 2006, 94 
of 183 residential subdivisions with undersized lots were served by the county potable water 
system. 
 
According to the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD), there are 1,657 
permitted wells that are 6 inches in diameter or greater in Indian River County. In 2006, the 
total permitted water withdrawal was approximately 72,659,360,000 gallons per year. Of the 
total permitted water withdrawals in 2006, potable water supply accounted for approximately 
8%. Agriculture, including livestock, nurseries, and aquaculture, accounted for 82.3% of total 
permitted withdrawals, while golf course, landscape irrigation, recreation and other uses 
utilized the remainder of the total withdrawals.  The table below summarizes this information, 
while Attachment 4 lists all of the permitted water withdrawals in 2006 by water usage class 
and water source.   
 

2006 Water Withdrawal Table 
Indian River County 

 

USE 
Million 

Gallons/Yea
r 

Percentage of Total 
Permitted Withdrawals 

Potable Water 5,819.63 8.01% 
Agricultural (includes nurseries, livestock, 
aquaculture) 

59,808.99 82.31% 

Rec., Golf, Commercial/Industrial, 
Other 7,030.74 9.68% 

Total  72,659.36 100% 
 
While 72.7 billion gallons of groundwater were permitted for withdrawal in 2006, that does not 
account for private wells that exist, but are not subject to permitting by SJRWMD. It is also 
possible that there are a significant number of wells that were put in place prior to the county’s 
or SJRWMD’s permitting requirements. These wells have never been regulated and may be in 
need of substantial repairs to ensure that old well casings are not leaking untreated water from 
the Floridan Aquifer into the Surficial Aquifer.  
 
Currently, the Department of Health permits wells that are 2 inches or less in diameter. 
Between 1995 and 2006, the Department of Health issued 12,065 well permits, 4,272 of which 
were domestic water supply wells; the remaining permits were for irrigation wells.  Over the 
last 5 years, the number of permits for domestic wells decreased by approximately 20%, to an 
annual average of 310 permits. This is due largely to the expansion of the county’s regional 
potable water supply system.  
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At this time, potable water quality in all regional systems meets or exceeds safe drinking water 
standards.  Since the time of the last major plan updates, there have been no reported instances 
of privately owned or public water plant failures in the county. 
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ANALYSIS 
 
Since the last major update of the comprehensive plan, there have been two significant changes 
regarding the provision of potable water.  The first change has been the substantial increase in 
the customers served by centralized potable water systems. The second change is the reduction 
in the number of private water treatment plants operating in the county.  
 
In the last 10 years, the county’s potable water system has expanded and now serves all 
urbanized areas of the county, including major commercial and industrial nodes.  During that 
time, the county’s potable water system adequately met the potable water demand from new 
residential and nonresidential developments.  There are, however, some existing residential 
developments with undersized lots that are not connected to the county potable water system.   
 
Presently, 30,402, or 63% of the existing 48,188 residential units in the unincorporated area of 
the county, are connected to the county’s potable water supply system. Consistent with the 
county’s potable water master plan, the potable water system will be expanded within the USA 
in the future. This expansion will involve providing service to subdivisions with undersized 
lots.  
 
Between 1995 and 2006, 22 undersized residential subdivisions were connected to the county 
potable water system. In most of these cases, the cost of connecting those subdivisions to the 
regional potable water system was funded through assessments paid by the property owners 
benefiting from the expansion. While the county plans to continue to use this method for future 
expansions, residents of many of those subdivisions are unwilling to pay the assessment costs 
associated with connection to the potable water system.  For that reason, a number of  
subdivisions with undersized lots may not get connected to the county’s potable water system. 
 
A review of the county utilities department assessment projects indicates that most residents of 
existing unconnected residential subdivisions would like to be connected to the county potable 
water system, but they are not willing or able to pay for the connection.  In the past, the county 
has utilized Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) to connect several low income 
neighborhoods in the Wabasso area to the county potable water system.  The CDBG program, 
however, is a competitive funding source and is available only to low and moderate income 
neighborhoods.  In the future, the county may, whenever the opportunity becomes available, 
apply for CDBG or other federal or state grants to connect homes in existing residential 
neighborhoods to the county potable water system. 
 

• Subdivisions With Undersized Lots 
 
There are two major problems with subdivisions with undersized lots (those with lots less than 
one half acre in size that are not connected to a centralized water system).  These problems are 
health and safety.  With small lots and on-site septic systems, small lot subdivision residents 
can experience health problems if wells are contaminated by septic tanks.  The solution to this 
problem is connection of undersized subdivisions to the centralized water system.  This 
solution also resolves safety problems by providing fire hydrants in these areas.  



                                   EAR Potable Water Sub-Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE   
 

10

At this time, the county has sufficient capacity in the regional potable water system to serve 
these subdivisions if they were to connect.  In the future, the county will need to connect 
subdivisions with undersized lots to the regional potable water system. Two ways to pay for 
such connections are by assessing benefiting lot owners or by utilizing federal or state grants. 
 

• Private Wells 
 
Within the last few years, the number of annual average domestic well permits issued by the 
Department of Health decreased by approximately 20% to 310 permits. As the county’s water 
supply service is extended to more subdivisions within the urban service area, the number of 
domestic well permits is expected to decrease to fewer than 300 per year by 2010.  Overall, the 
quality of the regional potable water system is better than domestic wells, and there is also less 
chance that the regional system will become contaminated. 
 

• Privately Owned Water Treatment Plants 
 
As the county has expanded its potable water system, all but 3 of the privately owned public 
water supply treatment plants that existed in 1995 have been decommissioned. This provides 
residents with better quality water and decreases the chance of drinking water contamination.  
Those three (3) remaining private water treatment plants are the Countryside north mobile 
home park, the Fellsmere Management Corporation plant, and the Sun Agriculture facility. 
Recently, the Lakewood Village mobile home park was connected to the county water system.  
 
Currently, the county is working on connecting the Countryside north mobile home park to the 
regional system.  At this time, the facilities at the Fellsmere Management Corporation and the 
Sun Agriculture treatment plants are not in violation of any safe drinking water regulations and 
will be allowed to continue operation.  
 
The focus of the County Utilities Department was on potable water treatment and distribution. 
Public water supply was not a major issue of concern.  Public water supply was not an issue in 
the past because the Floridan aquifer, which is and has been the county’s principal source of 
potable water supply, had been considered to be an almost unlimited source of potable water. 
For a number of reasons, that is not the case now. Consequently, this analysis must address 
potable water supply as well as potable water treatment and distribution. 
 

• Treatment and Distribution 
 

Since the last major update of the comprehensive plan, there has been a significant increase in 
the number of potable water customers in the county and also a significant increase in per 
capita water usage.  From 1995 to 2006, per capita/per day potable water use rose 40%. This 
could be due to any number of reasons. One such reason could be an increase in the number of 
homes, subdivisions, and commercial developments using potable water for irrigation purposes. 
According to the county utilities department, at least 50% of all water usage is attributed to 
irrigation. Another reason could be the increase in the number of residential units with pools.  
Also, the increase in water usage may be attributed to an increase in the number of commercial 
and industrial users in the county since 1995.  
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Currently, the county’s potable water system meets all federal and state regulations for safe 
drinking water.  To ensure that safe drinking water standards are maintained, the county 
performs regular testing of drinking water. 
 

• Brine Discharge 
 
At this time, the County Utilities Department is implementing the Spoonbill Marsh initiative, 
an innovative project that will treat brine from the North County RO plant in a coastal marsh 
system and reduce impacts on the lagoon.  This project is being undertaken because FDEP 
would not renew the county’s permit to discharge brine directly into the lagoon.  Although 
brine from the North County water plant will soon be treated in a coastal marsh system, brine 
from the south county RO plant will continue to be discharged into the south relief canal. 
 
Because the county has active permits from FDEP to discharge brine into the south relief canal, 
there are no plans to implement any alternative method of discharging brine from the South 
County RO plant. In the future, however, FDEP may not renew the South County RO plant’s 
permit to discharge brine into the south relief canal. In that case, several options for the south 
county brine disposal can be considered.  These options are: creating another marsh treatment 
system, establishing a county deep well injection system, or entering into a partnership with the 
City of Vero Beach for deep well injection in the city’s deep wells.  Given the probability of 
the county having to address the South County R.O. plant brine discharge, the county should 
adopt a policy to evaluate each of the referenced options. 
 

• Water Conservation 
 
Generally, an increase in per capita potable water use is not a good trend.  Such an increase 
could deplete water supply sources faster.  To conserve water supply sources, the county needs 
to ensure that water is used more efficiently.  One way to do that is to emphasize use of 
reclaimed water and treated stormwater for irrigation purposes.  If more stormwater is retained 
on development sites and used for irrigation, groundwater supplies will be recharged, and 
stormwater flows to surface waterbodies will be reduced. In conjunction with common water 
conservation practices, utilizing stormwater and reclaimed water for irrigation purposes will 
enhance water resource preservation. 
 
Recently, the St. Johns River Water Management District established a water conservation 
program called Florida Water Star.  This program focuses on new residential construction and 
is intended to provide water-efficient options for homes and landscaping.  This is a voluntary 
program that home builders may participate in.  Since this program can enhance water 
conservation efforts, the county should adopt a policy to encourage home builders to participate 
in the program.  That policy could provide builders an incentive to participate by expediting 
permit reviews for participating builders. 
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• Coordination 

 
Because the City of Vero Beach provides potable water service to portions of the 
unincorporated county, the county coordinates with the City of Vero Beach to ensure that there 
is sufficient potable water capacity available to serve projects within the unincorporated county 
portion of the City of Vero Beach potable water service area.  This coordination is 
accomplished by incorporating the City of Vero Beach Utility Department in the county’s 
concurrency review system.  Since this is an important activity, the county should adopt a 
policy indicating that the county will continue that practice. 
 

• Capital Improvements 
 
Since the last plan update, the county has implemented all potable water capital improvements 
identified in the potable water sub-element.  In the future, additional capital improvement 
projects will need to be undertaken.  These include the extension of main water distribution 
lines, the expansion of treatment capacity, the construction of reuse water lines, and the 
construction of new intake surface water lines.  The 5-year schedule of the capital 
improvements is provided in attachment #5. 
 
As shown on the graph below, total 2030 potable water demand in the county, excluding the 
municipalities, will be 18.90 million gallons per day.  At that time, the projected capacity of the 
county’s water treatment plants, based on the county’s potable water master plan, will be 24.65 
million gallons per day.  To achieve the 24.65 mgd capacity by 2030, the county has scheduled 
potable water plant expansions for each of the following years: 2008 and 2025.  The water 
plant expansions will be: 7.17 mgd in 2008 and 6.44 mgd in 2025.  These are shown in the 
chart below.   
 
Almost all of the capital improvements needed for the 2025 expansion will be included in 2008 
expansion.  As part of 2008 expansion, all of the 2025 needed wells, all of the 2025 needed 
membrane skids, and all but one of the 2025 needed membranes will be in place.  Therefore, 
the only needed capital improvement for the 2025 expansion will be addition of one membrane 
to an existing membrane skid.  Since the county’s water plants are interconnected, the utilities 
department has flexibility as to which plant is expanded to accommodate projected demand. 
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Water Capacity vs Demand
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Presently, the County Utilities Department has a Consumptive Use Permit from SJRWMD that 
allows a maximum Floridan aquifer withdrawal of 13.79 million gallons per day by the year 
2021. This permitted amount of water withdrawal is significantly less than the projected 
demand for that same time period. To remedy this situation, the County Utilities Department 
recently applied to SJRWMD for 3 additional wells at the north county water plant and is 
applying for a revised Consumptive Use Permit to allow more Floridan Aquifer water 
withdrawals to meet projected demand.  
 
In response to the county’s request, the SJRWMD recommended that the county install 6 new 
wells. The district has indicated that the 6 wells will be permitted at a withdrawal rate lower 
than the 3 requested wells, and that dispersing the wells with a low withdrawal rate per well 
over a large area around the north county treatment plant will reduce the impact of water 
withdrawals from the Floridan Aquifer in the immediate area of the treatment plant. In 
addition, the SJRWMD requested that the county analyze the potential of using alternative 
water supply sources to reduce the amount of water withdrawn from the Floridan Aquifer. In 
response, the County Utilities Department hired a consultant to analyze alternative water 
supply sources as recommended by the water management district. 
 

• Public Water Supply 
 

In 2005, the Florida Legislature enacted Senate Bills 360 and 444. That legislation significantly 
changed Chapters 163 and 373, F.S. to require coordination of water supply and land use 
planning. In so doing, the legislation strengthened the statutory linkage between regional water 
supply plans prepared by the state’s water management districts and comprehensive plans 
prepared by local governments. Because Indian River County is included in the St. Johns River 
Water Management District’s regional water supply plan, the county must coordinate with the 
district to assess future water needs. 
 
Senate bills 360 and 444 established two sets of requirements, one set for jurisdictions subject 
to a regional water supply plan and one set for jurisdictions not subject to a water supply plan. 
While Indian River County is not subject to a regional water supply plan, the county is still 
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required by state statutes to consider water supply requirements and assess the county’s water 
supply needs as part of its Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) process.   
 
According to state requirements, the following comprehensive plan elements must be reviewed 
and revised in regards to water supply: 
 

 The Infrastructure Element must be updated to address water needs and sources, water 
supply development, conservation, reuse, and cooperative planning efforts related to 
development of multi-jurisdictional water supply facilities, including development of 
alternative water sources to supplement traditional sources of groundwater and surface 
water supplies.  

 
 The Conservation Element must be updated to include an assessment of current and 

projected water needs and sources for at least a 10-year period, considering the 
applicable District Water Management Plan. 

 
 The Intergovernmental Coordination Element must be updated to address cooperative 

efforts with other local governments, public and private utilities, regional water supply 
authorities, special districts, and water management districts with regard to potable and 
reuse water service delivery. 

 
Alternative Water Supply  
 
Recently, the SJRWMD concluded that the UFA (Upper Floridan Aquifer) groundwater 
resources in Indian River County can sustain continued development through 2025. Beyond 
2025, however, there may not be sufficient capacity in the UFA to sustain continued 
development.  This information is based on the SJRWMD’s 2003 water supply assessment. In 
2008, the SJRWMD will complete a new assessment.  If that assessment indicates that the UFA 
cannot sustain proposed withdrawals through 2030, then the County will be identified as a 
priority water resource caution area and will become a focus of the next District (SJRWMD) 
Water Supply Plan. 
 
In 2007, Indian River County prepared an Alternative Water Supply Master Plan.  According to 
that plan, surface water may serve as an alternative to, or a supplement to, the Floridan Aquifer 
as the county’s future potable water supply source.  For surface water to be a practical 
alternative supply source, however, there needs to be a viable surface water storage system. 
Any such surface water storage system would need to be created in coordination with the 
SJRWMD. Among its responsibilities, the district has been legislatively authorized to provide 
funding for alternative water supply projects. Besides planning for alternative water supply 
sources, the County Utilities Department is also analyzing water conservation and reuse 
programs. 
 
In its 2007 Alternative Water Supply Master Plan, the county assessed the following three 
alternative sources of water supply: 
 
• Surficial Aquifer 
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• Seawater Desalination; and 
• Fresh Surface Water/Reservoirs 
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Pros and Cons 
 
The pros and cons associated with each of the three alternative water supply sources, as well as 
the Upper Floridan Aquifer (UFA), are shown in the Table below for comparison purposes. 
 

Pros and Cons Associated with Alternative Water Supplies 
 Surficial Aquifer Seawater 

Desalination
Fresh Surface 
Water/Reservoirs

Use of UFA 

Pros • Water is • Unlimited water • Fresh surface water • Groundwater is 
 Available availability resources are abundant available 
 • Potentially lower  particularly at the • Ability to meet 
 cost than  boundary between the immediate and 
 current water  Upper Basin project and short term 
 Treatment  C-25 canal demands 
 Technology  • O&M costs are the • Same treatment 
 • No anticipated  lowest of all technologies technology as 
 impact on  • Deep injection well not currently in place
 agricultural  necessary • Costs are similar
 wells in the UFA  • Fellsmere Water to existing costs 

Management Area    
(WMA) slated for 
development

• Add on to existing 
treatment plants 

• A secure source 

Cons • Different • Most expensive • Different membrane • Potential 
 Membrane membrane treatment technology interference with 
 Treatment treatment • Approximately 20 miles existing 
 Technology technology- of pipeline required agricultural wells
 • Deep injection energy intensive • Safe yields of the St. • Deep injection well
 well for disposal • Different Johns River and Upper for disposal of 
 • Production rates membrane Basin project have not concentrate 
 are low treatment yet been determined – • Extension of well
 requiring a large technology minimum flows and sites over greater
 number of wells • Deep injection levels in the St. Johns distances to 
 • Land acquisition well for disposal River must be met. minimize 
 of large number • If Boulder Zone • Operational guidelines drawdown impacts
 of well sites 

• Potential 
is the source, 
then a study

for  the water  
conservation areas will

increases pipeline 
costs 

 Wellfield would be be a constraint on
 Protection necessary to available supply
 issues because show feasibility • Timing of construction of
 of shallowness • Potentially a Fellsmere WMA not
 of wells – will secure source if determined
 Require groundwater is • Reconnection of the C-  
 Protection the source; 25 canal and the Upper
 • Variable water surface water Basin project is still in the
 Quality source would be discussion stage.  
 • High 

maintenance 
less secure • Source water will require 

protection 
 

 • Potential impact 
on adjacent 
homeowner 
wells 
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  Schedule for Implementation of Alternative Water Supplies 
 

As indicated in the Table below, it will take a number of years to implement any of the 
water supply alternatives. In the table, the lower number of years represents the best 
case scenario with the assumption that the necessary permits would be processed 
routinely and that controversy or objections would not delay the project. The higher 
number of years represents the time that would be required to address potential 
permitting delays. The potential delaying activities that could occur are shown in the 
referenced table. As indicated, the interim expanded use of the UFA is the alternative 
that would require the least number of years to implement. 

Schedule for Implementation of Alternative Water Supplies 
 Surficial Aquifer Seawater 

Desalination
Fresh Surface 
Water/Reservoirs

Interim Expanded 
Use of UFA

Number of Years 
to  Implement 
from

6 to 8 6 to 10 6 to 10 2 to 4 

Authorization     
Potential • Resolution of • 404 permitting • SJRWMD’s • Resolution of
delaying factors drawdown for crossing of determination of the drawdown

 impacts on wells the Indian River safe yield of selected impacts on
 of adjacent home Lagoon water storage areas nearby
 owners • Feasibility • Availability of water agricultural wells
 • Groundwater study for use of from the St. Johns  
 quality protection the Boulder River due to  
 • Acquisition of Zone as a minimum flows and  

1 

large number of 
well sites 

source of water levels restrictions  
 
 

Costs of Alternative Water Supplies 
 

In the table below, the cost estimates for each of the three different alternative water supply 
sources are presented. For comparison purposes, the cost of constructing new water treatment 
plants and developing new UFA wellfields is also presented.  No land acquisition costs are 
included in any of the cost estimates.  In the case of seawater desalination, only the treatment 
cost is included.  The cost of an influent pipeline extending to the ocean is not included because of 
significant uncertainties associated with this determination.   
 
The estimates include capital, operation and maintenance (O&M), and total production costs for 
the various potable water treatment technologies, treatment processes, and plant components. 
As shown, the cost estimates are provided for plant capacity increments of 5, 10, 15, and 20 
million gallons per day (mgd) on a maximum day demand (MDD) basis. The table below 
presents a summary of the total production costs for each technology, including the annualized 
capital costs, the annual O&M costs for each production rate case, and an annual renewal and 
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replacement (R&R) fund deposit (which is not included under O&M costs).  

 

Ranking of Alternative Water Sources 
Although a strictly quantitative ranking of the alternative water supply options is not 
possible, it is possible to make practical judgments regarding the three alternatives. While 
all three alternative water supply sources are positive with respect to water availability, all three 
possess uncertainties and some level of risk. All three differ in cost, some significantly. While 
implementation schedules are similar, the implementation timeframe for any of the three 
would be a number of years. 

At this point, seawater desalination is the least desirable alternative, because it is the 
most expensive technology and the most energy intensive. As an alternative to seawater, saline 
groundwater from the Boulder Zone may be feasible, but confirmation of this would be 
subject to a feasibility study that examines use of the Boulder Zone as a water source. 

As a potable water supply alternative, the surficial aquifer presents some difficulties related to 
water quality protection, since all of the wells would be very shallow with the most 
productive zones in the central part of the County in the upper 50 feet of the aquifer. 
Water quality variability is also an issue. Because of low productivity, the surficial aquifer would 
require a large number of small wells producing small quantities of water. In addition, the impacts 
on adjacent users of the surficial aquifer could put the County in the same position as expanded 
use of the UFA with respect to agricultural wells. In the past, the County decided against 
using this source and elected to go to the UFA.  
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Summary of Probable Cost for Treatment Technologies Using Various Raw Water 

Sources 
 

Raw Water Source! 
Treatment Method! 

Plant Capacity (mgd) 
Raw Water 

Source 
Concentrate

Disposal 

Capital Cost
Annual 

O&M Cost 
Production Cost 

($!1000 gallons)4

Current Costs of UFA Using Low Pressure RO - Actual Costs (FY 2007-2008) 

12.211 Groundwater 
Surface 
Water 
Discharge

$1,551,882 $5,102,572 $2.05

Fresh Surface Water Using Microfiltration/Ultra filtration 
5 Surface Water N/A2

$14,191,000 $1,078,000 $2.10
10 Surface Water N/A2 $24,397,000 $1.57$1,720,000 

15 Surface Water N/A2 $33,064,000 $2,289,000 $1.36
20 Surface Water N/A2 $41,025,000 $2,841,000 $1.22

Surficial Aquifer Using Nanofiltration 

5 Groundwater 
Deep 
Injection Well 
(DIW)

$24,178,000 $1,646,000 
$3.42

10 Groundwater DIW $33,576,000 $2,836,000 $2.34
15 Groundwater DIW $41,573,000 $3,913,000 $1.95
20 Groundwater DIW $50,188,000 $4,992,000 $1.75

Continued Use of UFA Using Low Pressure RO-New WTP and Wellfield 
5 Groundwater DIW $34,693,000 $1,758,000 $4.41
10 Groundwater DIW $48,579,000 $3,181,000 $3.04
15 Groundwater DIW $64,086,000 $4,526,000 $2.65
20 Groundwater DIW $79,077,000 $5,910,000 $2.42

Seawater RO Treatment 

5 Sur face/  
Ground Water3 

DIW $39,429,000 $3,145,000 $5.95

10 Surface/Ground 
Water3 DIW $64,094,000 $6,230,000 $4.77

15 Surface/Ground 
Water3 DIW $92,828,000 $9,248,000 $4.48

20 
1

Surface/Ground 
Water3 DIW $115,436,000 $12,432,000 $4.18

12.21 mgd is combined WTP capacity; actual average production for the FY2007-2008 is projected to be 8.89 mgd. Production 
cost based on actual average production estimate of 8.89 mgd (3,246 mgy) 
2MF/UF do not produce a concentrate steam as with nanofiltration and RO systems. Residuals need to be removed from the 
backwash water and chemicals in the backwash solution may require neutralization prior to disposal. 

3Costs include only treatment. Cost of an influent pipeline or deep well to the Boulder Zone as a source is not included. Deep 
Injection Well disposal would vary between $5.5 million and $11 million for the water treatment plant capacities presented. 
4Annual O&M and production costs are based on average daily demand using a maximum daily demand/annual average daily 
demand ratio. 
 

As a future long-range source of potable water, surface water located in western Indian River 
County represents a good first choice. In the western part of the county, surface water 
resources appear to be abundant, and treatment would not be as energy intensive as other 
technologies. After the initial construction of approximately 20 miles of pipeline that may 



                                   EAR Potable Water Sub-Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                    PAGE   
 

20

cost from $10 million to $20 million, the operating costs would be low. Currently, the SJRWMD 
is evaluating the availability of water from the St. Johns River.  This evaluation will assess 
minimum flows and levels, and will determine water availability in the District’s existing and 
proposed water management areas. 

Preliminary analysis has shown that a significant amount of water is available in the C-25 canal 
basin and the adjacent Upper St. Johns basin. This water is currently discharged to tide. 
Recently, the SFWMD and the SJRWMD initiated discussions regarding construction of a 
reservoir in the area to capture currently wasted water. In addition, the proposed 10,000-acre 
Fellsmere Water Management Area (FWMA) is a potential significant additional source of fresh 
surface water. 

Prior to the county choosing surface water as an alternative water source, the SJRWMD will need 
to commit to the permittability of fresh surface water in western Indian River County.  To 
determine the optimum location for withdrawals and ensure a sustainable withdrawal even 
during dry/drought periods, a great deal of coordination with the SJRWMD will be necessary.  
In addition, the use of an Aquifer Storage and Recovery system may be necessary to ensure 
dry season water availability.  

In terms of water supply, the UFA will continue to be the county’s water supply source until an 
alternative water supply source, such as surface water, can come on-line.  A conservative 
estimate of when an alternative water supply such as surface water could be on line is 2017.  
Given that this is the case, an interim expansion of withdrawals from the UFA will be 
necessary. 
 
In 2017, raw water withdrawal is projected to be approximately 15.57 mgd. Current wellfield 
capacity is approximately 15.5 mgd (based on six wells at South County and three wells at 
North County).  The North County RO plant expansion is currently underway.  This expansion 
will increase the county’s potable water capacity to 18.21 mgd by 2009.   

Water Supply Plan 

Because Indian River County is not currently in a SJRWMD Priority Water Resource Caution 
Area, the county is not required to complete a 10 year water supply facilities work plan at this 
time.  Even though the county is not currently required to develop a water supply facilities work 
plan, the county should be pro-active in identifying and working toward establishing an 
alternative water supply source.  For that reason, the county is coordinating with SJRWMD in 
the district’s water supply assessment and in its water supply development-related initiatives 
that affect the county. 

According to the county’s alternative water supply analysis, a new water supply source could 
not be on line for another ten years (2017). That timeframe could be even longer if a surface 
water reservoir needs to be constructed.  Given these constraints, another existing surface 
water alternative may be a better choice.  That is to utilize water from the C-54 Canal.  
Regardless, the county will need to continue to utilize the UFA as a source to bridge the gap 
until the new source can be developed.  
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The C-54 strategy could be the most cost effective because the county would continue to 
utilize existing treatment plant technology and facilities even with surface water as a public 
water supply source. At such time as a new potable water supply source comes on line, the 
withdrawals from the UFA could be reduced if that is feasible. 

Accordingly, the county’s policy should be to: 

• Continue using the UFA as an interim water supply source until such time as a surface 
water supply source can be brought on line. 

• Coordinate with the SJRWMD to obtain authorization to utilize surface water from the 
District’s existing water management and conservation areas. Specific target sources, 
water availability, permitting requirements, and pipeline routes should be addressed. 
Requirements for feasibility studies should be determined as required by the 
SJRWMD. If the source is a new reservoir, then ownership of the reservoir, costs of 
land, and financing should be addressed. 

• Develop a preliminary schedule that addresses the annual steps needed to develop the 
new surface water supply by 2017. 

 
 
Effects of Statutory and Rule Changes
 
Local government comprehensive plans must be consistent with state and regional growth 
management requirements, including Chapter 163, F.S., the State Comprehensive Plan, Rule 
9J-5, F.A.C, and the applicable strategic regional policy plan.  As stated in Subsection 
163.3191(1), F.S., the intent of the EAR process is to “respond to changes in state, regional, 
and local policies on planning and growth management….”.  Therefore, this EAR includes an 
analysis of the effects of statutory and rule changes upon the Potable Water Sub-Element. 
 
Consistency with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C
 
Section 9J-5.011, F.A.C., provides the minimum requirements for the Potable Water Sub-
Element.  Since the time of the last major plan update, only minor revisions have been made to 
Section 9J-5.011, F.A.C.  The Potable Water Sub-Element remains consistent with Rule 9J-5, 
F.A.C. 
 
 
Consistency with State Comprehensive Plan
 
The State Comprehensive Plan (Ch. 187, F.S.) has been revised since Indian River County 
adopted its comprehensive plan.  The Potable Water Sub-Element of the Indian River County 
comprehensive plan is consistent with the changes in the state plan. 
 
 
 

http://www.flsenate.gov/Statutes/index.cfm?App_mode=Display_Statute&Search_String=&URL=Ch0187/SEC201.HTM&Title=-%3E2006-%3ECh0187-%3ESection%20201
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Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan 
 
The Potable Water Sub-Element is consistent with the Treasure Coast Strategic Regional 
Policy Plan. 
 
Consistency with Ch. 163, Part II, F.S. 
 
In 2005, the Florida Legislature adopted significant changes to Ch.163, F.S. to improve the 
coordination of water supply and land use planning by requiring local governments to 
demonstrate that there are adequate water supplies, public facilities and services to meet future 
demands.  As required by Senate Bills 360 and 444 and discussed in the analysis section, the 
Potable Water Sub-Element must be revised to be consistent with Ch. 163. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES  
 
Following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Potable Water Sub-Element objectives.  
Except for objective 4, each of the objectives was achieved.  The goals, objectives, and policies 
of the potable water sub-element are attached (attachment 3). 
 
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.  Then, each policy was assessed to determine if it needs to be maintained, revised, or 
deleted and the reason for revision or deletion. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Service Concurrent with Development
 
Through 2020, there will be sufficient capacity in the regional potable water system to 
accommodate all new development within the urban service area. 
 
MEASURE – DESIGN CAPACITY OF THE REGIONAL POTABLE WATER SYSTEM. 
 
Since the target date of this objective is not until 2020, the objective cannot be fully evaluated 
at this time.  Current projections, however, show that the 2020 design capacity of the county 
potable water system is projected to be 18.21 million gallons per day, while demand will be 
about 15 million gallons per day.  In 2006, the design capacity of all county regional potable 
water treatment plants was 11.03 million gallons per day, and demand was 9.7 million gallons 
per day.   
 
Objective 1 was achieved  
 
Because the provision of potable water service is necessary to maintain the community's 
quality of life, this is an important objective and should be retained, but the target date of the 
objective should be changed to reflect that sufficient capacity should be provided on an on-
going basis. 
 
 

Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual 

Policy) 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy 

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This 

Policy Be 

Maintained,  

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

 

Action/Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No  

1.1) New development in the unincorporated 

area of the County shall be approved only 

when capacity is available to provide needed 

All new development must 

meet  the concurrency test to 

ensure that sufficient capacity 

X  X  X  Revise to indicate 

water supply 

capacity and 
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Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual 

Policy) 

Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy 

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This 

Policy Be 

Maintained,  

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

 

Action/Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No  

potable water service. is available to serve the 

project 

facilities 

1.2)  The county utilities department shall 

inspect private plants in the county on an 

annual basis. 

Private plants were inspected 

annually 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.3) The county adopts 250 GPD/ERU as the 

county's minimum Level of Service.   

Minimum standards adopted X  X  X  Maintain 

1.4) The county shall utilize the concurrency 

management system to update facility demand 

and capacity information as development 

orders or permits are issued. 

Computerized permit tracking 

and concurrency management 

system updates demand and 

capacity information as dev. 

Orders or permits are issued 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.5) The Planning Division shall provide 

annual summary reports containing demand 

and capacity information for each facility 

within the county service area as needed. 

Summaries provided through 

the automated concurrency 

management system as needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.6) The county shall continue to allow the 

use of private wells in rural areas for single-

family units and for small retail 

establishments where approved by regulatory 

agencies consistent with the  water and 

wastewater connection matrix . 

Under limited circumstances, 

new development is served by 

wells 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Each of these policies was implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and should be 
maintained.  Policy 1.1 should be revised to clearly indicate that the county will approve new 
development only when water supply capacity and facilities are available to provide needed 
potable water service. 
 
New Policy
 
One new policy should be added under Objective 1.  This new policy should recognize that the 
City of Vero Beach provides potable water service for development projects in the 
unincorporated portion of the county that are served by the City of Vero Beach potable water 
system and that the county will coordinate with the City utilities department in the review of 
such development projects to ensure that there is sufficient potable water capacity to serve the 
project.  The proposed policy should state that no permit will be issued by the county for 
projects to be served by the City of Vero Beach Utilities Department until the city notifies the 
county that adequate water supplies and potable water facility capacity are available to 
accommodate the project. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, as well as the addition of the new policy for 
coordination with the City of Vero Beach regarding water supplies and potable water facility 
capacity availability for projects in the unincorporated county that are served by the City of 
Vero Beach Utilities Department, Objective 1 will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2       Correction of Deficiencies
 
By 2005, at least 60% of all existing residential units in the county will be connected to a 
regional potable water system.  This will be an increase from 47% in 1995. 
 
MEASURE – TREATMENT PLANT WATER QUALITY. 
 
In 2006, 30,402 residential units, or approximately 63% of the unincorporated county's 48,188 
residential units, were connected to the regional potable water system. 
 
Objective 2 was achieved  
 
Since the objective is appropriate, it should be retained but revised.  Since the 60% residential 
connection target was met, that target can be increased.  An appropriate new target can be 
connecting 75% of residential units in the unincorporated part of the county to the regional 
potable water system by the year 2030. 
 
 

Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual 

Policy) 

Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To Meeting 

The Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained, 

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

2.1) The county shall continue to offer the utility 

assessment program to areas with private wells 

within the County Utilities Department service area. 

Utility assessment 

program available 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.2) The county shall continue to offer up to 10 year 

financing for all utility assessments. 

Up to 10 yr. financing 

available for all 

assessments, not limited 

to low income areas 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.3) The list of subdivisions having undersized lots 

within the County Utilities Dept. service area 

designated as requiring potable water service due to 

public health threats shall be updated through an 

annual review process.  These subdivisions shall be 

The list of sub-divisions 

having undersized lots 

w/in the County Utilities 

Dept. service area is 

updated annually & given 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual 

Policy) 

Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To Meeting 

The Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained, 

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

given priority for the provision of public water 

service. 

priority 

2.4) The county shall provide potable water service 

to areas determined to be public health threats.  The 

county shall recover costs through those connected 

to the system and directly benefiting from the 

improvement. 

Potable water service 

provided through 

assessments 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.5) The County Utilities Dept. shall implement the 

programs and capital improvements identified  in the 

Potable Water Sub-Element. 

Expansion programs 

implemented on schedule 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Each of Objective 2’s policies was implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and 
should be maintained.   
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 2 will continue to be achieved.  No 
new policies are necessary. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 Potable Water and Groundwater Quality
 
Through 2020, the county potable water system will continue to meet the standards of the 
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, Public Law 93-523; the Florida Safe Drinking Water Act, 
Section 403.850-403.864, FS; Chapter 381, FS; and Rules 62-550, 40C-2, 40C-3, 17-22, and 
64E-8, FAC. 
 
MEASURE – TREATMENT PLANT WATER QUALITY 
 
Objective 3 was achieved  
 
Water from the county’s potable water system meets all safe drinking water standards. 
 
The objective’s target date should be changed to indicate that drinking water standards should 
be met on an on-going basis. 
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Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual Policy) Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained,  

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1) The county shall continue to use the Floridan 

Aquifer as the primary source of potable water.  The 

county will provide customers with good quality water 

that meets the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and the 

Florida Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Treatment levels 

maintained; State and 

Federal standards met. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.2) The county, through the County Public Health Dept. 

shall monitor and evaluate the private water treatment 

plants. 

Environmental health 

monitors and evaluates 

private wells 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
 
Both of Objective 3's policies were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and 
should be maintained. 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 3 will continue to be achieved.  No 
new policies are necessary. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 Water Conservation
 
By 2000, the county’s per capita water use will be less than the 1995 level of 70 gallons/day. 
 
MEASURE - PER CAPITA WATER USE IN THE COUNTY. 
 
The county's per capita water use increased from 61.60 gallons/day in 1995 to 104 gallons/day 
in 2006.  Most likely, the increase was due to increased landscaping in new subdivisions and 
new commercial projects, an increase in the number of customers using potable water for 
irrigation, an increase in the number of residential units with pools, and an increase in the 
number of commercial and industrial uses. 
 
Objective 4 was not achieved  
 
As the county grows, the importance of water conservation will increase.  For that reason, the 
objective should be retained.  Since the target date has passed, a new target date should be set 
at 2020, and the target should be changed to less than the 2006 level of 104 gallons/day. 
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Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual Policy) Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Does This Policy  

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained, 

Deleted, Or  

Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

4.1)  The county shall require the use of irrigation 

quality effluent, including developer construction of 

necessary effluent reuse lines, for irrigation in certain 

areas. 

Land Development 

Regulations adopted 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.2)  The county shall continue to apply Chapter 926 

requirements, which require the use of drought tolerant 

vegetation, efficient irrigation systems, preservation of 

native vegetation. 

County applies Ch. 926 

requirements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.3)  The county shall use either manual or automatic 

systems with sensors for irrigating county facilities. 

Manual system or sensor 

used 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.4)  The county shall renew its annual contract with the 

SJRWMD to identify and require owners to plug or 

valve free flowing artesian wells. 

The county coordinates 

with the SJRWMD 

regarding well plugging 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.5)  The county shall require new structures to install 

water saving devices to be implemented thorough the 

county’s building/plumbing codes. 

Done through building 

code 

X  X  X  Revise to reference 

Florida Water Star 

Program 

4.6)  The county’s water pricing system shall be 

equitable and shall continue to charge an exponentially 

increasing unit rate for high volume residential users. 

Pricing scale implemented X  X   X Maintain 

4.7)  The county shall continue to efficiently respond to 

any leakage by continuing to implement is leak 

detection program. 

Leak detection has  not 

been implemented 

 X  X X  Maintain 

 
 
All of Objective 4’s policies, except policy 4.7, were implemented.  While each policy 
contributed toward meeting the objective, the objective was not achieved.  All policies except 
for policy 4.5 should be maintained.  Policy 4.5 should be revised to encourage home builders 
to participate in the SJRWMD’s Florida Water Star Program for water conservation. The 
county should encourage this by providing expedited permit review for participating builders. 
 
New Policies 
 
Several new policies should be adopted under Objective 4.  These new policies should require 
subdivision projects of 25 or more lots and major non-residential projects that are within a ¼ 
mile from an effluent reuse line to connect to the effluent reuse line; revise current pricing 
plans to further discourage excessive water use; provide incentives to customers for saving 
water; and require use of water from retention ponds for irrigation instead of water from wells. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, as well as the addition of the new water 
conservation policies, objective 4 will be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5 Capital Improvements
 
By 2010, the county will have completed improvements to the potable water facilities as 
outlined in Table 3.B.11 of the Potable Water Sub-Element. 
 
MEASURE - COMPLETION OF IMPROVEMENTS CONSISTENT WITH FIGURE 3.B.11 
OF THE POTABLE WATER SUB-ELEMENT 
 
All planned improvements were completed or modified as needed. 
 
Objective 5 was achieved  
 
Objective 5 should be revised to reflect a new target date and to reference a new updated CIP 
table which maximizes the use of existing facilities and discourages urban sprawl. 
 

Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual 

Policy) 

Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained, 

Deleted Or Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

5.1) The county shall maintain a 5-year schedule of 

capital improvements needs for public facilities. 

5-year schedule of capital 

improvements needs for 

public facilities maintained 

& properly updated  

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.2) Proposed capital improvement projects shall 

be ranked according to certain priority level 

guidelines. 

Guidelines used to rank 

proposed projects 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.3) To guarantee provision of more than the 

minimum LOS, the county must follow certain 

steps for design, permitting, and construction of 

facilities as identified in the policy. 

Met specific guidelines for 

design and permitting of 

plants expansion 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.4) The county shall treat potable water provision 

as an enterprise system which is financially self-

supporting. 

Provision of pot-able water 

is self-supporting 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.5) The county shall  fund potable water capital 

improvements and expansions through user fees, 

impact fees, developer’s agreement, and other 

Various fees charged and 

collected 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual 

Policy) 

Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained, 

Deleted Or Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

appropriate fees. 

5.6) The county shall pursue state and federal 

sources of funding available for the improvement 

and expansion of utility services. 

Funding sources pursued X  X  X  Maintain 

5.7) Provision of potable water services shall be 

limited to specific areas 

Service provided within 

USA or other area as 

identified in policy 5.7 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 5 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective.  All 
of these policies should be maintained as structured. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 5 will continue to be achieved.  No 
new policies are necessary. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 Privately Owned Public Plants and Private Wells
 
Through 2020, there shall be no instances of Privately Owned Public Water Plant failures or 
breakdowns. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF PRIVATELY OWNED PUBLIC WATER PLANT FAILURES. 
 
The number of private water treatment plans decreased from 29 in 1995 to 3 in 2006.  
Therefore, the possibility of failures has substantially decreased. 
 
Objective 6 was achieved  
 
This objective should be maintained; however, the objective’s target date should be changed to 
indicate that the objective should be met on an on-going basis.  
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Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual Policy) Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained, 

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

6.1) Limits use of on-site water treatment systems. Since 1995 the county 

took over and 

decommissioned 25 on-

site water treatment 

plants 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.2) Issuance of development orders or permits for on-

site water treatment systems where county facilities are 

not available, shall be conditioned upon compliance 

with federal, state and local permit requirements. 

The county ensures that 

all permits meet all 

federal, state, and local 

requirements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.3) The county shall  require that issuance of permits 

for replacement or expansion of existing privately 

owned  treatment plants be conditioned upon 

compliance with DER, HRS and SJRWMD regulatory 

requirements and Federal & State water quality 

standards. 

The county ensures that 

any expansion or 

replacement of private 

water plants meets all 

regulatory requirements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.4) The county shall inspect all privately owned public 

water treatment plants on an annual basis to ensure 

proper maintenance and operation. 

Inspections are done by 

IRC Utilities Department 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.5) The county shall require all new privately owned 

public water treatment plants to be built according to 

the current federal, state, and county requirements.  

Developers must obtain a state permit demonstrating 

compliance with state and federal regulations. 

Implemented X  X  X  Maintain 

6.6) The county will require that any new private water 

treatment plants be dedicated to the county for 

operation and maintenance. 

County requires that all 

new private treatment 

plants be dedicated to the 

county 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.7) The county shall require all future connections to 

the regional potable water system to be consistent with 

the water and wastewater connection matrix. 

Land Development 

Regulations Chapter 918 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All of Objective 6's policies were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and 
should be maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, objective 6 will continue to be achieved.  No 
new policies are necessary. 
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OBJECTIVE 7 Intergovernmental Coordination
 
By 2010, the number of new private wells permitted annually will not exceed 300. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF PRIVATE WELLS PERMITTED 
 
Although the number of private well permits issued decreased from 388 in 1995 to 310 in 2006, 
the objective’s target was not achieved as of yet due to an increase in construction on lots in 
existing subdivisions, such as Vero Lake Estates, that are not connected to the centralized 
potable water system.  The objective, however, is not due until 2010. 
 
Objective 7 is not due until 2010. 
 
The objective’s target date should be changed to 2020. 
 

Policy Description (Refer To Plan For Actual Policy) Action/Accomplishmen

t 
Was Policy 

Implemented? 

Did This Policy  

Contribute To 

Meeting The 

Objective? 

Was The Original 

Policy Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 

Be Maintained,  

Deleted, Or 

Revised? 

  Yes No Yes No Yes No  

7.1) The county shall limit the use of new private wells to 

residences no more than 200 feet from any county water 

line; residential project consisting of less than 25 units; and 

non-residential project that consume 2,000 or less gallons 

per day. 

Use of private wells 

limited 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.2) The county shall ensure that, prior to the issuance of 

development orders, applicants must receive a Florida 

Department of Health permit. 

Done through computer 

permitting system 

X   X  X Maintain 

7.3) The county shall require permits for replacement of 

existing wells. 

Required X  X  X  Maintain 

7.4) The county in coordination with Environmental Health 

Department, shall establish public education programs. 

Evaluation program 

provided 

X   X  X Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 7 were implemented, contributed toward meeting the objective and 
should be maintained.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, the county will achieve the revised objective.  
No new policies are necessary. 
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New Objective 8: Alternative Water Supply 
 
Because Indian River County is not in a SJRWMD Priority Water Resource Caution Area, the 
county is not required to complete a 10-year Water Supply Facilities Work Plan at this time.  
Regardless, the county should be pro-active in identifying and working toward identifying and 
developing an alternative water supply source. 
 
For that reason, a new objective 8 and corresponding policies should be added to address public 
water supply.  This objective and policies should correspond to the recommendations of the 
Alternative Water Supply Master Plan.  As such, the new objective should indicate that, by 
2018, the county will obtain up to 18 mgd of its water from surface water sources (a surface 
water reservoir or the C-54 Canal) or saline groundwater from the boulder zone.  Such an 
objective could state that: 
 
By 2018, the county will utilize alternative water supply sources for at least 18 mgd of demand. 
The alternative water source will supplement water obtained from the UFA. 
 
Policies under this objective may include the following actions: 
 

 By 2010, the county shall study and identify a viable alternative water source. 
 

 By 2012, the county shall obtain all necessary permits to construct the associated 
infrastructure related with the alternative water support facilities. 

 
 By 2013, the county shall complete all construction plans and specifications associated 

with alternative water supply facilities. 
 

 By 2015, the county shall complete the construction of all infrastructure associated with 
the alternative water supply facilities. 

 
New Objective 9: Brine Disposal 
 
A new objective 9 and corresponding policies should also be added to address brine disposal.  
This new objective should state that, by 2015, all brine from county water plants will be safely 
disposed.  Such an objective could state that:  
 
By 2015, all reverse osmosis water treatment plant direct brine discharges into the Indian River 
Lagoon or into connecting tributaries to the Indian River lagoon will be eliminated. 
 
Under this objective, several new policies should be added.  These policies should indicate how 
the brine from the South County RO plant will be disposed of in the future.  These brine 
disposal methods could be a new marsh treatment system; a deep well injection system in 
coordination with the City of Vero Beach; or a new deep well injection system in the county. 
 
The new policies should indicate that: 
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 By 2010, the county shall identify a viable alternative brine discharge method and 

location for the South County RO Plant. 
 

 By 2012, the county shall obtain all necessary permits to construct the associated 
infrastructure related with the brine disposal facilities. 

 
 By 2013, the county shall complete all construction plans and specifications associated 

with the brine disposal facilities. 
 

 By 2015, the county shall complete the construction of all infrastructure associated 
with the brine disposal facility for the south county RO plant, and the facility shall be 
operational. 

 
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES
 
With the proposed revisions and with the addition of the new objectives for water supply and 
brine disposal, the objectives of the Potable Water Sub-Element, are sufficient to meet the 
overall intent of the element. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS
 
The county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, text, and 
Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Potable Water Sub-Element.  Much of that update 
involves the inclusion of new data. 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS
 
The following are anticipated amendments of the potable water sub-element. 
 
 
TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Each of the Potable Water Sub-Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect current 
conditions. 
 
TEXT 
 
Major portions of the text of the Potable Water Sub-Element must be revised with new data 
including existing conditions and projections. 
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Potable Water Sub-Element are 
summarized below. 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1 ----- Revised target date 

1 1.1 Revise to indicate water supply capacity and facilities 

1 New Policy Coordination with City of Vero Beach regarding water supply 
capacity to serve development projects in the unincorporated parts of 
the city’s water service area. 

2 ----- Revised objective’s target and target date (75% residential connection 
by 2020). 

3 ----- Revise the objective and objective’s target date 

3 New Policy New policy 3.3 for south county RO plant brine disposal 

4 ----- Revise the target and target date 

4 4.5 Revise to encourage participation in the SJRWMD’s Florida Water 
Star Program 

4 New policies Add new policies for water conservation 

5 ----- Revise the target date 

6 ----- Revise the target date 

7 ----- Revise the target date 

8 ----- New water supply objective 

8 New Policies New water supply policies 

9 ----- New brine disposal objective 

9 New Policies New brine disposal policies 
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Attachment 1 (1995 Potable Water Service Area) 
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Attachment 2 (2006 Potable Water Service Area) 
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Attachment 3 
 
GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL
 
Indian River County shall have an efficient potable water system that prevents degradation of 
existing resources, promotes orderly growth and development, and meets existing and projected 
demands. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Service Concurrent with Development
 
Through 2020, there will be sufficient capacity in the regional potable water system to 
accommodate all new development within the urban service area. 
 

POLICY 1.1:  New development within the unincorporated portion of the Indian River 
County shall be approved only when capacity is available, either on-site or off-site, to 
provide needed potable water service. 

 
POLICY 1.2:  The county utilities department, on an annual basis, shall inspect all 
private potable water plants in Indian River County. 

 
POLICY 1.3:  The county hereby adopts a potable water level of service standard of 
250 gallons per day per equivalent residential unit.  That standard shall be utilized for 
determining the availability of facility capacity and the demand generated by a 
development.  

 
POLICY 1.4:  Through its computerized permit tracking system and its concurrency 
management system, the county shall continue to implement procedures to update 
facility demand and capacity information as development orders and permits are issued. 

 
POLICY 1.5:  The Planning Division, on an as needed basis, shall provide summary 
reports containing capacity and demand information for each public potable water plant 
within the county service area. 

 
POLICY 1.6:  The county shall continue to allow the use of private wells in rural areas 
for single-family units and for small retail establishments.  The use of private wells 
must be approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies and be consistent with the 
attached water and wastewater connection matrix. 

 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 Correction of Deficiencies
 
By 2005, at least 60% of all existing residential units in the county will be connected to a 
regional potable water system.  This will be an increase from 47% in 1995. 
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POLICY 2.1:  The county shall continue to offer its utility line assessment program to 
areas with private wells within the County Utilities Department service area. 

 
POLICY 2.2: The county shall continue to offer up to 10 year financing for all utility 
assessments. 

 
POLICY 2.3: Within the County Utilities Department service area, the list of 
subdivisions having undersized lots and designated as requiring potable water service 
due to public health threats shall be updated through an annual review process.  These 
subdivisions shall be given priority for the provision of public water service. 

 
POLICY 2.4:  The county shall provide potable water service to areas where the risk of 
private well contamination is determined by the Indian River County Environmental 
Health Department to be unacceptably high.  The county shall recover costs through 
assessment of those landowners directly benefiting from the improvement. 

 
POLICY 2.5:  The County Utilities Department shall implement the programs and 
capital improvements identified in this element of the comprehensive plan. 

 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 Potable Water and Groundwater Quality
 
Through 2020, the county potable water system will continue to meet the standards of the 
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, Public Law 93-523; the Florida Safe Drinking Water Act, 
Section 403.850 - 403.864, FS; Chapter 381, FS; and Rules 62-550, 40C-2, 40C-3, 17-22, and 
64E-8, FAC. 
 

POLICY 3.1: The County shall continue to use the Floridan Aquifer as the primary 
source of potable water and use reverse osmosis as the principal raw water treatment 
method for its regional potable water system. With that water source and treatment 
method, the county will provide its customers with good quality water that meets the 
requirements of the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, Public Law 93-523; the Florida 
Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 403.850 - 403.864, FS; Chapter 381, FS; and Rules 
62-550, 40C-2, 40C-3, 17-22, and 64E-8, FAC. 

 
POLICY 3.2:  The county, through the Environmental Health Department, shall monitor 
and evaluate all private water treatment plants.  The results of this evaluation shall be 
considered during the prioritization of potable water service expansion. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4 Water Conservation
 
By 2000, the county’s per capita water use will be less than the 1995 level of 70 gallons/day. 
 

POLICY 4.1:  The county shall require the use of irrigation quality (I.Q.) effluent for 
irrigation in parks and facilities having significant open space areas (golf courses, 
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medians, etc.) when those areas are located within the County Utilities Department 
service area and are within 1 mile of the nearest effluent reuse line.  Reuse must be 
authorized by the appropriate regulatory agencies.  When a project meets the above 
criteria, the developer shall be required to construct an effluent reuse line for treated 
wastewater to be used for spray irrigation. 

 
POLICY 4.2: The county shall continue to apply the requirements of Chapter 926 of its 
land development regulations, which require the use of drought tolerant vegetation, the 
use of efficient irrigation systems, and the preservation of existing native vegetation. 

 
POLICY 4.3:  In order to eliminate irrigating during rain or when ground is saturated, 
irrigation systems at county facilities shall be either manually operated or utilize 
automatic systems with sensors. 

 
POLICY 4.4:  The county shall renew its annual contract with the SJRWMD to identify 
and require property owners to plug or valve free flowing artesian wells. 

 
POLICY 4.5:  The county shall require new structures to install water saving devices 
and appliances.  This requirement shall be implemented through the county’s 
building/plumbing codes. 

 
POLICY 4.6: The county’s water pricing system shall continue to be equitable, but shall 
continue to charge an exponentially increasing unit rate for high volume residential 
users (those using more than three times the Level of Service standard established in 
policy 1.3). 

 
POLICY 4.7: To quickly and efficiently respond to any leakage, the county shall 
continue to implement its leak detection program. 

 
 
OBJECTIVE 5 Capital Improvements
 
By 2010, the county will have completed improvements to the potable water facilities as 
outlined in Table 3.B.11 of the Potable Water Sub-Element. 
 
 

POLICY 5.1: In conformance with the review process for the Capital Improvements 
Element of this plan, the county shall maintain a five-year schedule of capital 
improvement needs for public facilities. 
 
POLICY 5.2:  Proposed capital improvement projects shall be evaluated and ranked 
according to the following priority level guidelines: 

 
• Level One - whether the project is needed to protect public health and safety, to 

fulfill the county's legal commitment to provide facilities and services, or to 
preserve or achieve full use of existing facilities. 
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• Level Two - whether the project increases efficiency of use of existing facilities, 

prevents or reduces future improvement costs, provides service to developed 
areas lacking full service or promotes in-fill development. 

 
• Level Three - whether the project represents a logical extension of facilities and 

services within a designated service area 
 

POLICY 5.3: In order to guarantee provision of more than the minimum level of 
service, the county shall take the following steps: 

 
  • begin planning and preliminary design for expansion when a plant’s Average 

Daily Demand is projected to equal or exceed its capacity within 5 years; 
 

  • prepare plans and specifications for expansion when a plant’s Average Daily 
Demand is projected to equal or exceed its capacity within 4 years; 

 
  • submit a complete construction permit application to the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection for expansion when a plant’s Average Daily Demand 
is projected to equal or exceed its capacity within 3 years; and 

 
  • submit an application for an operation permit for the expanded facility to DEP 

when a plant’s Average Daily Demand is projected to equal or exceed its 
capacity within 6 months. 

 
POLICY 5.4:  The county potable water system shall continue to operate as an 
enterprise system which is financially self-supporting. 

 
POLICY 5.5:  The county shall fund potable water capital improvements and 
expansions through user fees, impact fees, developer’s agreements, assessments and 
other appropriate fees and funding mechanisms. 

 
POLICY 5.6:  The county shall pursue state and federal sources of funding available for 
the improvement and expansion of utility services. 

 
 

POLICY 5.7:  Consistent with the policies of the Future Land Use Element of this plan, 
provision of potable water service shall be limited to the following areas: 

 
  • Areas within the Urban Service Area; 

 
  • Areas where the county has legal commitments to provide facilities and services 

as of the date of adoption of this plan; 
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  • Areas outside of the Urban Service Area where at least a portion of the site is 
contiguous to an Urban Service Area boundary as depicted on the Official 
Future Land Use Map.  These areas are subject to the following provisions: 

 
o The maximum density of such land shall be as shown on the 

Official Future Land Use Map, and the provision of centralized 
potable water service shall not be justification for an increase in 
maximum density; 

 
o Potable water line extensions shall be limited to laterals and 

minor lines connecting land uses to main lines; and 
 

o In no case shall centralized potable water lines be permitted to 
extend more than 500 feet from the centerline of a roadway 
which is an Urban Service Area boundary, or more than 500 feet 
from the Urban Service boundary when the boundary is not a 
roadway. 

 
  • Development projects located outside of the Urban Service Area that meet the 

criteria of the policies of the Future Land Use Element for: 
 

o clustering of residential development within agricultural areas; 
o clustering of residential development within privately owned 

upland conservation areas; 
o clustering development within mixed use districts; or 
o traditional neighborhood design communities. 
o public facilities such as public schools. 

 
  • Areas where, consistent with Potable Water Sub-Element Policy 2.4, the risk of 

private well contamination is determined to be unacceptably high. 
 

• Approved agricultural businesses where at least a portion of the development 
site is located within one mile of a public roadway which serves as an Urban 
Service Area boundary as depicted on the Official Future Land Use Map. 

 
 
OBJECTIVE 6 Privately Owned Public Water Plants
 
Through 2020, there shall be no instances of Privately Owned Public Water Plant failures or 
breakdowns 
 

POLICY 6.1:  The county shall limit the use of Privately Owned Public Water Plants to 
areas that meet the following criteria governing connection to the county potable water 
system: 
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   • Development served by existing Privately Owned Public Water Plants may 
continue to provide potable water in that manner until centralized service 
becomes available.  At that time, all development within ¼ mile of a county 
water line shall connect to the county system.  Developments whose potable 
water systems cause a public health problem must connect to the regional 
system regardless of the distance to water lines. 

 
   • Privately owned public water treatment plants shall be allowed in areas of 

development outside of the Urban Service Area when such development meets 
the criteria of policies of the Future Land Use Element for: 

 
• clustering of residential development within agricultural areas; 
• clustering of residential development within privately owned upland 

conservation areas; 
• clustering development within mixed use districts; or 
• traditional neighborhood design communities. 

 
POLICY 6.2: The county shall ensure that, prior to the issuance of development orders 
or permits for privately owned public water treatment plants, the applicant has 
demonstrated that the project complies with the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 
Public Law 93-523; the Florida Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 403.850 - 403.864, 
FS; Chapter 381, FS; and Rules 62-550, 40C-2, 40C-3, 17-22, and 64E-8, FAC. 

 
POLICY 6.3: The county shall require that issuance of permits for replacement or 
expansion of existing privately owned public water treatment plants be conditioned 
upon compliance with the most updated version of DEP regulatory requirements and 
Federal and State water quality standards as identified in the “Regulatory Framework” 
section of this sub-element. 

 
POLICY 6.4: To ensure proper maintenance and operation, the Utilities Department 
shall inspect all privately owned public water treatment plants on an annual basis. 

 
POLICY 6.5: The county shall require all new privately owned public water treatment 
plants to be built according to the current federal, state, and county requirements.  In 
addition to a county permit demonstrating compliance with county regulations, any 
developer building and operating a privately owned public water treatment plant must 
obtain a state permit demonstrating compliance with state and federal regulations.  
Those regulations include but are not limited to the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act, 
Public Law 93-523; the Florida Safe Drinking Water Act, Section 403.850 - 403.864, 
FS; Chapter 381, FS; and Rules 62-550, 40C-2, 40C-3, 17-22, and 64E-8, FAC.  Both 
state and county permits are required for the construction of a plant, and for any future 
expansion or modification of a plant. 

 
POLICY 6.6: At the time the county approves privately owned public water treatment 
plants, the county will require that, at the time deemed appropriate by the county, the 
water treatment plant shall be dedicated to the county for operation and maintenance. 
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POLICY 6.7: The county shall require all future connections to the regional potable 
water system to be consistent with the attached water and wastewater connection 
matrix. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7 Private Wells
 
By 2010, the number of new private wells permitted annually will not exceed 300. 
 

POLICY 7.1: The county shall limit the use of new private wells to the following: 
 

   • Single-family residences located more than 200 feet from any county water line; 
 

   • Residential projects that consist of less than 25 units and are located more than 
¼ mile from any county water line; and 

 
   • Non-residential projects that consume less than 2,000 gallons per day and are 

located more than ¼ mile from any county water line. 
 

The county shall require all developments whose potable water system causes a public 
health problem to connect to the regional system regardless of the distance to water 
lines. All new developments utilizing private well systems shall be required to construct 
a dry line. 

 
POLICY 7.2: The county shall ensure that, prior to the issuance of development orders 
or permits for projects served by private wells, the applicant has received a Florida 
Department of Health permit demonstrating that the project complies with the 
provisions of Rule 64E-8, FAC. 

 
POLICY 7.3: The county shall require that issuance of permits for replacement of 
existing private wells be conditioned upon compliance with the most updated version of 
DEP regulatory requirements and Federal and State water quality standards as identified 
in the “Regulatory Framework” section of the sub-element. 
 
POLICY 7.4:  The county, in coordination with Environmental Health Department, 
shall establish public education programs on the proper use, inspection requirements, 
maintenance, and abandonment of private wells. 
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Attachment 4 

 
Permits Water Usage Class Source  MGY (recorded) MGY by Category 

7 Asthetic Surfacewater 4.000 
16 Asthetic Groundwater 81.538 85.54

1 Ag Freeze protection (Citrus) ditch/canal 0.000 
200 Ag Freeze protection (Citrus) Groundwater 4,522.666 
77 Ag Freeze protection (Citrus) Surfacewater 5,096.800 
8 Ag Freeze protection (Misc.) Groundwater 18.380 
2 Ag Freeze protection (Misc.) Surfacewater 0.000 
1 Ag Freeze protection (Misc.) Reuse 0.000 9,637.846

1 Agricultural (Citrus) Reuse 0.000 
212 Agricultural (Citrus) Groundwater 14,625.596 
83 Agricultural (Citrus) Surfacewater 21,866.720 
1 Agricultural (Citrus) ditch/canal 18.120 
9 Agricultural (Misc.) Groundwater 2,237.540 
4 Agricultural (Misc.) Surfacewater 28.950 
18 Agricultural (Pasture) Groundwater 3,676.840 
6 Agricultural (Pasture) Surfacewater 7,633.520 50,087.286

2 Aquacultural Groundwater 42.400 42.400

9 Commercial and industrial process Groundwater 205.950 
1 Commercial and industrial process Recycled 0.000 
2 Commercial and industrial process Surfacewater 113.310 
1 Cooling and air conditioning Groundwater 0.000 
1 Cooling and air conditioning Surfacewater 0.000 319.260

20 Golf course Groundwater 1,306.090 
9 Golf course Reuse 928.210 
16 Golf course Surfacewater 1,440.390 3,674.690

11 Household Groundwater 56.690 
6 Household Surfacewater 0.000 
1 Water utility Groundwater 0.000 
2 Household Reuse 0.000 
1 Surface Water Augmentation Groundwater 0.860 57.550

22 Livestock Groundwater 15.001 
6 Livestock Surfacewater 0.000 15.001

3 Nursery (Misc.) Groundwater 10.180 
1 Nursery (Misc.) Reuse 16.280 
1 Nursery (Misc.) Surfacewater 0.000 26.460

1 Outside Groundwater 0.200 
1 Outside Surfacewater 0.000 
8 Recreation area Groundwater 112.060 
3 Recreation area Reuse 0.000 
8 Recreation area Surfacewater 78.800 
1 Reuse Supplementation Groundwater 0.000 
1 Reuse Supplementation Surfacewater 0.000 191.060

1 Urban landscape irrigation ditch/canal 29.600 
44 Urban landscape irrigation Groundwater 690.945 
2 
 

Urban landscape irrigation Reuse 834.200 
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Permits Water Usage Class Source  MGY (recorded) MGY by Category 

32 Urban landscape irrigation Surfacewater 1,147.898 2,702.643

863 Note -One Permit May Include Multiple Wells/Pumps 66,839.73 66,839.73
 Total County /Municipal water W/D  5,819.63 

 2006 Total water withdrawal MGY 72,659.37 
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Attachment 5 

Five Year Capital Improvements Plan 
 

Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water      
       
Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  

Fund 472 
 $                  
58,065,833.00  

 $     
32,472,133.00  

 $    
11,401,828.00  

 $     
6,935,828.00  

 $    
(1,734,172.00)  

Fund Balance 
 $                  
58,065,833.00  

 $     
32,472,133.00  

 $    
11,401,828.00  

 $     
6,935,828.00  

 $    
(1,734,172.00)  

       
Expenditures FY 07/08  FY 08/09 FY 09/10 FY 10/11 FY 11/12 Revenue Source 
North RO Integrated Water Resource/Spoonbill 
Marsh Mosquito Impoundment 

 $                    
1,304,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Misc Water Improvements 
 $                       
250,000.00  

 $          
250,000.00  

 $         
250,000.00  

 $        
250,000.00   $        250,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Misc Sewer Improvements 
 $                       
175,000.00  

 $          
175,000.00  

 $         
175,000.00  

 $        
175,000.00   $        175,000.00 Capacity Charges 

North RO Plant Expansion to 14.3 MGD (Plant 
Only) 

 $                    
8,500,000.00  

 $       
5,521,393.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

West Reg WWTF Expansion 2.0 to 6.0 MGD 
 $                    
8,000,000.00  

 $     
13,182,912.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

6" FM 66th Av 33rd St to 41st St 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $        
220,000.00   $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Upgrade 8 " FM to 12" FM from 41st St to 45th 
along 58th Av 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $         
650,000.00  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Convert Bent Pines LS to 58th Av FM 
 $                       
230,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

65th St E/o 58th Av & convert 8" FM to reuse 
main at Lat G canal(Crystal Falls) 

 $                       
119,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

West Wastewater Transmission System 
 $                    
1,300,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

12WM 27th Av to 43rd Av 
 $                                     -  
  

 $          
650,000.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 
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Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water      
       
Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  

77th West of Kings (Tuscany Lakes) 
 $                       
425,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Reuse line from 43rd Ave from 25th St SW to 1st 
St SW  

 $                       
560,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Convert 8"FM to Reuse Lateral G Conversion 
 $                       
264,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

12WM & 6"FM on 65th St from Lat G to Old 
Dixie (High Pointe) 

 $                       
570,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

FM Wm and Reuse on 4th St from 82nd to 98th 
Ave and on 98th from 4th to 8th 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $     
2,050,000.00   $                       -   Capacity Charges 

8" WM and 6"FM 37th St West of 58th Av (Vero 
Village Developers Agreement) 

 $                         
72,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Master Plan LS 90th Avenue and 510 
 $                    
1,000,000.00  

 $          
350,000.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Bent Pine LS Modifications to Add Vero Lago and 
generators 

 $                         
82,700.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

58th Av 58th Circle WM Loop-Sylvan Lakes 
 $                         
40,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

91st Av to79th St & 104th Av (VLE) 
 $                       
750,000.00  

 $       
1,241,000.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

8 "WM 58th Ave & 13th St SW 
(Southlakes/Diamond lakes) 

 $                         
45,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

WM Fm Reuse CR510 incl. Bridge 
 $                       
500,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Alternative Surface Water Supply 
 $                         
62,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

CR510 at 61st St 
 $                       
720,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Pelican Island Water Main and Hydrant 
 $                         
20,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

VLE Master planned WM  Phase II 87th s of 99th 
Av w on 87th St and 104th Av 

 $                    
1,225,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 
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Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water      
       
Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  
VLE Master planned WM  on 79th St from 101st 
to 101 Av (pulled from #07516) 

 $                       
155,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

VLE Master planned WM  Phase II 87th s of 99th 
Av w on 87th St and 104th Av 

 $                    
1,225,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

53rd St 58th Ave to 66th Av 12" WM 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $         
500,000.00  

 $        
250,000.00   $                       -   Capacity Charges 

16" Effluent Main NWWTF to N Beach River 
Crossing 

 $                                     -  
  

 $          
600,000.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

16" Effluent Main, CR510 from A1A to Bridge 
 $                       
500,000.00  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

12" WM on 27th Av from 13th St SW to 17th St  
SW (Madera Isles & Echo Lake) 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $         
341,000.00  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

12" Eff IR Blvd from 49th to City of VB 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $        300,000.00 Capacity Charges 

65th St E/O Kings Hwy 12"WM Highpoint 
 $                                     -  
  

 $          
100,000.00  

 $         
200,000.00  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

16" WM 69th ST E/O Kings highway  
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $        
300,000.00   $        600,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Brine Disposal So RO 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $      
1,500,000.00  

 $     
1,000,000.00   $                       -   Capacity Charges 

24" reuse along 82nd WWTF to N WWTF 
 $                                     -  
  

 $          
500,000.00  

 $      
1,300,000.00  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

58th Av 65th St to 69th St & along 61st and 69th 
St 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $           
50,000.00  

 $        
500,000.00   $        450,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Purchase Site & construct RIB for central Reg'l 
WWTF Effluent Disposal 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $     
1,500,000.00   $        500,000.00 Capacity Charges 

16th St 16" WM to ease peak hour flow & pressure 
requirements 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $     
1,000,000.00   $        250,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Misc non master plan Wm & FM extensions 
 $                       
500,000.00  

 $          
500,000.00  

 $         
500,000.00  

 $        
500,000.00   $        500,000.00 Capacity Charges 

N of Windsor & Polo Club Extension 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $        225,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Svce Transmission Lines Oslo Pk, Villages of VB  $                                     -   $                        -   $                       -   $                       -  $        700,000.00 Capacity Charges 
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Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water      
       
Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  
Gardens          

Parallel FM to Oslo Rd 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $        
500,000.00   $        250,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Vista Gardens Effluent Main Connection 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $        
225,000.00   $        200,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Vista Royale Effluent Main Connection 
 $                                     -  
  

 $          
250,000.00  

 $         
200,000.00  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

24"Reuse 82nd Av from WWTF to NWWTF 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $         
500,000.00  

 $        
500,000.00   $        500,000.00 Capacity Charges 

Construct RIB for Central WWTF 
 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $                       -  
  

 $     
1,500,000.00   $        500,000.00 Capacity Charges 

16" Effluent Main a A1A from CR510 to City of 
VB Interconnect 

 $                                     -  
  

 $                        -  
  

 $         
800,000.00  

 $        
700,000.00   $                       -   Capacity Charges 

Wetlands Expansion Effluent #15  
 $                                     -  
  

 $          
750,000.00  

 $                       -  
  

 $                       - 
    $                       -   Capacity Charges 

 Total Expenditures  
 $                  
28,593,700.00  

 $     
24,070,305.00  

 $      
6,966,000.00  

 $   
11,170,000.00   $     5,400,000.00   

       
Comparison of Expenditures to Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 Total 

Total Revenue 
 $                  
58,065,833.00  

 $     
32,472,133.00  

 $    
11,401,828.00  

 $     
6,935,828.00  

 $    
(1,734,172.00) $107,141,450

Total Expenditures 
 $                  
28,593,700.00  

 $     
24,070,305.00  

 $      
6,966,000.00  

 $   
11,170,000.00   $     5,400,000.00 $76,200,005

Annual Balance $29,472,133 $8,401,828 $4,435,828 -$4,234,172 -$7,134,172 $30,941,445
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Appendix A 
Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal  Report 

Conditions at the time of last major plan update (1995) and Existing Conditions (2006) 
Sub-Element: Potable Water 

Indian River County 
 

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1995 EXISTING CONDITIONS- 2006 COMMENTS 

South County Plant  
      Source of water   
                    Began operation 
                    No. of wells 
                    operating entity 

geographic service area 
design capacity (GPD) 
demand (GPD) 
level of service 
projected facility needs (2030) 

Floridan Aquifer 
1981 
6 
Indian River County 
SE Mainland, SR 60 Corridor, & Bent Pine  
8. 5 MGPD 
4 MGPD 
250 GPD/ERU 
12.06 MGPD 

Floridan Aquifer 
1981 
6 
Indian River County 
SE Mainland, S.R. 60 corridor 
8.57 MGPD 
6 MGPD 
250 GPD/ERU 
13.1 MGPD 

 

 

 

SJRWMD consumptive use permit indicates an 
avg. w/d of 6.4 MGD by 2021 

City of Vero Beach Plant 
                    Source of water  
                    No. of wells 

operating entity 
geographic service area 

 
design capacity (GPD) 
demand (GPD) 
level of service 
projected facility needs (2030) 

 
Floridan and shallow aquifer 
36 
Vero Beach 
Vero Beach, Indian River Shores, Gifford, 
Hospital Node, South Barrier Island 
12.0 MGPD 
  6.2 MGPD 
351 GPD/ERU 
 8.6 MGPD 

 
Floridan and shallow aquifer 
36 
Vero Beach 
Vero Beach, Indian River Shores, 
South Barrier Island 
12.0 MGPD 
  6.2 MGPD 
351 GPD/ERU 
12  MGPD 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

North County Plant  
                    Source of water 
                    Began operation  

No. of wells 
operating entity 
geographic service area 
 
design capacity (GPD) 
demand (GPD) 
level of service 
projected facility needs (2030) 

 

 
 
 
 
At the time of the last major update, this plant was 
still in the permitting process. Plant was completed 
in 1998 

 
Floridan Aquifer. 
1998 
3 
Indian River County 
N.E. Mainland, City of Sebastian, 
N. Beach, Bent Pine, Hospital 
Node 
3.5 MGPD 
3.5 MGPD 
250 GPD/ERU 
17.1 MGPD 

 

County is currently working on obtaining 
permits for 6 additional wells and working w/ a 
consultant to design an alternative water supply 
project to match design capacity with projected 
demand up to 2030 
 
SJRWMD consumptive use permit indicates an 
avg. w/d of 3.45 MGD by 2021 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1995 EXISTING CONDITIONS- 2006 COMMENTS 

City of Fellsmere Plant  
      Source of water   
                    Began operation 
                    No. of wells 
                    operating entity 

geographic service area 
design capacity (GPD) 
demand (GPD) 
level of service 
projected facility needs (2030) 

 
Surficial Aquifer  
1994 
4 
City of Fellsmere 
City Limits 
.65 MGPD 
.29 MGPD 
200 GPD/ERU 
3.85 MGPD 

 
Surficial Aquifer  
1994 
4 
City of Fellsmere 
City Limits  
.65 MGPD 
.29 MGPD 
200 GPD/ERU 
3.85 MGPD 

 

North Beach Plant 
operating entity 
geographic service area 
design capacity (GPD) 
current demand (GPD) 
level of service 
projected facility needs (2010) 

 
Indian River County 
Part of North Barrier Island; Town of Orchid 
1 MGPD 
.4 MGPD 
250 GPD/ERU 
1 MGPD 

 
Decommissioned 1998  

Total Design Capacity (MGD) 22.15 24.72 
9.7  (2006 County plants only) 

Total Demand (MGD) 10.89 15.99 
12.07  (2006 County plants only) 

County Plants Design Capacity (MGD) 9.5 12.07 
 

County Plants Demand (MGD) 4.4 9.7 
 

2030 Capacity (MGD)  24.65 
 

2030 Demand (MGD)  18.90 
 

number of "undersized" residential subdivisions in the county 
service area 

 
183 
 

 
 183  

number of "undersized" residential subdivisions served by 
county potable water 72 94  

Number of residential units in unincorporated county 
33,365 48,188 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1995 EXISTING CONDITIONS- 2006 COMMENTS 

Number of total residential units served by county potable 
water system (unincorporated county, City of Sebastian, Town 
of Orchid, and a portion of Town of Indian River Shores) 

20,500 40,300 
 

Number of unincorporated county residential units served by 
the county potable water system 

15,681 (47%) 30,402  (63%) 
 

Per capita water use/gallons/day 
61.6  104 

 

Average number of private well permits issued for domestic 
water use per year 

388 310 
 

Number of private water treatment plants for public use 
29 3 

 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Infrastructure Element\Potable Water Sub Element\EAR Potable Water Sub-Element 2007.doc 
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INTRODUCTION
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the 
success or failure of the Solid Waste Sub-Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This 
assessment must examine changes in solid waste disposal conditions within the County, 
evaluate achievement of objectives, and identify changes in State requirements affecting 
the Solid Waste Sub-Element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Solid Waste 
Sub-Element may need to be updated and revised.  This assessment contains the 
following components: 
 

• Baseline Data 
o Solid Waste Conditions at the Time of Last Major Plan Update (1998) 

• Existing Data 
o Existing Solid Waste Conditions (2005/06) 
 

• Analysis of Solid Waste Conditions within the County 
 
• Evaluation of Solid Waste Sub-Element Objective Achievement 
 
• Evaluation of Solid Waste Sub-Element Policy Implementation 
 
• Identification of Future Actions 
 
• Identification of Anticipated Amendments 

 
BASELINE DATA (1998)
 
The summary of solid waste conditions within the County is provided in Appendix A.  
These data will enable the County to compare changes in conditions within the County 
from the time of the last major plan update to the present and make appropriate revisions 
to the Solid Waste Sub-Element as needed. 
 
The last major update of the Solid Waste Sub-Element occurred in 1998.  That updated 
Solid Waste Sub-Element describes conditions that existed during the years 1995/96.  
These data, shown in Appendix A, must be compared to data that are more recent in order 
to assess changes in solid waste conditions within the County. 
 
Solid Waste Generation and Cost 
 
In 1995, Indian River County generated approximately 2.2 tons per capita per year of 
solid waste that required landfill disposal space.  Consequently, the level of service 
standard for the County, in 1995, was based on a contribution rate of 2.2 tons/capita/year.  
At that time, the County had 325 acres of land for disposal of all solid waste generated 
within the County.  As of 1995, 470,003 cubic yards (c.y.) of solid waste mass had been 
accumulated at the landfill site. 
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Based upon the compaction densities achieved at the landfill in 1995, the annual landfill 
capacity required by the County was 3.67 cubic yards per capita.  At that time, 
projections showed that the landfill would require a capacity of 6,400,000 cubic yards 
through the year 2010.   
 
In 1995, historical records showed that the seasonal variation of solid waste generation 
produced peaks and valleys that occurred annually with some consistency.  The greater 
generation occurred in the spring months of March, April, and May, with lower 
generation rates in the fall and winter months of September, October, January, and 
February. 
 
Solid Waste Disposal District 
 
The Indian River County Solid Waste Disposal District was created in 1987 under 
Florida Statutes as a special taxing district to establish a reliable source of funding for 
managing, maintaining and improving the county’s solid waste facilities.  In 1995, the 
Solid Waste Disposal District (SWDD), consisted of three (3) components which together 
provided solid waste and recycling services countywide. 
 
Sanitary Landfill Component 
 
The function of the sanitary landfill in 1995 was to provide effective waste reduction, 
reuse, special waste processing and waste disposal services necessary to maintain the 
health, safety and well being of all residents and the environment.  At that time, the 
sanitary landfill operated in strict compliance with state and federal permit requirements.  
Operations at this facility included: contracted class landfill disposal operation; yard 
waste reduction and recycling; waste tires recycling; household hazardous waste services; 
construction and demolition debris recycling and disposal; environmental compliance and 
site management. 
 
Refuse Collection & Disposal Component 
 
In 1995, the Refuse Component consisted of five (5) transfer stations where residents 
could drop off their household solid waste, household hazardous waste and additional 
recyclable items for transportation to the landfill facility by SWDD staff and equipment.  
These five convenience centers, manned by SWDD personnel, were strategically located 
throughout the county and provided accessible collection points for all Indian River 
County households.  Commercial waste was not accepted at these facilities. 
 
Recycling Component 
 
The Recycling Component was formed to comply with the State of Florida’s 1988 Solid 
Waste Management Act requiring all Florida counties to offer recycling programs and 
services.  The primary objective of this act was to reduce the amount of solid waste 
entering Florida landfills.  On a countywide basis, private franchised haulers, under 
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contract with the county, provided collection of specific recyclable materials to all 
residential units, while SWDD personnel operated a materials recycling facility located at 
the landfill. After sorting and processing the recyclables delivered to this site and 
disposing of any contaminants, the SWDD staff then marketed and sold the recycled 
material to vendors for reuse or remanufacturing into new products. 
 
The operational costs of the Solid Waste Disposal District (SWDD) were $5,700,000 for 
1995, with total revenue of $7,662,540. 
 
Solid Waste Collection, Storage, and Transfer 
 
In 1995, the City of Vero Beach provided door-to-door solid waste collection services.  
Within the other municipalities and the unincorporated parts of the County, solid waste 
collection services were provided to residential and commercial customers for a fee by 
private firms.  In the unincorporated County, solid waste pickup was not mandatory in 
1995.   
 
In addition to the landfill site, five (5) manned transfer sites located throughout the 
County were operated by the Solid Waste Disposal District in 1995.  At each transfer 
station, waste materials and recyclables were collected in segregated roll-off containers.  
As an alternative to having their solid waste picked up curbside, County residents could 
drop off their solid waste for no charge at the landfill or at any of the County’s five 
transfer stations.  Businesses, however, were limited to using the transfer stations to 
deposit only wastes that were to be recycled.  In 1995, more than thirty percent (30%) of 
the County's residential solid waste was processed through the five transfer stations. 
 
For solid waste and recycling collection, curbside service for the unincorporated County 
was split into two service areas.  To provide collection services, the County had franchise 
agreements with two sanitation service companies.  These companies provided fee based 
curbside solid waste collection for residential customers.  One company served the 
northern portion of the County, while the other served the southern portion.  The two 
sanitation service companies that provided residential service also collected solid waste 
and recyclables from commercial establishments.  Because no mandatory commercial 
collection existed in the unincorporated County in 1995, commercial businesses had the 
option of contracting with a hauler for solid waste and/or recycling collection. 
 
Recycling 
 
In 1995, recycling collection service was provided to all unincorporated County residents 
and residents in all municipalities within the County, at no charge, by the Solid Waste 
Disposal District (SWDD).  The countywide recycling program included curbside pick-
up for single-family homes and either pick-up or drop-off service for businesses and 
multiple-family developments. 
 
During calendar year 1995, 57,000 tons of recycled waste were collected.  This amount 
represented about 31% of the total solid waste stream in the County.  During calendar 
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year 1995, the County recycled the following amounts of materials: 
 
 
MATERIAL TONS RECYCLED 
Glass 1,755 
Aluminum Cans 291 
Plastic Bottles 261 
Steel Cans 247 
C&D 7,565 
Yard Trash 31,806 
White Goods 268 
Tires 1,756 
Other Plastics 26 
Ferrous Metals 3,100 
Non-Ferrous 139 
Corrugated 3,985 
Office Paper 45 
Newspaper 4,521 
Other Paper 3 
Food 141 
Textiles 2 
Misc. 1,200 
TOTAL 57,111 
 
Solid Waste Processing and Disposal 
 
In 1995, there were three separate landfills at the 325-acre landfill site.  There was an 
inactive Class I landfill (Segment 1), an active Class I landfill (Segment 2), and a 
Construction and Demolition (C&D) landfill. The landfill site also contained areas 
designated for future landfill Segments 3, 4, and 5.  With the proposed segments, the 
landfill’s maximum design capacity was 8,400,000 cubic yards.  This amount was 
estimated to be adequate for more than twenty-five years.  
 
In order to sufficiently reduce the total waste volume and ensure that it would receive the 
appropriate treatment, the SWDD used a different method of processing for each type of 
waste.  The prerequisite for ensuring proper processing was appropriate separation of the 
solid waste.  For that processing to occur, solid wastes were separated by type.  Some 
separation occurred at the source of production, some at transfer stations, and some at the 
landfill site.  Separation of different types of solid waste was costly, time consuming, and 
in some cases required special equipment such as a conveyer belt. 
 
To ensure safe processing and disposal of the County’s solid waste and to minimize 
environmental impact, the Solid Waste Disposal District (SWDD) monitored the landfill 
site and followed Federal and State standards and regulations.  To decrease the demand 
for landfill space, the County used volume-reducing equipment such as tire shredders, 
wood shredders, and air curtain incinerators. 
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In 1995, the sludge and solid matter produced at the county’s wastewater treatment plants 
was disposed of at the Gifford wastewater treatment plant.  The screening and grit 
accumulated at the wastewater treatment plants, however, was disposed of at the county 
landfill.  At the time of the last plan update, septage haulers were required to dispose of 
septage at the Gifford wastewater treatment plant. 
 
In 1995, illegal dumping of solid waste was a problem.  This problem had two parts.  One 
part was the improper disposal of solid waste along County roadways and on private 
property.  The other part was illegal disposal of solid waste outside of the five County 
transfer stations.  While the service area for each transfer station was about 5 miles, the 
transfer stations were not open 7 days a week.  On days when transfer stations were not 
open, waste was occasionally dumped outside transfer station gates. 
 
From April 1995 through March 1996, the County’s Code Enforcement Division had 181 
“junk, trash & debris” code cases throughout the County.  The referenced code 
enforcement cases represented only a small portion of total illegal dumping of solid 
waste.   
 
In 1995, a household hazardous waste (HHW) storage facility was available at each 
transfer station for the temporary storage of residentially generated hazardous waste.   
Because hazardous waste has the potential to cause to injury, illness, or death and could 
present a potential danger to human health, hazardous waste must be properly 
transported, stored, treated, disposed of, or otherwise managed.  A full-time 
environmental chemist, who inspected, identified, separated, and stored HHW materials, 
supervised the HHW program. 
 
In 1995, the SWDD contracted with licensed HHW haulers to dispose of non-recyclable 
hazardous materials such as motor oil, oil filters, and batteries.  During fiscal year 1995, 
the household hazardous waste program collected and processed 46,256 pounds of 
household hazardous material.  There were no cases of improperly managed or illegally 
disposed of hazardous waste in the County in 1995.  In 1995, sludge from septic tanks 
was disposed of at the Gifford wastewater treatment plant. 
 
EXISTING SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT CONDITIONS (2005/06) 
 
In Appendix A, the most recent solid waste management conditions are provided under 
the existing conditions section of the corresponding matrix.  In the Analysis section of 
this report, the information for existing solid waste conditions will be compared to the 
data provided in the Solid Waste Sub-Element (conditions at the time of last major plan 
update) to assess changes in solid waste conditions. 
 
 
Solid Waste Generation and Cost 
 
Currently, the County generates approximately 2.4 tons per capita per year of solid waste 
that requires landfill disposal space.  Although the present solid waste generation rate is 
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2.4 tons per capita per year, the solid waste level of service standard for the County is 
based on a contribution rate of 2.2 tons/capita/year.  At present, the County has 595 acres 
of land for solid waste disposal.  As of 2005, 1,098,528 cubic yards of solid waste mass 
had been accumulated at the landfill site.  The annual landfill capacity required by the 
County, based upon the compaction densities practiced by the SWDD in 2005, is 
currently 3.43 cubic yards per capita.  According to projections for the year 2030, the 
landfill facility will require a total capacity of 10.3 million cubic yards for solid waste 
disposal.   
 
Although there are slight variations in the seasonal generation of solid waste, the spring 
months continue to have the highest generation rates, with lower generation rates 
continuing in the fall and winter months. 
 
Funding 
 
For FY 2005, the operation costs of the SWDD were $12,900,000, with revenue of 
$15,700,000.  The county uses non-advalorem assessment programs and user fees to fund 
orderly expansion and operation of the solid waste facilities. 
 
Solid Waste Collection, Storage, and Transfer 
 
Within the City of Vero Beach, the City continues to provide solid waste collection 
service to its residents.  Within the other municipalities and the unincorporated parts of 
the County, private companies provide solid waste collection services for a fee.  In the 
unincorporated parts of the county, solid waste pickup remains voluntary.   
 
In addition to the landfill, five transfer stations, which are now called Customer 
Convenience Centers (CCCs), continue to operate.  At any of the five CCCs, County 
residents can at no charge deposit solid waste and waste that is to be recycled.  In 2005, 
less than ten percent (10%) of the County's residential solid waste was processed through 
the five Customer Convenience Centers.  The cost for coordination and maintenance of 
the five CCCs is about $2 million per year. 
 
The five CCCs are open and manned 5 days a week from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., while 
the landfill site is open 7 days a week from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.  All CCCs are closed 
on Wednesdays, but three of the CCCs are also closed on Tuesday, with the other two 
CCCs closed on Thursdays.  Each CCC has 40 yard roll-off containers designated for 
household waste and yard waste, segregated containers for recyclables, and designated 
areas for various other materials such as bulky materials, tires, batteries, etc.  Materials 
collected at the CCCs are then transported by the SWDD to the landfill for disposal or for 
processing and transportation to recycling markets. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the County’s five transfer stations have 
undergone a name change.  The stations are now referred to as “Customer Convenience 
Centers” (CCCs).  Currently, the SWDD is expanding the Fellsmere CCC, increasing its 
size by four (4) acres to 5.36 acres and remodeling the facility at a cost of $2,000,000.  
Because solid waste collection remains voluntary, the CCCs continue to allow County 
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residents to drop-off solid waste and recyclable materials without a fee. 
 
Recycling 
 
The countywide recycling program still includes pick-up for single-family homes and 
either pick-up or drop-off service for businesses and multiple family developments.  To 
avoid concentrating recycling activities on only one or two materials, the State of Florida 
does not allow everything that is recycled to count toward a community’s recycling goal.  
Consequently, the SWDD uses a portion of the ground yard waste for daily coverage of 
the landfill.  Additionally, the SWDD contracts with a private company to remove all 
tires from the landfill for recycling into fuel and road base material.   
 
During calendar year 2005, approximately 121,000 tons of recycled solid waste were 
collected.  This amount represents 23% of the total solid waste stream in the County.  
During calendar year 2005, the County recycled the following amounts of materials: 
 
MATERIAL TONS RECYCLED 
Glass 1,395 
Aluminum Cans 156 
Plastic Bottles 494 
Clean C&D 43,000 
Yard Trash 65,887 
Tires 498 
Scrap Metals 3,358 
Corrugated 1,303 
Office Paper 34 
Newspaper 4,891 
Phone Books 7 
Textiles 2 
TOTAL 121,025 
 
Solid Waste Processing and Disposal 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the landfill site has been slightly altered and 
currently includes a total area of 595 acres.  The landfill site contains two separate 
landfills: a Class I landfill (Segments 1 and 2 and the infill connecting the segments) and 
a Construction and Demolition (C&D) landfill.  Additionally, the landfill site contains a 
5-acre parcel dedicated for grinding all vegetative debris received. 
 
Currently, SWDD’s 5-acre yard waste area encompasses both disposal and recycling 
activities.  The yard waste area is manned seven days a week by a contractor that is 
responsible for grinding all vegetative debris received.  In 2005, 61,000 tons of yard 
waste were received and processed.  Of this tonnage, the SWDD used approximately 
12,000 tons of ground vegetative debris on site for daily cover for the Class I landfill.  
The contractor transports the balance off site. 
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Recently, the plans for future Segments 3, 4, and 5 were changed to establish one new 
segment, Segment 3, with four phases of development.  As of 2005, 1,098,528 cubic 
yards of solid waste mass had been accumulated at the landfill site.  In order to 
accommodate the projections for the year 2030, the landfill facility will require 5.7 
million c.y. for Class I solid waste and 4.6 million c.y. for C&D debris, for a total needed 
capacity of 10.3 million cubic yards by that year.  With the current segments and 
proposed Segment 3, which includes an expansion of the existing C&D landfill, the 
landfill’s design capacity is 13,500,000 cubic yards. 
 
At present, the processing of solid waste remains the same as it was in 1995, with solid 
wastes separated by type.  As in the past, the processing of waste differs according to the 
various waste types.  Separation continues to occur at the source of production, at the 
CCCs, and at the landfill site.  The Solid Waste Disposal District continues to monitor the 
landfill site to ensure safe processing and disposal of the County’s solid waste and to 
minimize environmental impact by following Federal and State standards and 
regulations. 
 
To aid in volume reduction at the landfill site, the County contracts for tire removal and 
for yard waste grinding services.  Tires are hauled off-site; a portion of the ground yard 
waste is used for coverage on the Class I landfill, and the remaining yard waste is hauled 
off-site. 
 
Currently, sludge, screenings and grit from the county’s wastewater treatment plants are 
disposed of at the county landfill.  In the future, SWDD plans to move the sludge 
dewatering process from the Gifford wastewater treatment plant to the landfill.  Recently, 
SWDD applied for a dewatering facility permit and is expected to start construction of 
dewatering facilities at landfill in FY 2008/09.  Septage also is currently disposed of at 
the Gifford wastewater treatment plant.  In the future, the septage will be disposed of at 
the county landfill. 
 
In 2005, illegal dumping remained a problem in the County.  While improper disposal of 
solid waste continues along roadways and on private property, the improper use of the 
five CCCs has significantly dropped.  For fiscal year 2005/06, the County’s Code 
Enforcement Division reported 350 “junk, trash & debris” code cases throughout the 
County.  The referenced code enforcement cases represent only a small portion of total 
illegal dumping of solid waste. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the SWDD has hired a private contractor, 
licensed by the State, to manage all hazardous materials and to operate the household 
hazardous waste (HHW) program.  This contractor replaced the environmental chemist 
who supervised in the HHW program in 1995.  The SWDD continues to contract licensed 
HHW haulers to dispose of non-recyclable hazardous materials.  
 
During fiscal year 2005, the household hazardous waste program collected and processed 
75,912 pounds of household hazardous material.  There were no cases of improperly 
managed or illegally disposed of hazardous waste in the County in 2005.  Since 1995, the 
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sludge disposal facility has moved from Gifford wastewater plant to the county landfill. 
 
ANALYSIS OF SOLID WASTE CONDITIONS
 
Comparing solid waste conditions at the time of last major plan update with existing 
conditions provides an indication of changes that have occurred between 1995/96 and 
2005/06.  In evaluating the County’s solid waste system, several functional components 
must be considered.  These components include: 1) solid waste generation and cost; 2) 
solid waste collection, storage, and transfer; 3) solid waste processing and disposal; and 
4) projection of future demand and landfill capacity. 
 
Solid Waste Generation and Cost 
 
Since the last major update of the comprehensive plan, Indian River County has 
experienced a 30% population increase.  Also, the average per capita annual solid waste 
generation rate increased by almost ten percent (10%). Thus, the amount of landfill site 
area needed for the disposal of solid waste has increased.  Consequently, the SWDD in 
recent years acquired an additional 270 acres of land, increasing the landfill site by more 
than eighty percent (80%).  From 1995/96 to 2005/06, the total cubic yards of solid waste 
mass accumulated at the landfill site more than doubled, but because the SWDD currently 
compacts its solid waste at a greater density rate than in the past, the rate at which the 
landfill approaches capacity is slower. 
 
Currently, the county’s Level of Service standard for solid waste is 2.2 tons per capita per 
year.  Since the present solid waste generation rate is 2.4 tons per capita per year, the 
current adopted level of service standard is not appropriate and needs to be revised. 
 
By the year 2030, the Solid Waste Master Plan projects 10.3 million cubic yards of solid 
waste capacity will be required.  With the current segments and the proposed Segment 3, 
which includes an expansion of the existing C&D landfill, the design capacity of the 
landfill site for 2030 is 13,500,000 cubic yards.  This design capacity, along with current 
SWDD practices, provides sufficient land area for solid waste management needs through 
2030 and beyond.  Consequently, there is no need to expand the landfill site’s area 
through 2030. 
 
While the yearly operational costs for SWDD facilities increased by 126% from 1995 to 
2005, the yearly revenues doubled.  Even though costs increased faster than revenue 
between 95/96 and 05/06, revenue received annually continues to exceed the yearly 
operational costs of maintaining the SWDD facilities. 
 
Solid Waste Processing and Disposal 
 
At present, the processing of solid waste at the County’s landfill meets Federal and State 
standards and regulations, ensures safety, and reduces environmental impacts. 
 
At the landfill site, solid waste volume is no longer reduced by utilizing a tire shredder, a 
wood shredder, or an air curtain incinerator.  Instead, the County has contractors that 
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provide for tire removal and for yard waste grinding services.  Tires are hauled off-site; a 
portion of the ground yard waste is used for coverage on the Class I landfill, and the 
remaining yard waste is hauled off-site. 
 
According to Florida DEP Solid Waste reports, Indian River County and its adjacent 
counties have seen slight, but steady, increases in the per capita tons of solid waste that 
are disposed of each year.  The average tons/capita/year for the State of Florida is nearly 
double that of the County.   
 
In order for the County to maintain at least three years of landfill disposal capacity, as 
required by Solid Waste Master Plan, there are two options.  First, the County may 
continue with the existing system of recycling as much solid waste as possible and 
disposing the remainder in the landfill.  Second, the County may contract with a regional 
landfill to transfer solid waste to that disposal site.   Presently, option one seems more 
workable for the County. 
 
Hazardous Waste Disposal 
 
Currently, the processing of household hazardous waste is accomplished by contracting 
with a State licensed contractor that operates the HHW Program in its entirety.  Although 
the amount of household hazardous waste collected and processed increased by sixty 
percent (60%) between 1995 and 2005, this increase can be attributed to the County’s 
growth during that period.   
 
According to the State Environmental Health Department, only three events involving the 
mismanagement of hazardous waste occurred in the county between the years 1995/96 
and 2005/06.  The Environmental Health Department attributes the awareness of the 
dangers of HHW and the convenience of the household hazardous waste (HHW) storage 
facility for the minimal occurrences of illegal HHW disposal by County residents.  In the 
future, it is important for the county to continue to promote public awareness. 
 
Projection of Future Demand and Landfill Capacity 
 
Since the time horizon of the next comprehensive plan update will be 2030, future solid 
waste demand must be projected to that year.  The projection of solid waste demand is 
based on two components: population growth and solid waste generation rates. 
 
Population Projections
 
Population growth and per capita generation rates are used to project future year 
quantities of solid waste.  For population growth, the Introductory Element of the 
County’s Comprehensive Plan provides information.  Since the landfill site serves both 
the unincorporated and incorporated areas of the County, the total county population 
must be used to project solid waste demand. 
 
Overall, the projected population determinates future needs for solid waste services.  
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Using a population projection that is too low is likely to result in the failure to adequately 
provide for the county’s needs.  Conversely, using a population projection that is too high 
will result in identifying needs that will not occur in the forecasted time period.  
Therefore, an accurate forecast of the future population is essential in planning for solid 
waste demands. 
 
Section 9J-5.005 of the Florida Administrative Code states that communities should 
utilize the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) 
medium series projections when planning for future service needs.  The following table 
identifies the county’s population projections through 2030: 
 
 
 
 

POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

 
 

 
2010 

 
2015 

 
2020 2025 2030 

 
BEBR 

 
150,000 

 
166,800 

 
182,400 196,200 209,000 

Source:  University of Florida, BEBR, Mid-Range Projections 2006 
 
Solid Waste Generation Rates 
 
Based on population projections and the annual per capita generation rate developed from 
solid waste delivery records, the Solid Waste Master Plan projects that SWDD facility 
needs will be 5.7 million c.y. for Class I solid waste and 4.6 million c.y. for C&D debris, 
for a combined total of 10.3 million cubic yards, through the year 2030.  
 
Landfill Capacity 
 
One of the County’s principal responsibilities is to ensure that sufficient landfill capacity 
is available for disposal of processed or raw waste.  According to the Solid Waste Master 
Plan, the County must maintain a disposal capacity of at least three years to allow for 
sufficient time to permit and construct a new active segment, when necessary. 
 
Currently, the Solid Waste Disposal District (SWDD) utilizes two approaches to ensure 
that there is adequate landfill capacity.  These are: 1) developing new landfill capacity, 
and 2) implementing programs to reduce the demand for landfill disposal.  Since 1995, 
the SWDD Board has acquired and set aside approximately 270 acres of land adjacent to 
the landfill site for future development of additional landfill space.  The SWDD has also 
optimized the design of the Class I landfill between Segments 1 and 2 to increase the 
disposal capacity of Class I and C&D debris.  Recently, the SWDD permitted additional 
C&D disposal on the side slopes of Segment 1 to increase the C&D disposal capacity.  
Currently, the SWDD is in the process of developing two lateral expansions of the 
existing C&D landfill.  Additionally, a 50 acre segment 3 will be developed in phases 
which will accommodate another 8.4 million cubic yards of Class I and C&D solid waste. 
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The existing Class I and C&D landfills, along with Segment 3, are designed to provide a 
disposal capacity of 13.5 million c.y.  These will provide sufficient capacity to meet the 
county’s disposal needs through the year 2030, as required by the Solid Waste Master 
Plan, and provide a surplus of more than 3 million cubic yards of disposal capacity.   
 
In conjunction with increasing landfill capacity, the SWDD is continuing to work to 
decrease the demand for landfill space.  The most significant effort in this regard is 
maintaining and expanding the county’s countywide recycling program.  Currently, the 
county’s recycling program includes curbside pick-up for residences and either pick-up 
or drop-off service for businesses.  Additionally, several private businesses recycle 
wastes that would otherwise be buried in the landfill.  In the future, the county plans to 
expand its recycling educational program to encourage more recycling, increase the 
number of materials that could be recycled, and change county’s current recycling 
collection and separation method.  With expansion of resource recovery and recycling 
programs that could accept more materials for recycling, the amount of solid waste that 
will be buried in the landfill will be reduced further and will increase the expected life 
span of the landfill even longer. 
 
Funding and Capital Improvements
 
The SWDD’s 5-year Capital Improvements Program (CIP) is attached (attachment #2).  
This CIP includes citizen convenience center improvements and relocation; purchase of 
transfer tractors/transfer trailers and roll-off truck/containers; lateral and vertical 
expansion of segments I, II, and infill; and others.  All of the SWDD’s CIP is funded 
through assessments and user fees.  To ensure that that solid waste is adequately collected 
and disposed of, the county must undertake the improvements identified in the CIP. 
 
Solid Waste Collection, Storage, and Transfer 
 
Generally, the County’s existing collection system is adequate for a rural area.  
According to the Solid Waste Master Plan, a door-to-door type of solid waste collection 
may become necessary as the County becomes more urbanized.  In rural areas, it is not 
feasible to pick up all solid waste at the source of generation.  In urbanized areas, 
however, it is more efficient for solid waste haulers to pick up solid waste generated by 
all residences and businesses.  Currently, the existing customers of the county franchised 
solid waste haulers are paying about $13.50 per month for collection.  According to the 
SWDD, the collection fee per customer could be reduced if there were a mandatory door-
to-door solid waste collection system. 
 
Presently, about ten percent (10%) of the County’s solid waste is collected and 
transferred to the landfill through the five CCCs.  This is a significant drop from the more 
than thirty percent (30%) at the time of the last major plan update.  Even with this 
reduced activity level, however, the County must coordinate and maintain the five CCCs 
at a cost of about $2 million per year, an amount that accounts for more than fifteen 
percent (15%) of the yearly SWDD operation costs.  If all types of solid waste were 
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collected at the place of generation and transferred directly to the landfill site, there 
would be less need for coordination, and the County would have better control of the 
solid waste stream entering the landfill site.  A mandatory door-to-door solid waste 
collection system would provide for better control of the solid waste stream entering the 
landfill site.  Consequently, the county should evaluate the feasibility of establishing a 
mandatory collection system in the future. 
 
Recycling 
 
Recycling pick-up services for single-family residents and drop-off capabilities for multi-
family residents and business are unchanged from 1995, but the amount of solid waste 
that is being recycled per year has significantly increased.  In the ten years between the 
last major plan update and this review, the yearly tonnage of recycled solid waste has 
more than doubled from 57,000 tons per year in 1995 to 121,000 tons in 2005.  This 
increase can be attributed to the continuing efforts by SWDD to educate the public to the 
benefits of recycling, as well as the convenience of no-cost curbside recyclables 
collection for County residents. 
 
While the amount of solid waste that is recycled has significantly increased, the 
percentage of solid waste that is recycled dropped from 31% in 1995 to 23% in 2005.  
That percentage of solid waste recycled falls below the State’s recycling goal of 30%.  
Although the SWDD has addressed all of the State’s requirements regarding the recycling 
of solid waste, including increasing recycling awareness and countywide recycling 
availability, these efforts have fallen short.  According to the Florida Department of 
Environmental Protection’s (DEP) most recent (2004) Solid Waste Annual Report, the 
percentage of solid waste that is recycled in all counties in Florida averages 26%.  Only 
14 of the State’s 67 counties met the 30% recycling goal in 2004.  The solid waste 
recycling percentages of Indian River County and neighboring counties are below: 
 

County Waste Collected (Tons) Waste Recycled (Tons) Percentage 
Brevard 1,234,404 500,635 41% 
Indian River 430,652 100,359* 23% 
Martin 284, 607 88,821 31% 
Okeechobee 50,922 7,030 14% 
Osceola 267,329 19,079 7% 
St. Lucie 535,757 66,802 12% 
State 31,828,764 8,307,952 26% 

 
*To avoid concentrating recycling activities on only one or two materials, the State of Florida does not allow everything that is 
recycled to count toward a community’s recycling goal.  Therefore, the state counts only 100,359 tons of the 121,000 tons recycled in 
2004 in Indian River County toward the community’s recycling goal. 
 
To increase the amount and percentage of solid waste to be recycled, the county must 
undertake several actions.  These actions include: 
 

• Increasing public education 
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• Increasing the number of items that can be recycled 
• Changing the current collection and separation procedure 

 
Currently, the county recycles seven (7) items.  These are plastic #1 and #2, steel cans, 
aluminum cans, clear glass, brown glass, green glass, and newspapers.  Waste haulers 
must collect these items, separate them at the curb, and place them in recycling truck’s 7 
separate compartments.  If one of the seven compartments is full, then the driver must 
travel to the landfill to empty that recycled material before he can collect more.  Since the 
recycling trucks currently have only seven compartments, there is no room to add 
additional materials to be recycled.  Many local governments, however, will collect all 
recyclables together and send them to regional facilities for separation.  In the case of 
Indian River County, the SWDD indicates that it would be beneficial to collect 
newspapers separately and then collect other recyclables combined.  By collecting all 
non-newspaper recyclables together, many other items, such as plastic #3 through #7, 
corrugated cardboard, phone books, and magazines, can be added to recycling. 
 
Illegal Dumping  
 
In 1995, illegal dumping was a problem associated with improper disposal of solid waste 
throughout the County.  While illegal dumping outside of CCC gates rarely occurs now, 
illegal dumping along roadways and on private properties remains a concern of the 
SWDD.  As the population has increased, the number of “junk, trash & debris” code 
enforcement cases has also increased.  According to the Code Enforcement Division, the 
number of concerned citizens willing to report acts of improper disposal accounts for 
some the increase in cases.  In recent years, the county’s emphasis on informing residents 
of the service hours and fees of the landfill and the customer convenience centers, as well 
as the County’s policies on enforcement of illegal solid waste disposal and illegal 
dumping, have resulted in a reduction of the problem.   
 
If the County established a mandatory door-to-door collection service, the amount of 
illegal dumping could be reduced even further by eliminating the incentive for illegal 
dumping.  Since collection services would be available and would be paid for, there 
would be no reason for residents to illegally dump solid waste.  As indicated above, 
mandatory door-to-door solid waste collection would also reduce the costs associated 
with maintaining the CCCs. 
 
EFFECTS OF STATUTORY AND RULE CHANGES
 
Local government comprehensive plans must be consistent with state and regional 
growth management requirements such as Chapter 163, F.S., the State Comprehensive 
Plan, Rule 9J-5, F.A.C, and the applicable strategic regional policy plan.  As stated in 
Subsection 163.3191(1), F.S., the EAR is the "principal process for updating local 
comprehensive plans to reflect changes in state policy and growth management."  
Therefore, this EAR includes an analysis of the effects of statutory and rule changes upon 
the Solid Waste Sub-Element. 
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Consistency with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C
 
Section 9J-5.011, F.A.C., identifies the minimum requirements for the Solid Waste Sub-
Element.  Since the time of the last major plan update, only minor revisions were made to 
Section 9J-5.011, F.A.C.  The Solid Waste Sub-Element remains consistent with Rule 9J-
5, F.A.C. 
 
Consistency with State Comprehensive Plan
 
The Solid Waste Sub-Element of the Indian River County comprehensive plan is 
consistent with the State Comprehensive Plan (Ch. 187,F.S.). 
 
Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan
 
The Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council adopted its current strategic regional 
policy plan on December 15, 1995.  The Solid Waste Sub-Element is consistent with the 
Treasure Coast Strategic Regional Policy Plan. 
 
 
Consistency with Ch. 163, Part II, F.S. 
 
The Solid Waste Sub-Element is consistent with Ch. 163, F.S. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES
 
Following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Solid Waste Sub-Element 
objectives.  With the exception of Objective 4, each of the sub-element's objectives was 
achieved.  The goals, objectives, and policies of the Solid Waste Sub-Element are 
attached (attachment 1). 
 
Under each objective, those policies associated with the objective have been assessed to 
identify those that have been implemented and those that have not been implemented.  
Also, each policy has been assessed to determine if it directly or indirectly contributed to 
meeting the corresponding objective.  Then, each policy was assessed to determine if it 
needs to be maintained, revised, or deleted and the reason for revision or deletion. 
 
 
Objective 1 Service Concurrent with Development
 
During the 1998-2000 period, the active segment of the landfill will always have a 
minimum of 0.486 million cubic yards capacity (three years of disposal capacity) 
available for disposal. 
 
MEASURE - CUBIC YARDS OF AVAILABLE CAPACITY IN THE ACTIVE 
SEGMENT OF THE LANDFILL. 
 
In 1995, the available capacity of the active segment of the landfill was 2,446,000 cubic 
yards.  In 2005, available capacity of active segment of landfill was 5,100,000 cubic 
yards. 
 
Objective 1 was achieved. 
 
Although Objective 1 was achieved, maintaining adequate landfill capacity is important.  
For that reason, this objective should be maintained, but the objective’s target and target 
date should be revised.  Target date should indicate that through the time horizons of the 
plan. 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to plan for actual 

policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.1) Design for additional burial segments of the 

landfill shall be completed before the active segment 

of the landfill is at 70% of its capacity, and 

construction of additional segments shall begin when 

a facility is at 75% of its capacity. 

Design and construction 

deadlines met 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to plan for actual 

policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.2) New development within Indian River County 

shall continue to be approved only when capacity is 

available at the active segment of the landfill.  If the 

active segment is at 90% of its capacity and the new 

segment is not ready, additional development shall 

not be permitted. 

Landfill capacity 

monitored through the 

concurrency 

management system 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.3) The county adopts the following Level of 

Service (LOS) standard: 3.67 cubic yards per capita 

per year. 

LOS adopted and 

maintained 

X  X  X  Revise to change the LOS 

to 2.4 tons per capita per 

year 

1.4) The county shall maintain its concurrency 

management system. 

Concurrency 

management system 

maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.5) The Solid Waste Disposal District shall prepare 

annual summaries of demand and capacity 

information for the active segment of the landfill. 

Summaries prepared X  X  X  Maintain 

1.6) The solid waste disposal district shall maintain 

at least 3 years of disposal capacity available at all 

times. 

3 years of disposal 

capacity maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.7) The county shall provide countywide solid 

waste services to the entire county by providing 

landfill capacity, administering countywide recycling 

program, and studying and implementing new 

technologies 

Countywide solid waste 

and recycling services 

provided 

X  X  X  Maintained 

 
All policies under Objective 1 were implemented.  As structured, these policies all 
contribute towards meeting the objective and should be maintained.  Policy 1.3, however, 
must be revised to establish a new LOS standard of 2.4 tons per capita per year. 
   
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 1 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies 
are needed. 
 
Objective 2 Special Waste and Hazardous Waste
 
During the 1998 to 2010 planning timeframe, there will be no cases of improperly 
managed or illegally disposed of hazardous waste in the county. 
 
MEASURE - NUMBER OF CASES OF IMPROPERLY MANAGED OR ILLEGALLY 
DISPOSED OF HAZARDOUS WASTE IN THE COUNTY DURING 1998 TO 2010. 
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Based on Environmental Health Department data, there were no known cases of improper 
or illegal disposal of hazardous waste in the county between 1998 and now. 
 
The county has several services and activities in place to encourage the proper disposal of 
hazardous waste.  These services and activities are part of the county's Household 
Hazardous Waste program and the Environmental Health Department's permitting and 
inspection program. 
 
Objective 2 was achieved. 
 
Although Objective 2 was achieved, managing special and hazardous waste is important.  
For that reason, the substance of the objective should be retained.  The objective’s target 
date must be revised. 
 
 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to Plan for actual 

policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 

POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

2.1) The county shall dispose of stabilized sludge from 

wastewater treatment plants at the designated facility at 

the Gifford Wastewater Plant,  and other sites approved 

by the DER. 

Currently, sludge disposed of 

at designated places  at the 

county landfill 

X  X  X  Revise to indicate that 

sludge will be disposed 

of at landfill 

2.2) The county shall dispose of the screenings and grit, 

accumulated at the wastewater treatment plants, at the 

county landfill. 

Screenings and grit disposed 

of at the landfill 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.3) The county will not accept septage at the county 

landfill.  Septage haulers operating in the county 

required  to dispose of septage at the designated facility 

at the Gifford Wastewater Treatment Plant and other 

sites approved by DEP. 

Septage disposed of at the 

Gifford wastewater treatment 

plant 

X  X  X  Revise to indicate that 

septage will be disposed 

at landfill 

2.4) The solid waste disposal district shall provide 

convenient locations at which residents can drop off 

household hazardous materials free of charge. 

county coordinates with the 

Health Department 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.5) By 1998, the county shall request that the tax 

collector’s office establish a system that all new 

application for occupational licenses include a 4 digit 

SIC code to facilitate identification of potential 

hazardous waste generators. 

Tax Collector computer 

system not set up to do this 

 X  X X  Delete 

2.6) The county shall continue to have a contract with a 

licensed hazardous waste transporter for providing 

The county has contracted 

with a licensed hazardous 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to Plan for actual 

policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 

POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

disposal services to the small quantity generators within 

the county. 

waste transporter 

2.7) The county shall perform water quality tests to 

ensure segment I and segment II are not contaminating 

ground or surface water 

Water quality tests are done on 

a regular basis 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.8) The county shall maintain its existing construction 

and demolition segment of the landfill to facilitate 

efficient collection of debris. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

2.9) The county shall encourage the Health Dept. to 

continue to perform regular inspections of small 

quantity hazardous waste generators. 

Environmental Health Dept. 

does regular inspections of 

small quantity hazardous 

waste generators 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.10) The county shall encourage DEP to continue to 

perform their inspections.  Violators will be prosecuted 

and fined by the Environmental Control Board 

DEP performs inspection X  X  X  Maintain 

 
With the exception of Policy 2.5, all policies under Objective 2 were implemented, 
contributed to meeting the objective, and should be maintained.  Policies 2.1 and 2.3 
should be revised to indicate that sludge from the county’s wastewater treatment plants 
and septage from septic tanks will be disposed of at the county landfill.  Policy 2.5 should 
be deleted since the Tax Collector’s office computer system cannot be set up to use the 
SIC codes.    
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 2, with the proposed deletion of policy 2.5, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
Objective 3 Capital Improvements
 
By 2010, the county will have completed improvements to the solid waste facility as 
outlined in the Solid Waste Sub-Element’s Table 3.C.4. 
 
MEASURE - COMPLETION OF THE SOLID WASTE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 
 
Objective 3 was achieved. 
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Although Objective 3 was achieved, it should be revised.  Objective 3 should be revised 
to reflect a new timeframe that indicate through the time horizon of the plan, and should 
be revised to reflect the latest capital improvements schedule. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to Plan for actual 

policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 

POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1) The county shall maintain a seven-year schedule 

of capital improvement needs for public facilities, to 

be updated annually. 

5-year CIP schedule 

maintained. 

X  X  X  Revise to indicate 5 

year CIP 

3.2) Proposed capital improvement projects shall be 

divided into the following priority levels: 

 

Level 1 - projects that protect public health & safety, 

fulfill the county's legal commitment, or preserve or 

achieve full use of existing facilities 

 

Level 2 - projects that increase efficiency of use of 

existing facilities, or prevent or reduce future 

improvement costs 

Capital improvement 

decisions made based on 

priority guideline 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.3) The county shall treat solid waste service 

provisions as an enterprise system which is 

financially self-supporting. 

Enterprise system 

established for SWDD 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.4) The county shall continue its current non-ad 

valorem assessment program to fund orderly 

expansion of the solid waste facility. 

Assessments continued X  X  X  Maintain 

3.5) The county shall pursue state and federal 

sources of funding available for the improvement 

and expansion of solid waste services as well as the 

establishment of a recycling program. 

Funding pursued by 

SWDD 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.6) All future expansion of  SWDD facilities shall 

be consistent with adopted Level of Service (LOS) 

standards.  

SWDD expansions  meet 

LOS standards 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.7) The county shall maintain its charge mechanism 

for the collection and management of special waste 

such as construction debris, bio-hazardous waste and 

other wastes needing special collection, handling, 

and disposal. 

Charge mechanism 

maintained by SWDD 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Each of Objective 3's policies was implemented, and each contributed to achieving the 
objective.  As structured, all policies should be maintained.  Policy3.1, however, should 
be revised to reflect that the county maintains a 5-year CIP. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 3, with the proposed revisions, are sufficient to achieve the 
objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
Objective 4 Recycling and Waste Volume Reduction
 
By 2010, the county through its recycling program will have increased the portion of 
solid waste recycled to 50%. 
 
MEASURE - PERCENT OF WASTESTREAM RECYCLED. 
 
The target date for this objective is not until 2010; however, the county recycled only 
23% of the wastestream in 2004. 
 
Although Objective 4’s target date is not until 2010, the objective will likely not be 
achieved. 
 
This objective involves recycling and volume reduction.  Because both recycling and 
volume reduction are important, Objective 4 should be retained, but revised.  Although, 
recycling 50% of the wastestream by 2010 most likely is not achievable, several factors 
indicate that recycling 30% of the wastestream, as required by the state, is an achievable 
target.  These factors include increases in the number of items that now can be recycled 
and the SWDD’s increasing attempts to educate the public regarding the recycling 
programs.  Therefore, Objective 4 should be revised to state that by 2020 the county will 
have increased the portion of solid waste recycled to 30% of its wastestream. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to Plan for 

actual policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 

POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

4.1) The county shall maintain its  recycling 

programs. 

Recycling programs maintained and 

expanded 

X  X  X  Revise 

4.2) By 1999, the SWDD shall arrange for a 

completed study to determine the feasibility of 

establishing a mandatory separation and 

collection system for recyclables and a 

mandatory door-to-door collection system.   

Study was not done  X  X X  Revise for date 

4.3) The county will continue to assist the 

school board to develop and maintain courses 

which inform students of the impact of 

mismanaged solid and hazardous waste and 

Course offered X  X  X  Revise, to expand 

educational programs 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION (refer to Plan for 

actual policy) 

ACTION/ 

ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 

POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED, 

DELETED, OR 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

benefits of recycling program. 

4.4) The county shall maintain its Air Curtain 

Destructor at the county landfill. 

The county does not operate Air Curtain 

Destructor  anymore 

 X  X X  Delete, since the SWDD 

does not operate air 

curtain destructor 

anymore 

4.5) The county shall eliminate open burning 

in urban areas by maintaining its recycling 

facilities. 

Recycling facility at landfill maintained  X  X  X  Maintain 

4.6) The SWDD shall provide general public 

education on the importance and benefit of the 

recycling program. 

Public information provided; however, 

the SWDD plans to provide expanded 

education. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.7) By 1999, the SWDD shall arrange for 

completed studies to determine the feasibility 

of maximum recovery. 

Feasibility study was not done  X  X X  Revise for date 

4.8) By 1999, the SWDD shall arrange for 

completed studies to determine the feasibility 

of transferring the county’s solid waste to 

another regional facility for recyclables 

separation. 

Feasibility study was not done  X  X X  Revise for date 

 
With the exception of Policies 4.2, 4.4, 4.7, and 4.8, which were not implemented, all 
policies under Objective 4 were implemented and contributed toward meeting the 
objective.  Policy 4.1 should be revised to indicate that the county will expand its 
recycling programs by increasing the number of items that can be recycled and by 
changing current collection and separation procedures to go to a dual collection process 
to collect newspapers separately and collect other recyclables combined.  Policy 4.3 
should be revised to indicate that SWDD will expand its educational programs to 
emphasize the importance of recycling.  Since the SWDD does not operate an air curtain 
destructor anymore, policy 4.4 should be deleted. 
 
Policies 4.7 and 4.8, which call for feasibility studies, were not implemented by the 
SWDD.  Since, the county does not currently meet the state’s 30% recycling target, it is 
even more important for SWDD to undertake these feasibility studies and to increase the 
amount of solid waste being recycled. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 4, with the proposed deletion and revisions, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
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OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES
 
The objectives of the Solid Waste Sub-Element, with the proposed revisions, should be 
sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS
 
The county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, text, 
and Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Solid Waste Sub-Element.  Much of that update 
involves the inclusion of new data. 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS
 
The following are anticipated amendments of the solid waste sub-element. 
 
TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
Each of the Solid Waste Sub-Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect 
current conditions. 
 
TEXT 
 
Major portions of the text of the Solid Waste Sub-Element must be revised with new data 
including existing conditions and projections. 
 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Solid Waste Sub-Element 
are summarized below. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1  Revised target and target date. 

1 1.3 Revised to establish a new LOS standards 

2  Revise the target date. 

2 2.1 Revise to indicate that sludge will be disposed at landfill 

2 2.3 Revise to indicate that septage will be disposed at landfill 

2 2.5 Delete the policy. 

3  Revise the target date. 

3 3.1 Revised to indicate 5-year CIP. 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

4  Revise the target date. 

4 4.1 Revised to indicate that county shall expand its recycling 
programs. 

4 4.2 Revise for the target date 

4 4.3 Revise for expansion of recycling educational program 

4 4.4 Delete, since SWDD does not operate air curtain 
destructor anymore 

4 4.7 Revise for the target date 

4 4.8 Revise for the target date 
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Attachment 1 
 
 
GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Goal
 
It is the goal of Indian River County to have an efficient and environmentally sound solid 
and hazardous waste management system to prevent spread of disease, to promote 
orderly growth within the county, and to meet existing and projected demand for the 
management and disposal of waste. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1  Service Concurrent with Development
 
During the 1998-2000 period, the active segment of the landfill will always have a 
minimum of 0.486 million cubic yards capacity (three years of disposal capacity) 
available for disposal. 
 
POLICY 1.1: Design for additional burial segments of the landfill shall be completed 
before the active segment of the landfill is at 70% of its capacity, and construction of 
additional segments shall begin when the active segment is at 75% of its capacity in order 
to ensure that the established level of service will be maintained. 
 
POLICY 1.2: New development within the Indian River County Solid Waste Disposal 
District service area shall continue to be approved only when capacity is available at the 
active segment of the landfill.  If the active segment of the landfill is at 90% of its 
capacity and a new segment is not ready, additional development shall not be permitted. 
 
POLICY 1.3: The following level of service standards are hereby adopted, and shall be 
used as the basis for determining the availability of facility capacity and the demand 
generated by new development: 
 
Service Area Average Solid Waste Generation Rate
 
County-wide 2.2 tons per capita for permanent population plus weighted seasonal 
population per year 

or 
 
 3.67 cubic yards per permanent population plus weighted seasonal population per year 
 
POLICY 1.4: The county shall maintain its concurrency management system to update 
its solid waste facility demand and capacity information as development orders or permits 
are issued. 
 
POLICY 1.5: The Solid Waste Disposal District shall maintain a comprehensive solid 
waste management plan and shall prepare annual summaries of demand and capacity 
information for the active segment of the landfill. 
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POLICY 1.6: The solid waste disposal district shall maintain at least 3 years of disposal 
capacity available at all times. 
 
POLICY 1.7: The county shall continue to provide countywide solid waste services to 
all of the county’s municipalities and the unincorporated portion of the county by 
providing landfill capacity for solid waste disposal, by administering a countywide 
recycling program, and by studying and implementing new technologies.  On-going 
studies shall identify the following: 
 
• New technologies for recycling; 
 
• New methods for safe solid waste disposal; 
 
• Assessment of the feasibility of implementing these new technologies in Indian 

River County; 
 
• Cost/benefit analyses for promising technologies. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2    Special Waste and Hazardous Waste
 
During the 1998 to 2010 planning timeframe, there will be no cases of improperly 
managed or illegally disposed of hazardous waste in the county. 
 
POLICY 2.1: The county shall dispose of stabilized sludge from wastewater treatment 
plants at the designated facility at the Gifford Wastewater Plant and at other sites 
approved by the FDEP. 
 
POLICY 2.2: The county shall dispose of the screenings and grit accumulated at the 
wastewater treatment plants at the county landfill. 
 
POLICY 2.3: The county shall not accept septage at the county landfill.  The current 
local ordinance will continue to require all septage haulers operating in the county to 
dispose of septage at the designated facility at the Gifford Wastewater Treatment Plant 
and at other sites approved by DEP. 
 
POLICY 2.4: The solid waste disposal district shall provide convenient locations at 
which residents can drop off household hazardous materials free of charge. 
 
POLICY 2.5:  By 1998, the county shall request that the Tax Collectors office establish 
a system that all new applications for occupational licenses include a four digit Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) code to facilitate identification of potential hazardous 
waste and bio-medical waste generators.  The county shall provide this information to the 
Solid Waste Disposal District, the Environmental Health Department, and the 
Department of Environmental Protection. 
 
POLICY 2.6: The county shall continue to have a contract with a licensed hazardous 
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waste transporter for providing disposal services to the small quantity generators within 
the county. 
 
POLICY 2.7: The county shall perform water quality tests to ensure that the closed 
segment I of the landfill as well as the active segment II of the landfill are not 
contaminating the surrounding groundwater and surface water. 
 
POLICY 2.8: The county shall maintain its existing construction and demolition 
segment of the landfill, opened in January, 1994, for the efficient collection and handling 
of the construction debris, demolition debris, and land clearing waste. 
 
POLICY 2.9: The county shall encourage the county Environmental Health Department 
to continue to perform regular inspections of small quantity hazard waste generators. 
 
POLICY 2.10: The county shall encourage the Department of Environmental Protection 
to continue to perform regular inspections of large quantity hazardous waste generators 
and private licensed waste handlers to ensure that bio-hazardous waste, generated by 
medical establishments and handled by private firms, is properly managed.  When 
improper management of bio-hazardous waste is found during an inspection, the private 
waste handler (the violator) will be prosecuted and fined by the Environmental Control 
Board.  The county shall continue to inspect the bio-hazardous waste which enters the 
landfill. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3   Capital Improvements
 
By 2010, the county will have completed improvements to the solid waste facility as 
outlined in the Solid Waste Sub-Element’s table 3.C.4. 
 
POLICY 3.1: The county shall maintain a seven-year schedule of capital improvements 
for the landfill and shall update this schedule annually in conformance with the review 
process for the Capital Improvements Element of this plan. 
 
POLICY 3.2: Proposed capital improvement projects shall be evaluated and ranked 
according to the following priority level guidelines: 
 
• Level One - whether the project is needed to protect public health and safety, to 

fulfill the county's legal commitment to provide solid waste facilities and services, 
or to preserve or achieve full use of existing facilities 

 
• Level Two - whether the project increases efficiency of use of existing facilities 

or prevents or reduces future improvement costs 
 
POLICY 3.3: The county shall structure solid waste fees, rates, and assessments to 
support the solid waste system as a financially self-supporting enterprise system. 
 
POLICY 3.4: The county shall continue its current non-advalorem assessment program 
to fund the orderly expansion of its solid waste facilities. 
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POLICY 3.5:  The county shall apply for state and federal sources of funding for the 
improvement and expansion of solid waste services as well as for expansion of its 
recycling program. 
 
POLICY 3.6: All future expansion of the landfill and the Solid Waste Disposal District 
facilities shall be consistent with the adopted solid waste level of service standards. 
 
POLICY 3.7: The county shall maintain its charge mechanism for the collection and 
management of special wastes such as construction debris, bio-hazardous waste, and 
other wastes needing special collection, handling, and disposal. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 4   Recycling and Waste Volume Reduction
 
By 2010, the county through its recycling program will have increased the portion of 
solid waste recycled to 50%. 
 
POLICY 4.1: The county shall maintain its recycling program to reduce the volume of 
waste. 
 
POLICY 4.2: By 1999, the SWDD shall arrange for a completed study to determine the 
feasibility of establishing a mandatory separation and collection system for recyclables 
and residual garbage, to efficiently separate waste at the place of generation, to solve the 
problem of illegal dumping along county roadways, private properties, and at transfer 
station sites.  Upon the establishment of mandatory door-to-door garbage collection, the 
existing transfer stations will be closed.  
 
POLICY 4.3: The county, through its Recycling Coordinator, shall continue to assist the 
school board to develop and maintain a course which informs students of the impact of 
mismanaged solid and hazardous waste as well as the importance and benefits of a 
recycling program. 
 
POLICY 4.4: To decrease open burning, the county shall maintain its Air Curtain 
Destructor at the county landfill. 
 
POLICY 4.5: The county as part of its recycling program shall eliminate open burning in 
urban areas by maintaining its facility for the recycling of organic waste, including land 
clearing debris, grass clippings, etc. into compost and mulch. 
 
POLICY 4.6: The SWDD, through radio and newspaper advertisements, informational 
brochures, or through special events, shall provide general public education on the 
importance and benefit of the recycling program. 
 
POLICY 4.7: By 1999, the SWDD shall arrange for completed studies to determine the 
feasibility of the maximum recovery of recyclables from the county garbage stream and 
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their conversion to useful products on site without public subsidization, development of a 
waste to energy facility, and other alternative disposal methods 
 
 
POLICY 4.8: By 1999, the SWDD shall arrange for completed studies to determine the 
feasibility of transferring the county’s solid waste to another regional facility for 
recyclables separation and/or the disposal of the residual waste. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Infrastructure Element\Solid Waste Sub Element 3C\2008 SW 
EAR drafts\2008 draft current version1.doc 
 
 
 



Attachment 2 
Five Year Capital Improvements Plan 

 
Solid Waste       

       

Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  

Assessments & User Fees  $                  18,160,483.00   $       5,650,000.00   $      2,300,000.00   $     5,143,000.00   $   12,109,000.00   

Total Revenue  $                  18,160,483.00   $       5,650,000.00   $      2,300,000.00   $     5,143,000.00   $   12,109,000.00   

       

Expenditures FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 Revenue Source 
Citizen Convenience Center Improvement Projects             

Relocation & Replacement of Fellsmere Citizens Convenience 
Center  $                    1,880,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Winter Beach Citizens Convenience Center Phase I 
Improvements  $                         30,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $          63,000.00   $        184,000.00  

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Roseland Citizens Convenience Center Expansion and 
Improvements  $                                     -     $          640,000.00   $      1,920,000.00   $                       -     $                       -    

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Gifford Citizens Convenience Center Expansion and 
Improvements  $                                     -     $                        -     $                       -     $     1,430,000.00   $                       -    

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Oslo Citizens Convenience Center Expansion and 
Improvements  $                    2,200,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Transfer Tractor/Transfer Trailers and Roll-off 
Truck/Containers  $                       215,000.00   $          520,000.00   $         380,000.00   $          50,000.00   $        125,000.00  

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Class I Solid Waste and C&D Debris Landfill Development             

Lateral and Vertical Expansion of Segment I/Segment II/Infill  $                    2,245,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Design, Permitting & Construction of Class I Landfill - Phase 1  $                    9,590,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

C&D Debris Placement on Northern Slope  $                    1,300,000.00   $          450,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Design, Permitting & Construction of Class I Landfill - Co 
Disposal (former 33 Acres for C&D)  $                       203,483.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $   10,000,000.00  

Assessments & User 
Fees 

Chain-Linked Fence and Gates- South Boundary of Landfill  $                         45,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Relocation/Replacement 10,000 gal Diesel Fuel Tank  $                       100,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 
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Solid Waste       

       

FY 2011/12  Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 

Abandon. Relocate 3 Groundwater Monitoring Well Clusters  $                         52,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Retrofit of MRF  $                         50,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Sequential & Partial Closure Projects             

Sequential Partial Closure of Seg-1, Seg-2 and the Infill  $                       250,000.00   $       3,200,000.00   $                       -     $     3,600,000.00   $     1,800,000.00  
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Closure of Cell I, C&D Landfill  $                                     -     $          840,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    
Assessments & User 

Fees 

Total Expenditures  $                  18,160,483.00   $       5,650,000.00   $      2,300,000.00   $     5,143,000.00   $   12,109,000.00    

       
Comparison of Expenditures to Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 Total 
Total Revenue  $                  18,160,483.00   $       5,650,000.00   $      2,300,000.00   $     5,143,000.00   $   12,109,000.00  $43,362,483 

Total Expenditures  $                  18,160,483.00   $       5,650,000.00   $      2,300,000.00   $     5,143,000.00   $   12,109,000.00  $43,362,483 

Annual Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 
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Appendix A 
Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report 

Solid Waste Sub-Element 
 
Data Element Baseline Conditions (1995) Existing Conditions (2005-06) 
   
Operating Entity Indian River County Indian River County 
Geographic Service Area Entire County Entire County 
Operations Landfill & Five (5) Transfer Stations Landfill & Five (5) Customer Convenience Centers 
Landfill Size 325 Acres 595 Acres 
Landfill Components Class I (Segments 1 & 2) and C&D Class I (Segments 1 & 2) and C&D 
Segment Design Capacity   
- Class I (segment 1) Inactive Active (segments 1 & 2 plus infill to connect) 
- Class I (segment 2) Active – 1,600,000 cubic yards Active – 1,000,000 cubic yards (segments 1 & 2 

plus infill) 
- C & D Active – 846,000 cubic yards Active – 4,100,000 cubic yards 
Total Design Capacity 2,446,000 cubic yards 5,100,000 cubic yards 
- Class I and C&D (segment 3) projection ------------ Proposed – 8,400,000 cubic yards (through 2030) 
Combined Accumulation 470,003 cubic yards (total accumulation through 

1995) 
1,098,528 cubic yards (total accumulation through 
2005) 

Solid Waste Generation Rate 2.2 tons/capita/year 2.4 tons/capita/year 
Level of Service 2.2 tons/capita/year 2.2 tons/capita/year 
Projected Facility Needs 6,400,000 cubic yards (through 2010) 10,300,000 cubic yards (through 2030) 
Recycled Waste 57,000 tons/year 121,000 tons/year 
% of Waste Recycled 31% 23% 
Hazardous Material Waste 46,256 lbs./year 75,912 lbs./year 
Operation Costs $5,700,000/year $12,900,000/year (126% increase) 
Total Revenue $7,662,540/year $15,700,000/year (104% increase) 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Infrastructure Element\Solid Waste Sub Element 3C\2008 SW EAR drafts\2008 draft current version1.doc 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success or 
failure of the Natural Aquifer Recharge Sub-Element of the Comprehensive Plan. This 
assessment examines changes affecting natural aquifer recharge in Indian River County, and 
evaluates the achievement of objectives set forth in the Natural Aquifer Recharge Sub-Element. 
Based on the results of this evaluation and appraisal, certain aspects of the Natural Aquifer 
Recharge Sub-Element are subject to revision.  
 
To perform this assessment, Indian River County has taken the following steps:  
 
• Assembled baseline data 

 
- Identified the natural groundwater and aquifer conditions within the county at the time of 
the last major comprehensive plan update (1998) 

   
• Compiled current conditions data 
 

-Identified existing aquifer and groundwater conditions within the county (2006-2008) 
 
• Compared baseline data with current conditions data 
 

-Analyzed changes in aquifer and natural groundwater conditions between the time of the 
last major comprehensive plan update (1998) and the present time (2006-2008) 

  
• Evaluated objective achievement 
 
• Assessed status of policy implementation  
 
• Identified future actions 
 
• Identified anticipated amendments 
 
 
BASELINE DATA 
 
For the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Sub-Element component of the Evaluation and 
Appraisal Report, the baseline data were taken from the last major comprehensive plan update. That 
update occurred in 1998. In the 1998 comprehensive plan update, the majority of the data was 
collected in 1996. Consequently, the data used in the 1998 comprehensive plan update will, unless 
otherwise noted, be referred to as the 1996 data or baseline data in this report. 
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In 1996, the natural groundwater aquifer recharge condition categories were as follows: natural 
groundwater aquifer recharge areas; water use; water quality; and wells. Those categories are 
addressed below. 
 
Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Areas 
 

o Surficial Aquifer 
 

The surficial ("shallow") aquifer is a groundwater reservoir encompassing the top stratum of soil 
in Indian River County that is directly replenished by rainfall.  At the time of the last major plan 
update, data showed that the surficial aquifer had a depth ranging from several feet to 
approximately 150 feet, and an annual recharge rate of 16 inches.  This recharge occurred from 
several sources.  Due to high percolation of rainfall, the Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge and Ten Mile 
Ridge were identified as important recharge areas of the surficial aquifer, while wetlands and 
rainfall contributed to recharge in the Inter-ridge area.  Throughout the county, additional factors 
which contributed to the recharge of the surficial aquifer included:  seepage from drainage canals, 
agricultural irrigation, and water percolation from the Floridan aquifer. 
 

o Floridan Aquifer 
 
In 1996, the upper zone of the Floridan aquifer ranged in depth from approximately 350 to 650 feet 
below ground level, while the lower zone of the Floridan Aquifer descended to a depth of 
approximately 2,000 feet. Recharge of the Floridan aquifer in Indian River County was estimated to 
be 1-2 inches annually.  That recharge principally occurred in the area of the Osceola Plain west of 
Blue Cypress Lake.  The majority of the Osceola Plain was located outside of the boundaries of 
Indian River County. 
 
Water Use 
 
Indian River County’s total groundwater withdrawal was estimated to be 104.9 million gallons 
per day (MGPD) in 1994. Of this total, more than two-thirds (2/3) of the water was withdrawn 
from the Floridan aquifer. At that time, agriculture was the single highest water use category, 
accounting for 63.2 MGPD, or 83% of the total groundwater withdrawal.   
 
In 1995, Indian River County Utilities supplied 3.4 MGPD of potable water for domestic use.  At 
that time, the County’s two water plants utilized reverse osmosis (RO) treatment to supply potable 
water from the Floridan aquifer.    
 
Water Quality 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, water quality in the surficial aquifer was potable 
throughout most of the county, with the exception of wells located near the Indian River Lagoon.  
Although the quality of water in the surficial aquifer was considered potable, surficial aquifer water 
contained high concentrations of minerals. 
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In 1995, water from the Floridan aquifer exceeded state secondary drinking water standards for 
chloride and total dissolved solids (TDS). Consequently, Floridan aquifer water was not considered 
potable until it was treated by an RO facility. 
 
Near the Vero Beach Municipal Airport, there were carcinogens documented in surficial aquifer 
wells. Contamination of the surficial aquifer caused by Leaking Underground Storage Tanks 
(LUSTs) was also discovered at several sites throughout the county. 
 
Water in the surficial aquifer and the Floridan aquifer were free of contamination from agricultural 
chemicals in 1995. 
 
Wells 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the Indian River County Environmental Health 
Department estimated that there were 20,000 private wells located throughout the County.  These 
wells utilized the surficial aquifer and had an average depth of 90 feet.  While the area of highest 
surficial aquifer well yield was located west of U.S. Highway 1 on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, the 
highest yielding wells for the Floridan aquifer were located south of the City of Vero Beach. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS  
 
In 2008, the natural groundwater aquifer recharge condition categories were as follows: natural 
groundwater aquifer recharge areas; water use; water quality; and wells. Those categories are 
addressed below. 
 
Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Areas 
 

o Surficial Aquifer 
 
In 2006, data showed that the surficial aquifer had a depth ranging from several feet to 
approximately 150 feet, and an annual recharge rate of 16 inches.  The Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge 
and Ten Mile Ridge were identified as important recharge areas of the surficial aquifer due to high 
percolation of rainfall.  Wetlands and rainfall contributed to recharge from the Inter-ridge recharge 
area.  Throughout the county, additional factors which contributed to the recharge of the surficial 
aquifer included:  seepage from drainage canals, agricultural irrigation, and water percolation from 
the Floridan aquifer. 
 

o Floridan Aquifer 
 

Currently, the upper zone of the Floridan aquifer ranges in depth from approximately 350 to 650 
feet below ground level. The lower zone of the Floridan Aquifer descends to a depth of 
approximately 2,000 feet. In 2006, recharge of the Floridan aquifer in Indian River County was 
estimated to be 0-4 inches annually.  That recharge principally occurred in the area of the Osceola 
Plain west of Blue Cypress Lake.  The majority of the Osceola Plain was located outside of the 
boundaries of Indian River County. 
 

  3



 

 
o Countywide Geohydrology Report 

 
In 1988, the U.S. Geological Survey published a water resources investigations report on 
geohydrology in Indian River County. That report contains the most current information 
regarding geohydrology in the county. Recently, the County Agriculture Advisory Committee 
(AAC) recommended that the County obtain an updated countywide geohydrologic survey. 
 
Water Use 
 
In 2006, Indian River County’s total groundwater withdrawal was estimated at 199.06 million 
gallons per day (MGPD). Of this total, more than two-thirds (2/3) of the water was withdrawn from 
the Floridan aquifer. Nearly all public drinking water was withdrawn from the Floridan aquifer in 
2006. 
 
Accounting for 163.86 million gallons per day, or 82.31% of total annual groundwater withdrawal, 
agriculture was the single highest water use category in 2006.  During that same year, potable water 
use totaled 15.94 million gallons per day, while per capita water use was estimated at 104 gallons 
per day. In 2006, the breakdown of groundwater use was as follows: 
 
                                                                               2006 Water Withdrawal 

USE Million Gallons/ 
Year

Percent of Total Permitted 
Withdrawls

Potable Water 5,819.63 8.01%
Agricultural 59,808.99 82.31%
Rec., Golf, Commercial/Industrial, Other 7,030.36 9.68%
Total 72,659.36 100%

                                                                       
 
In 2005, 10% of domestic water was withdrawn from the surficial aquifer by private wells. The 
remaining 90% came from the Floridan aquifer. Currently, the Indian River County Utilities 
Department supplies 9.5 MGPD for potable water use. Both of the County's water treatment plants 
utilize reverse osmosis (RO). 
 

o Regional Groundwater Model 
 
Currently, the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) is preparing a regional 
groundwater model that will provide an updated estimate of groundwater quality and quantity in 
the surficial and Floridan aquifers. That model is expected to be completed in 2008. Early 
indications from the SJRWMD suggest that there will be no significant reduction in the quantity 
or quality of water available in the Floridan aquifer in Indian River County through at least 2025. 
With respect to the surficial aquifer, however, there are preliminary indications from the 
SJRWMD of potential drawdown impacts in the Fellsmere and Vero Beach wellfield areas. 
 

o Priority Water Resource Caution Areas 
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“Priority Water Resource Caution Areas” (PWRCAs) are areas designated by the SJRWMD where 
existing and anticipated water supplies may not meet projected demand through the year 2025.  
Currently, half of the counties within the SJRWMD’s jurisdiction are designated as PWRCAs. 
Indian River County is not designated as a PWRCA at this time. 
 
Recently, the SJRWMD concluded that the Upper Floridan Aquifer (UFA) in Indian River County 
can sustain continued development through 2025. For that reason, Indian River County is not 
currently designated as a PWRCA. According to the SJRWMD, however, the UFA may not be able 
to meet demand beyond 2025. If the regional groundwater model expected to be completed in 2008 
indicates that the UFA cannot meet demand through 2030, Indian River County will be identified as 
a PWRCA.  
 

o Watering Restrictions 
 
In 1991, the SJRWMD began prohibiting the irrigation of lawns and landscapes between 10 a.m. 
and 4 p.m. district-wide. Recently, additional watering restrictions were adopted. The newly 
adopted regulations limit the irrigation of lawns and landscapes to a maximum of two days per 
week, with all watering prohibited between the hours of 10 a.m. and 4 p.m.  
 
Water Quality 
 
Currently, water quality in the surficial aquifer is potable throughout most of the county, with the 
exception of wells located near the Indian River Lagoon.  Although the quality of water in the 
surficial aquifer is considered potable, surficial aquifer water contains high concentrations of 
minerals. 
   
In 2006, the state standard for arsenic in drinking water was reduced from a maximum 
concentration of .05 mg/l to .01mg/l. Currently, the maximum detected level of arsenic in Indian 
River County’s public drinking water is .0003 mg/l.  Overall, the levels of inorganic contaminants 
contained in Indian River County’s public drinking water were well within state drinking water 
standards in 2005.  
 
Presently, County mining regulations are undergoing review. As a result of recent mining 
workshops, 38 “consensus recommendations” for revisions to mining regulations were compiled. 
Those recommendations include groundwater monitoring requirements to address the effects that 
mining operations may have on groundwater sources.  
 
Wells 
 
In 2005, the Indian River County Environmental Health Department estimated that there were 
33,587 private wells located throughout the County.  Those wells utilized the surficial aquifer and 
had an average depth of 90 feet.  While the area of highest surficial aquifer well yield was located 
west of U.S. Highway 1 on the Atlantic Coastal Ridge, the highest yielding wells for the Floridan 
aquifer were located south of the City of Vero Beach. 
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ANALYSIS  
 
Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Areas 
 

o Surficial Aquifer 
 
Within the county, the Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge and the Ten Mile Ridge are the primary 
recharge areas of the surficial aquifer. Since the last major plan update, the County has: 
 

- Acquired approximately 611 acres of xeric scrub on the Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge for 
conservation under the County Environmental Lands Program. 

 
- Obtained an undivided 23% title interest in 1,256 acres known as the Sand Lake Tract on 

the Ten Mile Ridge, ensuring conservation of the tract in open space. 
 
- Enforced its wellfield and aquifer protection land development regulations, including 

required radial separation distances for certain land uses from public wellhead regulated 
areas, as follows: 

 
 200 feet for on-site disposal systems, unless approved by the FDEP or DHRS; 

 
 300 feet for wet retention/detention areas, unless approved by the SJRWMD; 

 
 500 feet for landfill and/or transfer stations, above ground or underground storage 

tanks, feed lots and animal facilities, and WWTP effluent discharges, unless approved 
by the FDEP; 

 
 1,000 for any mining and/or excavation of waterways or drainage facilities which 

intersect the water table. 
 
Currently, the County has approximately $6.5 million of unallocated funds remaining from a 2004 
environmental land bond referendum to acquire conservation lands. That amount is based on the 
assumption that the County will receive a $6.3 million cost-share reimbursement grant from the 
Florida Communities Trust (FCT) for an acquired project known as “Sebastian Harbor Preserve.”  
 
Given current economic conditions, it is unlikely that a new environmental land acquisition bond 
referendum will be approved.  If economic conditions improve in the next few years, however, 
another bond referendum may eventually be appropriate. Contingent upon availability of funding, 
the County should in the future consider it a priority to acquire and conserve lands within the 
primary recharge areas of the surficial aquifer.   
 

o Floridan Aquifer 
 
Since the last major comprehensive plan update, little has changed in the condition of Floridan 
aquifer recharge in the county. Except for the extreme western portion of the county, west of 
Blue Cypress Lake, Indian River County lies largely outside of the Floridan aquifer recharge 
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area. Currently, the County land use designation for that area is AG-3, Agriculture, one unit per 
20 acres. Going forward, the County should maintain that low development density designation 
in the Floridan aquifer recharge area, since it limits the potential for impervious surface and 
promotes open space for aquifer recharge. 
 
Water Use 
 
From 1996 to 2007, per capita water consumption in Indian River County increased from 70 gallons 
per day to 143 gallons per day. During the same time period, agricultural water consumption 
dropped approximately 11 million gallons per day, or 18%. Currently, agricultural water use is 
the single largest water use category in the county. Although agricultural water consumption has 
declined over the last ten years, it is anticipated that other non-citrus agricultural uses, including 
possible bio-fuel crop production, will slow or reverse this trend.  
 
From a regional perspective, increases in water consumption over the long-term warrant concern. 
Between 1995 and the present, groundwater consumption within the SJRWMD’s jurisdiction 
increased by 422 million gallons per day, or 20%. According to estimates by the SJRWMD, water 
consumption in the district will increase by an additional 100 million gallons per day by the year 
2025. At that rate of increase, groundwater will not sustain district-wide demand through 2025. 
 

o SJRWMD Groundwater Model Update 
 
Currently, the SJRWMD is preparing a regional groundwater model that will provide an updated 
estimate of groundwater quality or quantity in the surficial and Floridan aquifers. That model is 
expected to be completed in 2008. Early indications from the SJRWMD suggest that there will 
be no significant reduction in the quantity or quality of water available in the Floridan aquifer in 
Indian River County through at least 2025. With respect to the surficial aquifer, however, there 
are preliminary indications from the SJRWMD of potential drawdown impacts in the Fellsmere 
and Vero Beach wellfield areas as development occurs in those areas. 
 
Based on the results of the groundwater model anticipated for completion in 2008, Indian River 
County may be designated a Priority Water Resource Caution Area (PWRCA) in the future. The 
PWRCA designation means that a county does not have adequate current or anticipated 
groundwater supplies to meet projected demand through 2025. Currently, half of the counties within 
the St. Johns Water Management District are considered PWRCAs.  For the reasons stated above, 
the county needs to closely monitor forthcoming water supply data and take action as necessary if 
anticipated water supplies change. 
 

o Alternative Water Supply Plan 
 
At present, the County’s RO water treatment plant consumptive use permits allow for a maximum 
groundwater withdrawal of 13.79 million gallons per day by 2021. Projected demand by 2021 is 
significantly higher than this amount. To remedy this potential shortfall, the county recently applied 
for a revised consumptive use permit allowing greater withdrawal and applied for several new well 
permits. In response to that application, the SJRWMD recommended that the county install six new 
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wells and begin to analyze the potential for alternative water sources to lessen the withdrawal from 
the Floridan aquifer.  
 
In 2006, Indian River County began developing an alternative water supply plan. In that plan, 
numerous potential alternative water sources are identified. Those sources include:     
 
-Seawater desalination 
-Surface water / reservoirs 
-Surficial Aquifer 
-Upper Floridan Aquifer 
 
At this time, the county is assessing the strengths and weaknesses of each of these potential 
alternative water sources. In light of the potential for a future groundwater supply shortfall, the 
county should continue to investigate alternative water sources, and continue work on 
developing an alternative water supply plan. 
 

o Watering Restrictions 
 
In 1991, the SJRWMD began prohibiting the irrigation of lawns and landscapes between 10 a.m. 
and 4 p.m. district-wide. Since 1991, the SJRWMD has modified this rule to prohibit watering more 
that two days per week. Recently, the SJRWMD proposed additional restrictions such as limiting 
watering to one day per week during certain parts of the year in an effort to increase water 
conservation.  
 
In order for these watering restrictions to be effective, they need to be enforced on a local level. One 
way to allow for local enforcement is to adopt watering restrictions consistent with the District’s 
rules at the local government level. Recently, several municipalities under SJRWMD’s jurisdiction 
adopted water conservation ordinances. At this time, Indian River County has not adopted a water 
conservation ordinance. In order to enhance the SJRWMD water conservation effort, the county 
should adopt a water conservation ordinance. 
 

o Geohydrology Report Update 
 
In 1988, the U.S. Geological Survey published a water resources investigations report on 
geohydrology in Indian River County. Because it has been 20 years since that report was 
completed, the County Agriculture Advisory Committee (AAC) recently recommended that the 
County obtain an updated countywide geohydrologic survey. Going forward, the County should 
adopt a new policy to obtain an updated countywide geohydrological study with seismic profiles, 
or comparable data, as recommended by the AAC. 
 
Water Quality
  
Water from the County’s water treatment plants continues to meet or exceed all minimum state and 
federal standards for safe drinking water. Currently, the county is reviewing its mining regulations. 
Proposed changes to these regulations will ensure further protection of groundwater quality by 
minimizing the effect surface mining may have on groundwater pollution.   
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Due to the nature of the aquifers in the Indian River County area, saltwater intrusion is a concern. 
Saltwater intrusion generally occurs when groundwater withdrawal is high in a particular area, 
creating a void or depression for saltwater to intrude. Since most of the County’s wells draw from 
the Floridan aquifer, chloride levels in these wells are indicators of the degree of saltwater intrusion. 
In Indian River County, chloride levels in water from the Floridan aquifer generally exceed state 
and federal standards. The County’s reverse osmosis (RO) treatment plants remove chloride and 
bring chloride levels well within maximum contaminant levels.     
 
Since 2000, chloride levels in county drinking water have steadily declined. Presently, the chloride 
levels in treated groundwater are well below the state and federal maximum level of 250ppm. 
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Due to the inherent quality of groundwater within Indian River County and the treatment 
technologies used, degradation of water quality is not anticipated with future increases in 
withdrawals.  
 
Wells 
 

o Flow Well Plugging Program 
 
Abandoned flow wells in the county constitute a large-scale “waste” of groundwater. Often, 
abandoned wells flow for years before being capped and have the potential to waste millions of 
gallons of water in that time. In addition to wasting water, abandoned flow wells provide easier 
access for surface pollutants to get into groundwater, may threaten crops and structures, and often 
contribute to mosquito problems.   
 
Since 1990, Indian River County has participated in a cost-share program with the SJRWMD to 
plug abandoned flow wells. Through this program, abandoned flow wells are identified by county 
staff and plugged in coordination with the St. Johns Water Management District and the 
Environmental Health Department. As a result of the program, more than 375 wells have been 
plugged or repaired through 2007, saving millions of gallons of groundwater per day. 
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Despite the flow well plugging program’s success, many abandoned wells remain in the county.  
Over the past several years, SJRWMD staff documented fewer reports of abandoned flow wells. 
According to the District, this decline is attributable to the remaining abandoned flow wells in the 
county being less conspicuous. For this reason, the County needs to continue its policy to require 
that abandoned flow wells on development sites be identified and plugged by developers.  
 
Going forward, the county should continue the flow well plugging program. Although funding may 
be an issue in the future due to budget constraints, the importance of groundwater and the negative 
impacts that broken flow wells can have on existing groundwater supplies are reasons for 
continuing the program as long as funding is possible.  
 
EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES
 
In the following section, the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Element's 5 objectives and 
related policies are listed. This section contains an evaluation of each objective and a 
determination of whether the objective was achieved and whether it should be maintained, 
revised, or deleted.  
 
Under each objective, those policies associated with the objective were assessed to identify those 
that were implemented, those that were partially implemented, and those that were not 
implemented. Each policy was also assessed to determine if it should be maintained, revised, or 
deleted. 
 
Objective 1: Protection of Water Quality
 
“Through 2020, there will be no instances of contamination of groundwater aquifers or public 
supply wells within the county.  For the purpose of this Objective, water quality will be based on 
primary and secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), as defined by the FDEP in 
Chapter 17-550, F.A.C” 
 
Measure: Primary and secondary MCLs in drinking water. 
 
Although Objective 1’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Water from the county’s water treatment plants continues to meet all 
state and federal guidelines for safe drinking water. Objective 1 is an appropriate Objective that 
should be maintained.  
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

(1.1) Update SAPROD map to GIS format - SAPROD GIS layer not available at this 

time  

NO YES Revise target date 

(1.2) Assist in developing WHPA map by 

providing information 

- County established simple radial 

wellhead protection areas. County has not 

refined WHPA areas using available 

technologies 

YES YES Revise target date 

(1.3) Restrict location of septic tanks - County Policy (LDR Section 931.05 (2) 

(a)) 

YES YES Maintain 

(1.4) Stormwater management structure 

design 

- Ongoing County Policy YES YES Maintain 

(1.5) Continue enforcing LDR Chapter 931 

to protect public supply wellheads 

- LDR Chapter 931 enforced YES YES Maintain 

(1.6) Restrict hazardous materials in NGAR 

areas 

- County Policy (LDR Section 931.08 (2) 

(a)); criteria for evaluating property zoned 

Heavy Commercial or Industrial 

YES YES Maintain 

(1.7) Prohibit new deep injection wells - No deep well injection allowed YES YES Maintain 

(1.8) Discourage flood irrigation - Voluntary use of water conservation 

coordinated through the Indian River Soil 

& Water Conservation District 

(IRSWCD) 

YES YES Maintain 

 
With the exception of Policies 1.1 and 1.2, the policies of this objective are appropriate, are ongoing 
in nature and should be maintained, without need for revisions. 
 
Policy 1.1 calls for the County to update its Surficial Aquifer Primary Recharge Overlay District 
(SAPROD) map in GIS format. This has not yet occurred. A SAPROD map in GIS format would 
be an effective tool to determine if a proposed development is partially or wholly within the 
SAPROD, and thus subject to SAPROD groundwater protection regulations. Policy 1.1 is 
appropriate and should be maintained, but revised with a new target date (2010). 
 
The County has established simple radial wellhead protection areas (WHPAs) for public well 
fields. A more effective approach to protecting public well fields would be if the WHPAs were 
based on wellhead area-specific scientific data. Policy 1.2, which indicates that the County will 
assist the SJRWMD and Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) in developing 
scientifically-based WHPAs in GIS format, has not been implemented. Since establishment of 
site-specific, scientifically based WHPAs would provide more effective protection of public well 
fields than simple radial WHPAs, this policy should be maintained but revised with a new target 
date of 2012. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 1 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
Objective 2: Preserving the Quantity of the Surficial Aquifer 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no reduction in the availability of groundwater from the surficial 
aquifer. For the purpose of this objective, water quantity  will be based on an average well depth 
of 90 feet for domestic wells that tap the surficial aquifer, and on data that will be available in 
the Groundwater Basin Resource Availability Inventory (GWBRAI), pending completion by the 
SJRWMD.  ” 
 
Measure: Potential yield of groundwater in the surficial aquifer. 
 
Although Objective 2’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective:  Currently, demand for use of groundwater in the surficial aquifer is 
being met. It is unknown, however, how long that demand will continue to be met in the future. 
The SJRWMD is in the process of preparing a regional groundwater model that will provide an 
updated estimate of groundwater quality and quantity in the surficial and Floridan aquifers. That 
model is expected to be completed in 2008. With respect to the surficial aquifer, there are 
preliminary indications from the SJRWMD of potential drawdown impacts in the Fellsmere and 
Vero Beach wellfield areas. This objective is appropriate and should be maintained, but revised 
to indicate a new “through date” (i.e., through 2025) and a different measurement approach 
(based on the regional groundwater model due to be completed in 2008). 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 

 

ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

(2.1) Implement water conservation 

measures of Objective 4 of the Potable 

Water Sub-Element and Objective 4 of the 

Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element 

- Implementation of water conservation 

policies in Objective 4 of the Potable 

Water Sub-Element Objective 4 of the 

Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element 

YES YES Maintain  

(2.2) Adopt water conservation ordinance - No water conservation ordinance 

adopted 
NO YES Revise target date 

(2.3) Use NGAR areas for parks and open 

space 

- County policy YES YES Maintain 

(2.4) Continue to issue permits for 

proposed mining projects exempt from 

- Mining moratorium in place; regulations 

under review for revisions 

YES YES  Revise to reflect changes 

in mining regulations in 

  12



 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 

 

ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

SJRWMD regulations progress 

(2.5) Adopt Comprehensive Wetlands 

Management Program 

- Adopted policies under 
Conservation Element Objective 5 
that serve as a CWMP  

YES YES Maintain 

(2.6) Require all stormwater ponds over 

one acre be designed to utilize runoff for 

irrigation 

- Required under  LDR Section 930.07 YES YES Maintain 

 
Policies 2.1, 2.3, 2.5 and 2.6 are appropriate, continue to serve the objective, and should be 
maintained. 
 
Although Policy 2.2 is appropriate and serves the objective, the policy has not been implemented, in 
that the County has not adopted a water conservation ordinance. In order to promote local, more 
effective enforcement of water restrictions, Policy 2.2 should be revised with a new target date of 
2010.  
 
Currently, a mining moratorium is in effect and the county’s mining regulations are under review 
for revisions. Consequently, Policy 2.4 should be updated to reflect any mining regulation changes 
that occur relating to groundwater protection.  
 
New Policy: In 1988, the U.S. Geological Survey published a water resources investigations 
report on geohydrology in Indian River County. Because it has been 20 years since that report 
was completed, the County Agriculture Advisory Committee (AAC) recently recommended that 
the County obtain an updated countywide geohydrologic survey. For that reason, the County 
should adopt a new policy to obtain an updated countywide geohydrological study with seismic 
profiles, or comparable data, as recommended by the AAC. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new 
policy, Objective 2 will continue to be achieved.  
  
Objective 3: Preserving the Quantity of the Floridan Aquifer 
 
“There will be no reduction in the availability of groundwater from the Floridan aquifer through 
2020. For the purpose of this objective, Floridan aquifer quantity will be based on an average 
yield of 650 gallons per minute (GPM) for water supply wells that tap the Floridan aquifer. Also, 
data contained in the Groundwater Basin Resource Availability Inventory (GWBRAI) will be 
used to measure aquifer quantity, pending completion by the SJRWMD.” 
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Measure: Availability of groundwater in the Floridan aquifer. 
 
Although Objective 3’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: At this time, the SJRWMD is preparing a regional groundwater model 
that will provide an updated estimate of groundwater quality and quantity in the surficial and 
Floridan aquifers. That model is expected to be completed in 2008. Early indications from the 
SJRWMD suggest that there will be no significant reduction in the quantity or quality of water 
available in the Floridan aquifer in Indian River County through at least 2025. Depending on the 
findings of the updated regional groundwater model, there may or may not be sufficient 
groundwater available from the Floridan aquifer beyond 2025.  
 
Since the County uses the Floridan aquifer as its primary source for public water supply, 
availability of groundwater in the Floridan aquifer is of high importance. For this reason, 
Objective 3 is appropriate and should be maintained, but revised to indicate a new “through date” 
(i.e., through 2025) and a different measurement approach (based on the regional groundwater 
model due to be completed in 2008). 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 

 

ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

(3.1) Preserve open space in the western 

county 

- Maximum density in western portion of 

county is 1 unit per 20 acres according to 

Future Land Use map 

YES YES Maintain 

(3.2) Encourage use of low volume 

irrigation systems 

- County Policy YES YES Maintain 

(3.3) Require 50% xeriscape for new 

developments 

- County Policy (LDR Section 926.06) YES YES Maintain 

(3.4) Reuse 100% of treated wastewater 

effluent 

- 100% of treated wastewater reused YES YES Maintain 

(3.5)  Renew annual contract with 

SJRWMD to identify and plug abandoned 

artesian wells 

- Ongoing County/SJRWMD well 

plugging program 

YES YES Maintain 

 
The policies of this objective were implemented, are ongoing in nature, and should be 
maintained. 
 
New Policy:  A new Objective 8 is proposed in the Potable Water Sub-Element component of the 
Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) to address alternative water supply, consistent with the 
County’s 2007 Alternative Water Supply Master Plan. A new policy should be adopted under 
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Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Objective 3 as a across-reference, indicating that the 
County will implement the policies of Potable Water Sub-Element (new) Objective 8. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new 
policy, Objective 3 will continue to be achieved.  
 
Objective 4: Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
“By 2000, Indian River County will have written intergovernmental coordination agreements 
with local governments and state agencies to ensure protection of the natural groundwater 
aquifer system.” 
 
Measure: Intergovernmental coordination agreements with local governments and state 
agencies. 
 
Objective 4 was not achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: At this time, Indian River County does not have written 
intergovernmental coordination agreements with state agencies or local governments to protect 
the natural aquifer system. Objective 4 is an appropriate objective that should be maintained, but 
with a revised target date of 2012.  
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 

 

ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

(4.1) Coordinate / provide assistance  - County coordinates  with SJRWMD and 

FDEP on groundwater related issues 

YES YES Maintain 

(4.2) Provide water use data to the 

SJRWMD 

- County routinely provides water use 

data and wastewater reuse data to the 

SJRWMD 

YES YES Maintain 

(4.3) Maintain very low development 

densities in the west and north west 

portions of the county 

- West and northwest portions of the 

county designated 1 unit per 20 acres 

YES YES Maintain 

(4.4) Utilize existing  Interlocal agreements 

for efficiency in water management  

-Ongoing policy YES YES Maintain 

(4.5) Study feasibility of combining 

operational responsibilities of all water 

related activities under one agency 

- SJRWMD performs this function NO NO Delete 
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With the exception of Policy 4.5, the policies serving Objective 4 are appropriate, are ongoing in 
nature, and should be maintained without revisions. 
 
Policy 4.5 indicates that the County, by 2003, will study the feasibility of combining the operational 
responsibilities of all water related activities under one agency to eliminate duplication of effort and 
to ensure efficient protection of provision of water for various uses. In retrospect, this policy is not 
appropriate and cannot be implemented.  Currently, the SJRWMD is the primary agency overseeing 
water management in the region that includes Indian River County. Given existing State law, the 
County has no authority to create one operational agency and preempt the SJRWMD’s jurisdiction. 
In fact, the benefit of multiple agencies involved in water management helps maintain a “check and 
balance” approach to water management to ensure that local and regional water needs are 
considered. For these reasons, Policy 4.5 should be deleted. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 4 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
Objective 5: Capital Improvements 
 
“By 2000, the County shall protect a minimum of 100 additional acres of aquifer recharge areas 
for the surficial aquifer through conservation easements and fee simple acquisition.”  
 
Measure: Acres of surficial aquifer recharge areas protected. 
 
Objective 5 was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since 1990, the county has acquired 611 acres of xeric scrub on the 
Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge, a primary recharge area of the surficial aquifer. As such, Objective 
5 was achieved. This objective should be revised to reflect a new baseline line of 2008 and 
County protection of an additional 100 acres by 2015. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
   

POLICY DESCRIPTION 

 

ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

(5.1) Maintain 7 year schedule of capital 

improvements 

- County maintains a 5-year schedule of 

capital improvement projects 

YES YES Revise from “7” year 

schedule to “5” year 

schedule 

(5.2) Pursue state and federal funding 

sources 

- Ongoing County policy YES YES Maintain 

  16



 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 

 

ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 

POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE 

TO MEETING 

THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

(5.3) CIP Evaluation / Prioritization - Capital improvement projects are ranked 

annually according to guidelines 

YES YES Maintain 

(5.4) Develop standard operating 

procedures for groundwater monitoring 

 
- The IRC Utilities Department performs 
routine water quality monitoring at water 
treatment and wastewater treatment 
plants.  
 

 

YES YES Maintain as an ongoing 

policy 

 
Policies 5.2 and 5.3 are appropriate, are ongoing in nature and should be maintained. 
 
According to recent changes in State law, the County is required to maintain a five year schedule of 
capital improvement needs for public facilities, instead of a seven year schedule as indicated in 
Policy 5.1.  For that reason, Policy 5.1 should be revised to reflect a five year schedule. 
 
As written, Policy 5.4 indicates that, by 2000, the county will develop standard operating 
procedures for groundwater quality monitoring. Currently, the IRC Utilities Department performs 
routine water quality monitoring at water treatment and wastewater treatment plants. In that 
respect, Policy 5.4 was implemented. This policy is appropriate and should be maintained, but 
reworded as an ongoing policy. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 5 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
OVERALL EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES
 
The objectives of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Element, with the proposed 
revisions, are sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS
 
The results of the evaluation of the existing conditions, objectives, and policies identified in the 
previous section are used to determine the future courses of actions needed to improve natural 
groundwater aquifer recharge conditions. The following section highlights anticipated 
amendments to the data, texts, objectives and policies. These amendments will be incorporated in 
the revised version of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan, scheduled to be completed by the end of calendar year 2009.  
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ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS
 
The following EAR related amendments to the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Element 
are needed to update the element’s data and analysis as well as its goal, objectives, and policies 
sections.  The following revisions are necessary: 
 
Tables and Figures 
 
Each of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Element's tables and figures must be updated 
to reflect current conditions. 
 
Text 
 
Since the text of this element will be a part of the new Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge 
Element, and existing data and analysis will be revised, major revisions to the text will be 
required. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer 
Recharge Element are summarized below. 
 
OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1 1.1 Revise target date 

1 1.2 Revise target date 

2 ---- Revise time horizon and measurement approach 

2 2.2 Revise target date 

2 2.4 Revise to reflect changes in mining regulations 

2 New Policy Obtain an updated countywide geohydrological study with seismic 
profiles 

3 ----- Revise time horizon 

3 New Policy Adopt cross-reference policy for Potable Water Sub-Element new 
Objective 8 – Alternative Water Supply 

4 ----- Revise target date 

4 4.5 Delete 

5 ---- Revise time horizon and measurement baseline 

5 5.1 Revise to reflect current schedule of capital improvement projects 

5 5.4 Revise to be an ongoing policy 
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APPENDIX A 

 
GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES
 
GOAL
 
It is the goal of Indian River County to protect the function of natural groundwater aquifer 
recharge areas, to prevent the contamination of groundwater and to extend the life span of the 
county’s aquifers through water conservation. 
 
Objective 1 Protection of Water Quality
 
Through 2020, there will be no instances of contamination of groundwater aquifers or 
public supply wells within the county.  For the purpose of this Objective, water quality will 
be based on primary and secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), as defined by 
the FDEP in Chapter 17-550, F.A.C. 
 
Policy 1.1:  By 1999, the county shall update the Surficial Primary Recharge Overlay District 
(SAPROD) map using a geographic information systems (GIS) format. 
 
Policy 1.2:  By 1999, the county will assist the SJRWMD and FDEP in developing a Wellhead 
Protection Area (WHPA) map for Indian River County by providing the following information: 
 

 the location of existing public wellheads; 
 the proposed location of future public wellheads; and, 
 potential conflicts between existing and future land uses and public wellhead 

protection areas. 
 
The WPHA map will be compatible with the county’s G.I.S. database. 
 
Policy 1.3:  The county shall continue to prohibit the location of septic systems within two 
hundred feet of a public water supply well, unless otherwise approved by the FDEP or HRS.   
 
Policy 1.4:  The county, through its stormwater permitting processes, shall ensure that 
stormwater management structures, except those located within the SAPROD, are designed to 
function as aquifer recharge areas. 
 
Policy 1.5:  The county shall continue to protect existing and future public water supply wells 
from contamination by continuing to implement Chapter 931 of the County’s land development 
regulations and by prohibiting any non-residential land use which stores, handles, or produces a 
toxic degradation or petroleum-based product, or any substance regulated under 40 CFR 302, 40 
CFR 122.21, and/or Chapter 487, F.S. from locating within 1,000 feet of a public water supply 
well.  The minimum radial separation distances for land uses and structures from public wellhead 
regulated areas are as follows:  
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 200 feet for on-site disposal systems, unless approved by the FDEP or DHRS; 
 

 300 feet for wet retention/detention areas, unless approved by the SJRWMD; 
 

 500 feet for landfill and/or transfer stations, above ground or underground storage 
tanks, feed lots and animal facilities, and WWTP effluent discharges, unless 
approved by the FDEP; 

 
 1,000 for any mining and/or excavation of waterways or drainage facilities which 

intersect the water table. 
 
Policy 1.6:  The county shall prohibit new developments or changes of uses that produce 
hazardous materials from locating on the Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge or the Ten Mile Ridge 
areas of Indian River County. 
 
Policy 1.7:  The county shall continue to prohibit injection wells for the disposal of wastewater. 
 
Policy 1.8:  The county,  in cooperation with the Indian River Soil and Water Conservation 
District (IRSWCD), shall discourage the use of flood irrigation with water from the Floridan 
aquifer by providing incentives for low volume irrigation systems. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2:  Preserving the Quantity of the Surficial Aquifer
 
Through 2020, there will be no reduction in the availability of groundwater from the 
surficial aquifer.  For the purpose of this Objective, water quantity will be based on an 
average well depth of 90 feet for domestic wells that tap the surficial aquifer, and on data 
that will be available in the Groundwater Basin Resource Availability Inventory 
(GWBRAI), pending completion by the SJRWMD. 
    
Policy 2.1:   The county shall implement water conservation measures, as designated in the 
policies under Objective 4 of the Potable Water Sub-Element and Objective 4 of the Sanitary 
Sewer Sub-Element, to protect the surficial aquifer from depletion. 
 
Policy 2.2: By 1999, the county shall adopt a water conservation ordinance to minimize the 
unnecessary and wasteful use of groundwater from the surficial aquifer. 
 
Policy 2.3:  The county shall use natural groundwater aquifer recharge areas for passive parks 
and open space. 
 
Policy 2.4: To ensure preservation of the surficial aquifer, the county shall continue to issue 
permits for all proposed excavation/mining projects in the unincorporated county that are exempt 
from SJRWMD permitting requirements.  For proposed excavation/mining projects that are 
located along the Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge and are exempt from SJRWMD permitting 
requirements, the county shall prohibit the following: 
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 excavation within 1,000 feet of a public supply wellfield; 
 excavation within 1,000 feet of any platted subdivision not serviced by potable 

water; and, 
 excavation that results in an average elevation less than 25 feet above mean sea 

level. 
 
Policy 2.5: The county shall preserve the aquifer recharge function of palustrine wetlands by 
adopting the Comprehensive Wetlands Management Program, as described in the Conservation 
Element. 
 
Policy 2.6:  The county will require all wet detention/retention ponds with a surface area greater 
than one (1) acre be designed to utilize stormwater runoff for irrigation. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3:  Preserving the Quantity of the Floridan Aquifer 
 
There will be no reduction in the availability of groundwater from the Floridan aquifer 
through 2020.  For the purpose of this Objective, Floridan aquifer quantity will be based 
on an average yield of 650 gallons per minute (GPM) for water supply wells that tap the 
Floridan aquifer.  Also, data contained in the Groundwater Basin Resource Availability 
Inventory (GWBRAI) will be used to measure aquifer quantity, pending completion by the 
SJRWMD. 
 
Policy 3.1:  The county shall protect and preserve open space in the west portion of the county, 
which has been identified as a natural groundwater aquifer recharge area for the Floridan aquifer, 
by designating those areas for agricultural use with a very low residential density, as depicted on 
the future land use map. 
 
Policy 3.2:  The county shall coordinate with the SJRWMD and the IRSWCD to encourage the 
use of low volume irrigation systems to prevent over pumping from the Floridan aquifer. 
   
Policy 3.3: The county shall continue to require that new developments install a minimum of 
50% water-conserving xeriscape plant material, as specified in the Landscape ordinance. 
 
Policy 3.4:  The county shall reuse 100% of treated wastewater effluent for irrigation to prevent 
over pumping of  the Floridan aquifer.   
 
Policy 3.5:  The county shall renew its annual contract with the SJRWMD to identify and plug or 
repair abandoned free flowing artesian wells.  
 
OBJECTIVE 4:  Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, Indian River County will have written intergovernmental coordination 
agreements with local governments and state agencies to ensure protection of the natural 
groundwater aquifer system.  
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Policy 4.1:  The county shall cooperate with agencies, such as the SJRWMD and the FDEP,  in 
performing assessments of groundwater resources, and shall review any recommendations for 
incorporation into the land development regulations.  County support shall include, but not be 
limited to, providing information, providing staff assistance, and implementing 
recommendations. 
 
Policy 4.2: The county shall assist the SJRWMD with updating SJRWMD’s Needs and Sources 
Assessment by providing water use data relating to agricultural irrigation, recreational irrigation, 
and public supply.   
 
Policy 4.3:  The county will assist the SJRWMD in coordinating with the other counties to the 
west and northwest of Indian River County to protect the natural groundwater aquifer recharge 
areas of the Floridan aquifer by maintaining a very low land use density in these areas, 
compatible with densities identified in the Indian River County future land use map. 
 
Policy 4.4: The county shall continue to utilize existing interlocal agreements with other local 
governments, as identified in table 11.3 of the Intergovernmental Coordination Element, to 
ensure maximum efficiency of water management, by combining resources and eliminating 
duplication. 
 
Policy 4.5:  By 2003, the county, in coordination with the state and other local governments, 
shall study the feasibility of combining the operational responsibilities of all water related 
activities under one agency to eliminate duplication of effort and to ensure efficient protection 
and provision of water for various uses. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5:  Capital Improvements 
 
By 2000, the County shall protect a minimum of 100 additional acres of aquifer recharge 
areas for the surficial aquifer through conservation easements and fee simple acquisition. 
 
Policy 5.1:  The county will maintain a seven (7) year schedule of capital improvement needs for 
public facilities, to be updated annually in conformance with the review process for the Capital 
Improvements Element of this plan. 
 
Policy 5.2:  The county shall pursue state and federal sources of funding available for the 
preservation and protection of environmentally sensitive areas, such as natural groundwater 
aquifer recharge areas. 
 
 Policy 5.3:  The county shall evaluate and rank proposed capital improvement projects for the 
acquisition and preservation of the natural groundwater aquifer recharge areas according to the 
following guidelines: 
 

 Level One - Whether the acquisition is needed to protect public health, to protect 
the function of aquifer recharge, and to fulfill the county's legal commitment to 
provide water services. 

 

  22



APPENDIX A 

 Level Two - Whether the acquisition will improve the existing condition and 
prevent or reduce future capital costs. 

 
Policy 5.4: By 2000, the county will develop standard operating procedures for groundwater 
quality monitoring. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this component of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success or 
failure of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element of the Comprehensive Plan. As such, this 
assessment must examine changes in conditions related to stormwater management facilities; must 
evaluate the achievement of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element's objectives; and must 
identify changes in state requirements affecting the Stormwater Management Sub-Element. 
 
Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Stormwater Management Sub-Element may need to be 
updated and revised. In performing this assessment, the county has taken the following steps: 
 

• Assembled baseline data. 
 

• Identified stormwater management facilities and flood protection measures at the time of the 
last major plan update (1998). 

 
• Identified existing stormwater management facilities and flood protection measures (2008). 

 
• Analyzed stormwater management facilities within the county. 

 
• Evaluated the achievement of the objectives of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element. 

 
• Assessed the implementation status of the policies of the Stormwater Management Sub-

Element.  
 

• Identified future actions. 
 

• Identified anticipated amendments. 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF THE LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE (1998) 
 
The stormwater management conditions in the county at the time of the last major plan update are 
addressed in Indian River County's 1998 Comprehensive Plan. These baseline data will enable the 
county to compare changes in conditions within the county between the time that the plan was 
adopted and the present. 
 
When the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan was updated in 1998, the Stormwater 
Management Sub-Element described conditions that existed in the unincorporated county at that 
time. These data must be compared to more recent data to assess changes in conditions that have 
occurred within the county since the time that plan was adopted. 
 
For the municipalities in the county, data related to the condition of stormwater management 
facilities were acquired from the following sources:  the City of Vero Beach Comprehensive Plan, 
the City of Sebastian Comprehensive Plan, the City of Fellsmere Comprehensive Plan, and the 
Town of Indian River Shores Comprehensive Plan.   
 
In 1998, the St. John's River and the Indian River Lagoon were the two major watersheds located in 
Indian River County. Within these watersheds, extensive agricultural development in previous years 
had resulted in the alteration of natural drainage conditions.   
 
Stormwater Management Needs 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, a number of drainage sub-basins in the county exhibited 
problems relating to stormwater runoff quantity and quality. Areas which were in need of immediate 
improvements were referred to as "existing needs" in the 1998 Comprehensive Plan. These 
identified needs were expected to be resolved within a 7-year time period. 
 
Those problems which were less severe were addressed under "projected needs" in the 1998 
Comprehensive Plan. Those projected needs were to be met within a 20-year, long range (2020) time 
period. Following is a summary of 1998 "existing" and "projected" needs by sub-basin.   
 
The 1998 Comprehensive Plan identified the following Indian River Lagoon (IRL) watershed 
drainage basins: 

o Sebastian River Water Control District (SRWCD) Basin. 
o St. Sebastian River Basin. 
o Barrier Island Basin. 
o Mainland Basin. 
o Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) Basin. 
o Fellsmere Water Control District (FWCD) Basin. 

 
In addition, the Barrier Island Basin, Mainland Basin, and the IRFWCD Basin were further divided 
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into sub-basins.  
 
• Sebastian River Water Control District (SRWCD) Basin 
 
Within the SRWCD basin, one 1998 existing need was improvement of stormwater management 
facilities in the Whitfield subdivision. 
 
At that time, a projected need was for the SRWCD to conduct an inventory of its basin and adopt 
level-of-service standards to reduce non-point source loadings. 
 
• St. Sebastian River Basin 
 
In 1998, one existing need in the St. Sebastian River Basin was improved maintenance of existing 
stormwater management facilities throughout the basin. Within the Roseland area, existing needs 
included the improvement of existing swales along 128th Street and Gibson Street as well as 
utilization of retention/detention to regulate stormwater discharge so that the capacity of existing 
culverts under Roseland Road would not be exceeded. 
 
At that time, a projected need was the improvement of drainage facilities along CR 512 in the City 
of Sebastian to accommodate roadway improvements. 
 
• Barrier Island Basins (Series “B”) 
 
- Sub-basin B-1 (South Beach area) 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, one existing need in Sub-basin B-1 was the improvement 
of stormwater management facilities west of SR A1A to provide retention and treatment of and to 
improve the quality of stormwater runoff outfalling to the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
At that time, no long-range needs were identified for this sub-basin. 
 
- Sub-basin B-2 (Town of Indian River Shores) 
 
In 1998, one existing need in Sub-basin B-2 was the ongoing maintenance of private retention 
facilities to ensure stormwater runoff outfalling to the IRL was adequately treated. 
 
At that time, no long-range needs were identified for this sub-basin. 
 
- Sub-basin B-3 (Ambersand Beach area) 
 
In 1998, no existing or projected needs were identified for Sub-basin B-3. 
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• Mainland IRL Basins (Series “R”) 
 
- Sub-basin R-1 (south county) 
 
In 1998, one existing need in Sub-basin R-1 was the improvement of drainage facilities in the Old 
Dixie Highway corridor to provide storage and positive drainage for a 25-year/24-hour storm event. 
Also, drainage improvements were needed in the vicinity of 19th Avenue, north of 37th Street. 
Besides those needs, stormwater management facilities required upgrading in the following 
subdivisions: Midway Estates Mobile Home Park, Vero Shores, River Shores, Rockridge, and 
Country Club Pointe. 
 
For Sub-basin R-1, the 1998 projected needs included the following: 
 

o Improvement of Channel “H” to drain the western portion of this sub-basin. 
 
o Improvements along 8th Street and 12th Street to drain the area between the Florida East 

Coast (FEC) railroad and the sub-basin’s west boundary. At that time, this area was not 
served by an adequate stormwater management system. The projected improvements 
were to be designed to mitigate and provide retention/detention for treatment of 
stormwater runoff from a 25-year/24-hour rainfall event. 

 
o Improvement of the quality of stormwater discharge to the Indian River Lagoon from 

FDOT outfalls along US Highway 1 by routing stormwater runoff to mosquito control 
impoundments for retention and filtration. 

 
- Sub-basin R-2 (Gifford/Wabasso) 
 
In 1998, improvements to stormwater management facilities in the Gifford area (41st Street, 45th 
Street, and 53rd Street) and along Indian River Blvd. were an existing need in Sub-basin R-2. At that 
time, these drainage facilities were being upgraded. 
 
For Sub-basin R-2, stormwater management improvements at the US Highway 1/42nd Place 
intersection were a projected need in 1998. 
 
- Sub-basin R-3 (Roseland area) 
 
In 1998, an existing need in Sub-basin R-3 was the replacement of outfall culverts beneath Indian 
River Drive. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the improvement of stormwater management facilities in 
the Roseland vicinity were a projected need. Those facilities were to be incorporated into a regional 
stormwater management facility planned by the City of Sebastian. 
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• Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) Basins (Series “C”) 
 
- Sub-basin C-1 (North Relief Canal) existing needs 
 
Within Sub-basin C-1, the 1998 existing needs included stormwater improvements in the following 
single-family subdivisions: Ponderosa Estates, King’s Lakes Estates, and King’s Musicland. The 
improvement of the following drainage problems was also identified as an existing need: 19th 
Avenue (north of 37th Street), 45th Street to the Main Relief Canal (west of the FEC railroad), and the 
US Highway 1/42nd Place intersection. 
 
- Sub-basin C-2 (Main Relief Canal) existing needs 
 
In 1998, Sub-basin C-2 existing needs included drainage improvements in the following 
subdivisions: Laurelwood, Pine Tree Park, Sixty Oaks, Indian River Estates, and Kenilworth Estates. 
 
- Sub-basin C-3 (South Relief Canal) existing needs 
 
For Sub-basin C-3, 1998 existing needs included drainage improvements in the following single-
family subdivisions: Oslo Park (south of Oslo Road), Grovenor Estates, Indian River Heights, 
Stevens Park, and Vero Beach Highlands. In addition, drainage improvements at the Old Dixie 
Highway/5th Street SW were identified as an existing need. 
 
- IRFWCD projected needs 
 
A 1988 study of the IRFWCD drainage system contained the following recommendations, which 
were identified projected needs in the 1998 Comprehensive Plan: 
 

o Avoid oversizing sublaterals, which would increase flow to the laterals and cause 
additional flooding of the laterals as well as additional runoff. 

 
o Keep the inverts of proposed culverts in the sub-laterals near their original design 

elevation, particularly in the ridge area.   
 

o Use culverts in conjunction with road construction on right-of-way adjacent to canals. 
Otherwise, canal side slopes will be too steep from a safety, as well as aesthetic, 
standpoint. 

 
o Increase the amount of storage area within the IRFWCD to improve water quality 

treatment in the canals and to provide storage for quantity abatement. Additional storage 
area could be located on private development sites. 

 
o Prohibit floodplain encroachment below elevations shown on the 100 year stage/contour 

map. Any fill added under this elevation should be cut at a different location to provide 
the same storage for flood protection. 
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o Improve secondary drainage systems that convey site runoff to the IRFWCD system.  

Also, storage within critical flood prone areas should be provided so that future 
development does not adversely impact the ability of the system to store flood waters.  
Finally, the IRFWCD must reduce flow and nonpoint source discharge from the North, 
Main and South Relief Canals. 

 
• Fellsmere Water Control District Basin 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, most of the City of Fellsmere and the adjacent 
unincorporated areas experienced drainage problems. At that time, critical existing needs included 
drainage improvements in the vicinity of Massachusetts Avenue, South Oleander Street, and 89th 
Street. 
 
Within the FWCD basin, one 1998 projected need was the development of a stormwater master plan 
for the City of Fellsmere. 
 
Local Regulations 
 
In 1998, the county's Stormwater Management ordinance included design standards based on the 25-
year/24-hour storm event. That ordinance required all developments to provide on-site stormwater 
retention ponds. In addition, the county’s Land Development Regulations (LDRs) established 
minimum open space and maximum impervious surface area requirements for all parcels, based on 
the parcel’s zoning classification. With the exception of projects in the Indian River Lagoon 
floodplain, all projects located within the 100-year floodplain were also required to maintain an 
equal volume of storage capacity in comparison to pre-development conditions (i.e. balance cut and 
fill). 
 
Level of Service Standards 
 
At the time of plan adoption in 1990, the county established Level-of-Service (LOS) standards for 
all new drainage systems. In 1998, these LOS standards were updated during the last major plan 
update. 
 
• Flood Protection LOS 
 
For all new drainage systems in the unincorporated County, Policy 1.1 under Objective 1 of the 
Stormwater Management Sub-Element sets the level of service standard as follows: 
 
 New development requiring major site plan approval or subdivision platting shall 

construct a complete drainage system to mitigate the impacts of a 25 year/24 hour design 
rainfall event using the Soil Conservation Service Type 2 modified rainfall curves. Post 
development runoff shall not exceed pre-development runoff unless a maximum discharge 
rate has been adopted for the applicable drainage basin and the discharge does not exceed 
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that rate.  If a maximum discharge rate has not been adopted for the applicable basin, post 
development discharge may not exceed pre-development discharge. 

 
• Water Quality LOS 
 
In 1998, the county had no water quality LOS standards. 
 
Water Quality 
 
Within the Aquatic Preserves in Indian River County in 1998, all surface waters were designated 
by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) as being either Class II - 
Shellfish Propagation or Harvesting, or Class III - Recreation/ Propagation and Management of 
Fish and Wildlife. For Class II waters, management standards are much more restrictive than 
standards for Class III waters. While Class II water standards place more stringent limitations on 
bacteriological and chemical pollution, Class III water quality standards are intended to maintain 
suitability for sports and recreation, and production of diverse fish and wildlife communities. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the portion of the Indian River Lagoon extending from 
approximately Grand Harbor south to the county line, and west of the Intracoastal Waterway 
(ICW) channel north of Wabasso Causeway was rated Class III by the FDEP. Class II waters (of 
better quality than Class III) were located north of Grand Harbor to the Wabasso Causeway, and 
east of the ICW north of the Wabasso Causeway (within the Pelican Island National Wildlife 
Refuge). The Class II waters within the refuge were conditionally approved for shellfish 
harvesting. Furthermore, the waters of the IRL within the unincorporated County, excluding 
artificial canals, had an FDEP-designated status of "Outstanding Florida Waters" (OFW). 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS (2008) 
 
Stormwater Management Improvements Since 1998 
 
As in 1998, the county recognizes the following Indian River Lagoon watershed drainage basins: 

o Sebastian River Water Control District (SRWCD) Basin. 
o St. Sebastian River Basin. 
o Barrier Island Basin. 
o Mainland Basin. 
o Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) Basin. 
o Fellsmere Water Control District (FWCD) Basin. 

 
In addition, the Barrier Island Basin, Mainland Basin, and the IRFWCD Basin were further divided 
into sub-basins.  
 
Since 1998, the following stormwater management improvement projects have been completed: 
 
• Sebastian River Water Control District (SRWCD) Basin 
 
Stormwater facilities have been improved in the Whitfield subdivision. 
 
• St. Sebastian River Basin 
 
Maintenance has improved in the area of Roseland west of the FEC railroad. 
 
Drainage improvements were installed along CR 512 in conjunction with roadway improvements. 
 
Improvements to the Vero Lake Estates drainage system are planned as a three-phase project. As of 
2008, Phase 1 has been completed. 
 
• Barrier Island Basins (Series “B”) 
 
- Sub-basin B-1 (South Beach area) 
 
Since 1998, FDOT has improved stormwater management facilities west of SR A1A to provide 
retention and treatment of runoff outfalling to the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
• Mainland IRL Basins (Series “R”) 
 
- Sub-basin R-1 (south county) 
 
Drainage improvements to Old Dixie Highway are currently under construction. 
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Drainage improvements were undertaken in River Shores and Country Club Pointe subdivisions. 
 
In Rockridge, drainage swales were upgraded, and a storm surge protection system was installed. 
 
Channel “H” was improved in conjunction with the 4th Street widening project. 
 
FDOT is now constructing drainage improvements to US Highway 1 in the south county area. 
 
- Sub-basin R-3 (Roseland area) 
 
Replacement of outfall culverts beneath Indian River Drive is an ongoing activity. 
 
In Roseland, east of the FEC railroad, watershed improvements have included the upgrading of 
existing swales and the construction of a new stormwater detention pond adjacent to 135th Avenue. 
 
• Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) Basins (Series “C”) 
 
At four locations, radial gates were replaced with tilting gates. The tilting gates better retain silt 
within the canal, instead of allowing the silt to flow into the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
- Sub-basin C-1 (North Relief Canal) existing needs 
 
In the east Gifford area, drainage swales were upgraded and a new stormwater detention pond was 
constructed along the west side of the FEC railroad. 
 
Stormwater improvements were completed in Ponderosa Estates, King’s Lakes Estates, and King’s 
Musicland. 
 
FDOT completed stormwater improvements at the US Highway 1/42nd Place intersection. 
 
- Sub-basin C-2 (Main Relief Canal) existing needs 
 
A filtration system was constructed in the Main Relief Canal to treat 200 million gallons of water per 
day flowing from the canal into the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
The county is now accepting bids for the Egret Marsh project, and construction will commence in 
the near future. The Egret Marsh project consists of an algal turf scrubber that will treat agricultural 
run-off in the Lateral “D” Canal. 
 
Stormwater improvements were completed in Pine Tree Park. 
 
- Sub-basin C-3 (South Relief Canal) existing needs 
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Secondary drainage improvements were completed in portions of Oslo Park, Grovenor Estates, 
Indian River Heights, Steven’s Park, and Vero Beach Highlands. 
 
Stormwater improvements are currently under construction at the Old Dixie Highway/5th Street SW 
intersection. 
 
Local Regulations 
 
In 2008, the county's Stormwater Management ordinance included design standards based on the 25-
year/24-hour storm event. At that time, all developments were required to provide on-site 
stormwater retention ponds. In addition, the county’s Land Development Regulations (LDRs) 
established minimum open space and maximum impervious surface area requirements for all 
parcels, based on the parcel’s zoning classification. With the exception of projects in the Indian 
River Lagoon floodplain, all projects located within a 100-year floodplain were also required to 
maintain an equal volume of storage capacity in comparison to pre-development conditions (i.e. 
balance cut and fill). 
 
Level of Service Standards 
 
At the time of plan adoption in 1990, the county established Level-of-Service (LOS) standards for 
all new drainage systems. Those LOS standards were updated during the last major plan update. 
 
• Flood Protection LOS 
 
As in 1998, the current stormwater LOS standard is as follows: 
 
 New development requiring major site plan approval or subdivision platting shall 

construct a complete drainage system to mitigate the impacts of a 25 year/24 hour design 
rainfall event using the Soil Conservation Service Type 2 modified rainfall curves. Post 
development runoff shall not exceed pre-development runoff unless a maximum discharge 
rate has been adopted for the applicable drainage basin and the discharge does not exceed 
that rate.  If a maximum discharge rate has not been adopted for the applicable basin, post 
development discharge may not exceed pre-development discharge. 

 
• Water Quality LOS 
 
All new or redeveloped stormwater management systems are required to comply with the water 
quality LOS established by the SJRWMD. At this time, these LOS standards are based on Pollutant 
Load Reduction Goals (PLRGs) that were developed by SJRWMD in coordination with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
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Water Quality 
 
All surface waters within the Aquatic Preserves in Indian River County are designated by the 
FDEP as being either Class II - Shellfish Propagation or Harvesting, or Class III - Recreation/ 
Propagation and Management of Fish and Wildlife. For Class II waters, management standards 
are much more restrictive than standards for Class III waters. While Class II water standards 
place more stringent limitations on bacteriological and chemical pollution, Class III water 
quality standards are intended to maintain suitability for sports and recreation, and production of 
diverse fish and wildlife communities. 
 
Currently, the portion of the IRL extending from approximately Grand Harbor south to the 
county line, and west of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) channel north of Wabasso Causeway 
is rated Class III by the FDEP. Class II waters (of better quality than Class III) are located north 
of Grand Harbor to the Wabasso Causeway, and east of the ICW north of the Wabasso 
Causeway (within the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge). The Class II waters within the 
refuge are conditionally approved for shellfish harvesting. Furthermore, the waters of the IRL 
within the unincorporated County, excluding artificial canals, have an FDEP-designated status of 
"Outstanding Florida Waters" (OFW). 
 
Tropical Storm Fay 
 
In August, 2008, Tropical Storm Fay passed slowly over the state of Florida. As a result of Tropical 
Storm Fay, Indian River County experienced significant rainfall over a period of several days. In 
portions of Indian River County, unofficial rainfall estimates exceeded 18 inches, an amount which 
exceeds the thresholds for both the 100-year/24-hour and 100-year/72-hour storm events. 
 
Despite the fact that Tropical Storm Fay was a 100-year storm event, no major flooding occurred 
within Indian River County. While there was no major flooding in Indian River County as a result of 
Tropical Storm Fay, several county roads were closed due to localized flooding. According to the 
county’s Division of Emergency Services, affected roads included: 
 

o 17th Lane SW / 20th Avenue SW intersection. 
o 17th Lane SW, between 20th Avenue SW and Highland Drive. 
o 4th Street / 12th Avenue intersection. 
o 13th Street, between 35th Avenue and 37th Avenue. 
o 45th Street, east of Indian River Blvd. 
o 18th Avenue, south of 8th Street (northbound lane only). 
o 66th Avenue, south of Oslo Road. 
o Blue Cypress Road, north of SR 60. 
o Old Dixie Highway, between 11th Street SW and 13th Street SW. 
o 49th Street / Industrial Blvd. intersection. 
o 49th Street, at High Ridge Mobile Home Park. 
o 41st Avenue, between 10th Street and 12th Street. 
o Village Green Mobile Home Park (internal streets). 



                  EAR Stormwater Management Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 15 
 

o SR 60, near 82nd Avenue (partial lane closures). 
 
All flooded streets were reopened within a couple of days after Tropical Storm Fay. 



                  EAR Stormwater Management Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 16 
 

 
ANALYSIS 
 
Nearly a century ago, construction of the drainage network of canals and ditches in the county began 
with the purpose of draining marshlands so that the newly “dry” land could be used for the 
cultivation of citrus and vegetable crops. These original drainage networks now comprise the various 
water control districts in the county. The three oldest water control districts are the Fellsmere Water 
Control District (FWCD), the Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD), and the 
Sebastian River Water Control District (SRWCD). Prior to the construction of those drainage 
networks, much of the county between the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and the Ten Mile Ridge was 
marshlands. In addition to draining marshlands, this drainage network also provided flood protection 
by allowing carrying away excess stormwater. 
 
With the construction of the Indian River Farms drainage network, a large portion of the county was 
added to the Indian River Lagoon’s watershed via three major outfall canals. Those canals are the 
Main Relief Canal, the North Relief Canal, and the South Relief Canal. Previously, the Indian River 
Lagoon’s watershed consisted only of land east of the Atlantic Coastal Ridge. At that time, areas 
between the Atlantic Coastal Ridge and the Ten Mile Ridge drained into the South Prong of the St. 
Sebastian River, while areas west of the Ten Mile Ridge flowed eventually into the headwaters of 
the St. Johns River. 
 
In recent decades, urban development has replaced agriculture in portions of Indian River County. 
As the county began to experience urbanization, the county and private developers adopted a 
strategy, known as "ditch it and drain it", to protect development from flooding by modifying 
natural systems to convey stormwater runoff away from developed sites more rapidly. The past 
strategy of "ditch it and drain it" has produced some detrimental effects on water quality, 
particularly in the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
Since that time, federal, state, and local stormwater management regulations have become more 
stringent. Currently, stormwater management facilities are required to control the quantity and 
quality of stormwater runoff. 
 
Within Indian River County, the various drainage networks have been mostly successful in 
providing flood protection. During a recent 100-year storm event (Tropical Storm Fay), no major 
flooding occurred within the county. As a result of this storm, only localized street flooding was 
experienced in some portions of the county. While there has been some success in addressing the 
detrimental aspects of stormwater runoff flowing into the Indian River Lagoon, further improvement 
is needed to bring the entire portion of the lagoon within the county up to Class II water standards. 
As discussed below, additional measures are needed to both improve the quality of and reduce the 
quantity of stormwater runoff that flows into the lagoon. 
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Water Quality 
 
Between 1996 and 2008, Indian River Lagoon water quality remained fairly constant. Within the 
lagoon, water quality is measured at various points. At each point, water quality generally fluctuates 
within established ranges. Recently, water quality at several water monitoring stations showed 
improvement. This improvement may be the result of several recent water quality projects, 
including: muck dredging in the St. Sebastian River, the creation of stormwater marshes to purify 
polluted water, and improved sedimentation and erosion control practices.   
 
While the majority of the lagoon’s water within Indian River County maintains the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) designation of “Outstanding Florida Waters”, 
lagoon water quality is poorer in the southern portion of the county. According to the 2008 DEP 
Surface Water Quality standards report, Class II waters exist within the northern section of the 
Indian River Lagoon and within the extreme southern section of the Indian River Lagoon within 
Indian River County. From the North Relief Canal south to the northern tip of Round Island, the 
Indian River Lagoon is designated as Class III. 
 
• Improving the Quality of Stormwater Flowing into the Lagoon 
 
Among the earliest developments in the county was the construction of a massive drainage system 
with three outfalls to the Indian River Lagoon. These outfalls are the Main Relief Canal, North 
Relief Canal, and the South Relief Canal. Throughout the southeastern portion of Indian River 
County, stormwater runoff is transported to the lagoon via this drainage system. 
 
To improve the quality of stormwater flowing into the lagoon, the county, in late 2007, commenced 
construction on a filtration system to treat 200 million gallons of water per day flowing from the 
Main Relief Canal into the lagoon. Construction of a second water quality project known as the 
Egret Marsh is scheduled to commence in 2008. The Egret Marsh project will treat 10 million 
gallons of water per day in the Lateral D canal. By filtering stormwater before it flows into the 
lagoon, these projects will improve the lagoon’s water quality. 
 
In the future, additional treatment facilities will be needed to improve the quality of stormwater 
flowing into the Indian River Lagoon. That could involve filtration systems similar to the one 
recently constructed for the Main Relief Canal also being constructed for the North Relief Canal and 
South Relief Canal. For that reason, the county should adopt a new policy to explore the feasibility 
of developing additional facilities to treat stormwater runoff that flows into the lagoon similar to the 
Main Relief Canal filtration system and the Egret Marsh project. 
 
• Reducing the Quantity of Stormwater Flowing into the Lagoon 
 
In the past, excessive discharges of freshwater into the Indian River Lagoon had an adverse impact 
on the lagoon’s salinity. By diverting some runoff into water bodies or wetlands that allow 
stormwater filtration into the surficial aquifer, the amount of stormwater runoff that flows into the 
Indian River Lagoon can be reduced. One project that accomplishes this is the Sebastian Stormwater 
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Park that was recently developed by the City of Sebastian, in coordination with the SJRWMD. The 
166-acre Sebastian stormwater park utilizes pumps to divert water from the Collier Canal into the 
park’s system of interconnected ponds and wetlands. In addition to removing pollutants from 
stormwater runoff, these ponds and wetlands also recharge the groundwater aquifer. Stormwater 
parks such as that not only improve water quality, but also provide passive recreation opportunities 
for local residents. 
 
In the unincorporated portions of the county, similar parks could be constructed at locations adjacent 
to canals. Potential sites include the Oslo transfer station adjacent to the South Relief Canal and land 
along the north side of the North Relief Canal in the vicinity of Bent Pine. At both locations, water 
that is diverted from the canal could be treated via stormwater management BMPs prior to filtration 
into the surficial aquifer. Because stormwater parks reduce the quantity of stormwater runoff that 
flows into the Indian River Lagoon, the county should adopt a new policy to explore the feasibility 
of developing stormwater parks in the unincorporated county. 
 
• Water Quality Level of Service (LOS) Standard 
 
Objective 7 of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element requires the county to adopt water quality 
LOS standards based on Pollutant Load Reduction Goals (PLRGs). At the time of the last major plan 
update in 1998, these PLRGs were being formulated by the SJRWMD. 
 
Since 1998, the SJRWMD has established PLRGs for the Indian River Lagoon. In 2005, the county 
modified the stormwater management regulations in LDR Chapter 930 to incorporate SJRWMD’s 
PLRGs. As a result of those LDR amendments, all new or redeveloped stormwater management 
systems are required to comply with the water quality LOS standards established by the SJRWMD. 
 
At this time, the SJRWMD, in conjunction with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), is 
developing a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) standard for the Indian River Lagoon. According 
to the EPA, a TMDL is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can 
receive and still safely meet water quality standards. Once TMDLs for the Indian River Lagoon are 
established by the SJRWMD, the county should incorporate those TMDLs into its water quality 
LOS standards. For this reason, Objective 7 should be modified state the county will adopt TMDL 
standards when established by the SJRWMD for the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
Stormwater Master Planning 
 
Policy 2.5 of the Stormwater Sub-Element states that “By 2002, the county will adopt a 
Stormwater Master Plan.  In developing the Stormwater Master Plan, the county will analyze 
each basin in the unincorporated county, identify existing conditions and problems in each basin, 
and identify projected growth in each basin. As a result of that analysis, the county will identify 
a design storm parameter, discharge rate, land use allowance, and structural improvement plan 
for each basin.” 
 
In order to develop a stormwater master plan, an inventory documenting the location and 
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condition of all stormwater facilities under the county’s jurisdiction should be conducted. This 
inventory could be used to identify existing and potential problem areas and to evaluate the 
effectiveness of existing drainage systems. Once completed, the comprehensive inventory could 
be used to form the basis for establishing a 20-year drainage improvement program, as 
mentioned in Objective 3. Also, the inventory of stormwater facilities could be stored on a 
Geographic Information System (GIS). The benefits of GIS include improved record keeping 
and the ability to analyze various scenarios. 
 
By having an adopted stormwater master plan, the county could be more successful in securing 
dedicated funding sources, such as EPA Section 319 Grants and Surface Water Improvement 
Management (SWIM) funds from the SJRWMD.  Otherwise, the ability to obtain funding 
sources from state and federal agencies will be reduced. State and federal cost-share funds would 
be applied towards to improving water quality by retrofitting existing stormwater facilities.  
 
The most important aspect of stormwater management is developing a stormwater master plan. 
Therefore, the county should adopt a policy to pursue funding sources, such as EPA Section 319 
grants and Surface Water Improvement Management (SWIM) funds, to finalize development of 
a stormwater master plan. 
 
Stormwater Management Funding 
 
Policy 3.4 of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element states that “By 2002, the county shall 
consider establishing a stormwater utility fund.” At this time, Policy 3.4 has not been 
implemented. 
 
Currently, stormwater management is funded from Municipal Service Taxing Unit (MSTU) 
revenue. To effectively implement a stormwater management program, the county should 
establish a source of funding dedicated exclusively to stormwater management, instead of 
relying upon MSTU revenue. In that way, general revenue could be replaced with dedicated 
funding sources, including: bonds, impact fees for new developments, and a stormwater utility. 
 
A stormwater utility assesses a user fee based upon the stormwater runoff characteristics (i.e. 
size and amount of impervious surface area) of a particular parcel. Credits can be given for the 
use of Best Management Practices (BMPs). While a stormwater utility would be sufficient to 
fund minor projects and ongoing maintenance, large-scale projects, such as building a regional 
stormwater facility, would be funded by bonds, development impact fees, cost-share grants, and 
other sources. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
Following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element 
objectives. As indicated below, four of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element’s objectives 
were achieved (Objectives 5, 6, 7, and 8), while the remaining four objectives were partially 
achieved. The goals, objectives, and policies of the Solid Waste Sub-Element are attached 
(Attachment #1). 
 
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. Then, 
each policy was assessed to determine if it needs to be maintained, revised, or deleted and the 
reason for revision or deletion. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1: Flood Protection 
 
By 2020, all existing and new development in the unincorporated section of Indian River 
County will be protected from flooding from a 25 year/24 hour storm event. 
 
MEASURE – PROTECTION OF ALL NEW CONSTRUCTION FROM A 25-YEAR/24-HOUR 
STORM EVENT. 
 
Objective 1 has been partially achieved. In 1990, the County's Stormwater Management and Flood 
Protection ordinance (LDR Chapter 930) was revised to establish the 25-year/24-hour storm event as 
the standard for new construction and improvements. Since that time, all new development has 
complied with that standard. In addition, drainage facilities have been improved in some existing 
neighborhoods, including Vero Lake Estates, Roseland, and Gifford. 
 
This is an appropriate objective and should be maintained. The objective’s target date, however, 
should be revised to 2030 because of the amount of pre-1990 development that does not comply 
with this standard.   
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(1.1) Adopt 25 year/24 hour storm event as LOS 

standard for all new drainage systems; post 

development runoff shall not exceed pre- 

development runoff unless a maximum discharge rate 

has been adopted for that basin. 

These standards have 

been incorporated 

into LDR Chapter 

930. 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(1.2) The floor elevation of all new buildings must be 

no lower than 6” above the 100 year flood elevation 

in AE zones, 18” above the crown of road in A zones, 

and 6” above base flood elevation (including the 

lowest horizontal structural member of the lowest 

floor) in VE zones. 

These standards have 

been incorporated 

into LDR Chapter 

930. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(1.3) Adequate stormwater management facilities are 

constructed and maintained to prevent major flooding 

of the road network during storm events. 

County policy. No 

major flooding has 

occurred, but 

localized flooding 

occurred during 

Tropical Storm Fay 

in 2008. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(1.4) All new storm sewers discharging into any 

receiving water shall be designed to convey the 

discharge after tailwater conditions are considered. 

County policy; LDR 

Sec. 930.07(1)(h)(8) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(1.5) All major bridges will be designed to pass the 

100 year/3 day storm event. 

County policy; LDR 

Sec. 930.07(1)(h)(9) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(1.6) All culverts within all F.S. Section 298 Drainage 

Districts' R.O.W.s or easements shall be sized and 

approved prior to issuance of LDP. 

County policy; LDR 

Sec. 930.07(1)(h)(10) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(1.7) Within all new subdivisions wide backlot and 

front yard drainage easements, as well as side lot 

swales will be required when centralized 

retention/detention facilities are not provided. 

County policy; LDR 

Sec. 930.07(1)(h)(11) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(1.8) The county stormwater ordinance shall require  

all new systems connecting to all drainage district 

canals be completed prior to issuance of certificates 

of completion. 

Ongoing county 

policy (enforced by 

Chapter 930 and 

LDP requirements) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 1 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. All 
policies should be maintained as structured.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 1, with the proposed revisions, are sufficient to achieve this objective. 
No additional policies are needed.      
 
OBJECTIVE 2: Stormwater Management Facilities 
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By 2010, all drainage basins in Indian River County shall, at a minimum, meet the Flood 
Protection Level of Service (FPLOS) for a 10 year/24 hour storm event. 
 
MEASURE – ABILITY OF DRAINAGE BASINS TO ACCOMMODATE A 10-YEAR/24-HOUR 
STORM EVENT. 
 
The capacity of drainage systems varied throughout the County at the time of plan adoption. The 
capacity of existing drainage systems continues to vary.   
 
Objective 2 was partially achieved. 
 
The current objective should be revised to establish a new target date for achievement. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(2.1) The county will reconstruct existing drainage 

systems and restore capacity when road paving is 

programmed under the County's Petition Paving 

Program 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(2.2) By 2010, all existing roadways in the county 

shall be improved to meet: 1) minimum road crown 

shall be raised to the flood elevation (2yr/ 24 hr 

storm);  2) Center two lanes of rebuilt roads must be 

at or above flood levels resulting from a 10 yr/24 hr 

storm on Arterial and Collector roads 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Revise target date. 

(2.3) All drainage basins will meet the following level 

of service standards:  (2000) 2yr/24 hr storm event; 

(2005) 5 yr/24 hr storm event; (2010) 10 yr/24 yr 

storm event 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

 X X  X  Revise target dates. 

(2.4) Require retention systems capable of 

accommodating 1.25 times the impervious surface, or 

0.5 inches times the project area. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(2.5) By 2002, develop a comprehensive stormwater 

master plan; identify a design storm parameter, 

discharge rate, land use allowance, and structural 

improvement plan for each basin. 

A stormwater master 

plan has been 

adopted for the 

IRFWCD basin; 

master plans have not 

been adopted for 

other basins to date. 

 X X  X  Revise target date 

(2.6) Continue drainage facility maintenance and Ongoing county X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

enforce maintenance of on-site facilities. policy. 

(2.7) Require existing uses undergoing 

redevelopment to meet new stormwater requirements. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(2.8) Continue activities to retrofit the Vero Lake 

Estates drainage system. 

Ongoing county 

policy.  

X  X  X  Maintain 

(2.9) By 2002, conduct a comprehensive inventory of 

all stormwater management facilities in all drainage 

sub-basins. 

Not completed.  X X  X  Revise target date. 

(2.10) By 2002, establish a GIS-based inventory of all 

stormwater management facilities. 

Not completed.  X X  X  Revise target date. 

 
Policies 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 2.6, 2.7, and 2.8 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. 
Policy 2.2’s target date should be extended to 2020. 
 
As structured, Policies 2.3, 2.5, 2.9, and 2.10 relate to stormwater master planning. As of this time, a 
stormwater master plan has been adopted for only the IRFWCD basin. To date, master plans have 
not been implemented for the other drainage basins located within the county. Due to the number of 
different agencies involved in stormwater management within the county, additional time is 
necessary to implement these policies. Therefore, the target dates for each of these policies should be 
extended to 2012. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 2, with the proposed revisions, are sufficient to achieve this objective. 
No additional policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3: Capital Improvements 
 
By 2002, Indian River County will have an adopted Stormwater Master Plan, which will 
guide all improvements to stormwater management facilities in Indian River County over a 
20 year time frame. 
 
MEASURE – ADOPTION OF A STORMWATER MASTER PLAN. 
 
Objective 3 has been partially achieved. In 2002, the county adopted the East Indian River County 
Stormwater Master Plan. That plan covers the IRFWCD drainage basin. Stormwater master plans 
have not been adopted for the other drainage basins in the county. 
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Objective 3 is appropriate and should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be 
revised to 2012.    
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(3.1) The 20 year Drainage Improvements Program 

shall be included in the Infrastructure CIP. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(3.2) All major transportation improvement projects 

shall serve the discharge needs of the entire 

watershed; funding shall be included in the 

Transportation CIP. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(3.3) Rank capital improvement projects: Level 1 - 

protect health and safety, or preserve/ achieve full use 

of existing facilities; Level 2 - increase efficiency of 

existing facilities, prevents/ reduces future costs, 

provides service to areas lacking full service; Level 3 

- logical extension of facilities. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(3.4) By 2002, the county shall consider establishing 

a stormwater utility fund. 

The county has not 

established a 

stormwater utility 

fund. 

 X  X X  Revise target date 

 
With the exception of Policy 3.4, all policies were implemented and should be maintained as 
structured. 
 
Policy 3.4 states that the county should consider the establishment of a stormwater utility fund. At 
this time, Policy 3.4 has not been implemented. Because this policy remains valid, Policy 3.4’s 
target date should be extended to 2012. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 3, with the proposed revision, are sufficient to achieve this objective. 
No additional policies are needed.      
 
OBJECTIVE 4: Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, Indian River County will have established formal cooperative relationships with 
the incorporated municipalities and F.S. 298 Special Drainage Districts having jurisdiction 
in Indian River County. 
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MEASURE – ESTABLISHMENT OF FORMAL RELATIONSHIPS WITH THE 
MUNICIPALITIES AND DRAINAGE DISTRICTS HAVING JURISDICTION IN THE 
COUNTY. 
 
Objective 4 has been partially achieved. 
 
As of this time, the county has established cooperative relationships with the municipalities and the 
IRFWCD. Because the county has constructed stormwater improvements within IRFWCD rights-of-
way, the county has a formal relationship (i.e. a memorandum of understanding) with that water 
control district. Formal relationships have not been established with the other water control districts. 
 
This objective is appropriate and should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be 
revised to 2011 to provide additional time for the county to establish formal relationships with the 
other water control districts.    
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(4.1) County staff will attend meetings of government 

agencies which have stormwater jurisdiction 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(4.2) By 1999, the county, in cooperation with 

SJRWMD, will request a meeting with 

representatives of all FS 298 Special Drainage 

Districts. 

Formal relationship 

established with only 

IRFWCD. 

 X X  X  Revise target date 

(4.3) The county will continue to include 

representatives from FS 298 Special Drainage 

Districts on the Technical Review Committee. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(4.4) The county will notify appropriate entities of 

development having potential impacts on another 

jurisdiction. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(4.5) The county shall coordinate with SJRWMD and 

encourage the municipalities to adopt stormwater 

master plans. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
With the exception of Policy 4.2, all policies under Objective 4 were implemented. Policy 4.2 relates 
to the establishment of formal relationships with the drainage districts in the county. To date, a 
formal relationship has been established with only the IRFWCD. Policy 4.2 should be maintained; 
however, the target date should be revised to 2010. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
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Through the implementation of these policies, with the proposed revision, Objective 4 will be 
achieved. No additional policies are needed.      
 
OBJECTIVE 5: Preservation of Floodplains and Floodways 
 
By 2002, the county will have adopted a comprehensive floodplain management plan 
approved by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 
 
MEASURE – ADOPTION OF A COMPREHENSIVE FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN 
APPROVED BY FEMA. 
 
The county’s Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP) covers a wide range of 
emergency situations, including flooding. In that the CEMP has been recognized by FEMA as the 
county’s comprehensive floodplain management plan, Objective 5 was achieved. 
 
Objective 5 is an appropriate objective and should be retained. The objective should be revised, 
however, to state that the county will maintain a comprehensive floodplain management plan that is 
approved by FEMA. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(5.1) Prohibit encroachments within county adopted 

regulatory floodways unless specifically approved by 

the Federal Insurance Administration. 

County policy. X  X  X  Maintain 

(5.2) By 2003, preserve a minimum of 1,000 acres 

within the 100-year floodplain. 

The county and 

SJRWMD have 

acquired numerous 

properties within the 

100-year floodplain, 

totaling over 1,000 

acres. 

X  X  X  Revise 

(5.3) For any structure or fill placed within the 100-

year floodplain, an equal volume of storage capacity 

must be created except: 1) development projects 

within the IRL floodplain that will not create material 

adverse impact on flood protection; 2) platted lots less 

than 1 acre that existed prior to July 1, 1990; 3) 

development projects located in the St. Johns Marsh 

that will not create a material adverse impact; and 4) 

development within the Vero Lake Estates MSTU 

that has been granted a cut and fill waiver by the 

County policy. X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

county. 

(5.4) Preserve natural functions of wetlands by 

implementing policies under Objective 5 of the 

Conservation Element. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 5 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. With the 
exception of Policy 5.2, all policies should be maintained as structured.  
 
Policy 5.2 states that the county should preserve at least 1,000 acres in the 100-year floodplain. That 
policy was implemented. At this time, funding sources for future acquisitions in the 100-year 
floodplain are uncertain. Consequently, Policy 5.2 should be revised to state that the county, 
contingent upon available funding, will continue to preserve property within the 100-year floodplain. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 5, with the proposed revision, are sufficient for continued achievement 
of this objective. No other policies are needed.     
 
OBJECTIVE 6: Recharge of the Shallow Aquifer 
 
Consistent with Objective 2 of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Sub-element, 
there will be no reduction in the availability of groundwater from the surficial aquifer 
through 2020. 
 
MEASURE – AVAILABILITY OF GROUNDWATER FROM THE SURFICIAL AQUIFER. 
 
Although it is difficult to measure the quantity of groundwater, there is no evidence to indicate a 
"significant" loss of groundwater quantity in the surficial aquifer since 1990. 
 
Objective 6 was achieved. 
 
This objective is appropriate and should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be 
revised to 2030.    
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 
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  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(6.1) The county will continue to require onsite 

retention/ detention in accordance with FDEP and 

SJRWMD performance standards 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(6.2) The county will continue to require reuse of 

stormwater runoff for irrigation of golf courses and 

other developments with wet retention/detention 

ponds with a surface area over 1 acre. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 6 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. 
 
New Policy 
 
Although Objective 6 was achieved, additional measures need to be taken to maintain the integrity 
of the surficial aquifer.  Because stormwater parks, such as the one recently constructed in the City 
of Sebastian, divert runoff from drainage canals and allow filtration of that treated runoff into the 
surficial aquifer, the county should adopt a new policy to explore the feasibility of developing of 
stormwater parks in the unincorporated county to recharge the surficial aquifer. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
Through the implementation of these policies, with the proposed revision and the proposed new 
policy, Objective 6 will continue to be achieved. No additional policies are needed.      
 
OBJECTIVE 7: Stormwater Quality 
 
Consistent with DCA Rule 9J-5.011(2)(c)(5), the county will adopt Water Quality Level of 
Service (WQLOS) standards by 2000. WQLOS standards will be based on Pollutant Load 
Reduction Goals (PLRGs) currently being developed by the SJRWMD.  
 
MEASURE – ADOPTION OF WATER QUALITY LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS. 
 
Since 1998, the SJRWMD has established PLRGs for the Indian River Lagoon. In 2005, the county 
modified the stormwater management regulations in LDR Chapter 930 to incorporate SJRWMD’s 
PLRGs. As a result of those LDR amendments, all new or redeveloped stormwater management 
systems are required to comply with the water quality LOS standards established by the SJRWMD. 
Therefore, Objective 7 was achieved. 
 
At this time, the SJRWMD, in conjunction with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), is 
developing a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) standard for the Indian River Lagoon. According 
to the EPA, a TMDL is a calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can 
receive and still safely meet water quality standards. Once TMDLs for the Indian River Lagoon are 
established by the SJRWMD, the county should incorporate those TMDLs into its water quality 
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LOS standards. 
 
Objective 7 is an appropriate objective and should be retained. The objective, however, should be 
revised to state that the county should maintain water quality LOS standards based on PLRGs and 
that the county will adopt TMDLs when established by the SJRWMD for the Indian River Lagoon. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(7.1) Assist the MRC in inventorying pollutant 

loadings to the IRL. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.2) Reduce suspended solids loadings by paving 

roads within developed areas which discharge to the 

IRL. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.3) Continue to require an erosion control plan for 

all new construction. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.4) Continue to operate a street sweeping program 

for county roads. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.5) Continue to require sodding of slopes 

constructed for Transportation Improvement Projects. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.6) Reduce amount of non-point source pollution 

entering the IRL by applying for SWIM funds/grants 

to improve pollutant removal efficiency of existing 

stormwater facilities and, where feasible, by 

constructing new regional stormwater facilities. 

Ongoing county 

policy; the county is 

currently developing 

regional stormwater 

facilities. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.7) Eliminate point sources of pollution from 

private sewer plants and septic tanks. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.8) Continue to prohibit discharge of effluent from 

domestic wastewater treatment plants into the IRL. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.9) Encourage all new groves and replanted groves 

to implement conservation plans and BMPs. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(7.10) Adopt water quality level-of-service standards: 

 1) retention of the first 1" of rainfall; 2) Additional 

50% treatment is required for all direct discharge into 

the IRL. 

Ongoing county 

policy. The county 

should also 

incorporate TMDL 

standards once 

established by the 

SJRWMD. 

X  X  X  Revise to incorporate TMDL 

standards once established by 

the SJRWMD. 

(7.11) All existing uses shall meet the water quality 

level-of-service at the time of redevelopment. 

Ongoing county 

policy. Revise to 

X  X  X  Revise to incorporate TMDL 

standards once established by 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

incorporate TMDL 

standards once 

available. 

the SJRWMD. 

(7.12) Require all new surface water bodies greater 

than ½ acre to include littoral zones. 

In 2007, the county 

re-established littoral 

zone requirements 

(applies to all 

development sites 

over 10 acres in 

size). 

X  X  X  Revise to state that all new 

development projects over 10 

acres in area are required to 

include littoral zones in their 

wet retention/detention 

ponds. 

 
All policies under Objective 7 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. Policies 
7.10, 7.11, and 7.12 need to be updated. 
 
As structured, Policies 7.10 and 7.11 address water quality LOS. Currently, the water quality LOS 
standards are based on Pollutant Load Reduction Goals (PLRGs) that were established by the 
SJRWMD. At this time, the SJRWMD is developing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
standards for the Indian River Lagoon. A TMDL is a calculation of the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still safely meet water quality standards. Once TMDLs 
for the Indian River Lagoon are established by the SJRWMD, the county should incorporate those 
TMDLs into Policies 7.10 and 7.11. 
 
Policy 7.12 requires new surface water bodies greater than ½ acre to include littoral zones. In 2007, 
the county’s LDRs were amended to require that all new developments over 10 acres in area to 
incorporate littoral zones into their wet retention/detention ponds. For that reason, the wording of 
Policy 7.12 should be revised to match the existing language in the LDRs. 
 
New Policy 
 
One new policy should be added to this objective. That new policy should promote the treatment of 
stormwater runoff that flows into the lagoon from the major outfall canals in the county. Such 
treatment could be accomplished by filtration systems similar to the one recently constructed for the 
Main Relief Canal. Similar systems could be constructed for the North Relief Canal and South 
Relief Canal. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies
 
The policies under Objective 7, with the proposed revisions and the proposed new policy, are 
sufficient for continued achievement of this objective. 
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OBJECTIVE 8: Land Use 
 
Through 2020, all land uses and land use densities within Indian River County will be in 
compliance with the Future Land Use Plan map.  
 
MEASURE – COMPLIANCE OF ALL LAND USE DENSITIES WITH THE FUTURE LAND 
USE PLAN MAP. 
 
With the exception of a few existing nonconforming uses, all land uses and land use densities are in 
compliance with the Future Land Use Plan map. Nonconformities are addressed in Objective 10 of 
the Future Land Use Element. 
 
Objective 8 was achieved. 
 
Objective 8 is appropriate and should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be 
extended to 2030. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for actual policy) Action/ 

Accomplishment 

Was Policy Implemented? Does this policy 

contribute to meeting 

the objective? 

Was the original policy 

appropriate? 

Should policy be maintained, 

deleted, or revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

(8.1) Allow only low density uses in areas designated 

as flood prone as depicted on the Future Land Use 

Map. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(8.2) Assess drainage capability of all lands proposed 

for a change in land use designation and not approve 

changes if service levels are not met. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

(8.3) Promote infill development by improving and 

maintaining the existing drainage facilities in 

developed areas of the county. 

Ongoing county 

policy. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 8 were implemented and contributed to meeting the objective. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 8 will continue to be achieved. No 
additional policies are needed.      
 
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element with the revisions as proposed are 
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sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The County must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, and text of the 
Stormwater Management Sub-Element. The Stormwater Management Sub-Element also should be 
revised to make the changes referenced to this element's Goal, Objectives and Policies. 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
Tables 
 
All tables must be updated to reflect the most recent data: 
 
Figures 
 
All figures must be updated to reflect current conditions: 
 
Text 
 
Major portions of the text of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element must be revised with new 
data including existing conditions and projections. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element 
are summarized below. 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1 ---- Revise target date to 2030. 

2 ---- Revise target date. 

2 2.2 Revise target date. 

2 2.3 Revise target dates. 

2 2.5 Revise target date. 

2 2.9 Revise target date. 

2 2.10 Revise target date. 

3 ---- Revise target date to 2012. 

3 3.4 Revise target date to 2012. 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

4 ---- Revise target date to 2011. 

4 4.2 Revise target date to 2010. 

5 ---- Revise to state that the county will maintain a 
comprehensive floodplain management plan that is 
approved by FEMA. 

5 5.2 Revise to state that the county, contingent upon available 
funding, will continue to preserve property within the 100-
year floodplain. 

6 ---- Revise target date to 2030. 

6 New Add new policy to explore the feasibility of developing 
stormwater parks in the unincorporated county. 

7 ---- Revise to state that the county should adopt TMDLs once 
established by the SJRWMD for the Indian River Lagoon. 

7 7.10 Revise to incorporate TMDLs once established by the 
SJRWMD for the Indian River Lagoon. 

7 7.11 Revise to incorporate TMDLs once established by the 
SJRWMD for the Indian River Lagoon. 

7 7.12 Revise to state that all new projects over 10 acres must 
provide littoral zones. 

7 New Add new policy to treat runoff flowing into the lagoon by 
filtration systems. 

8 ---- Revise target date to 2030. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

 
 
GOAL 
 
Provide a drainage system for Indian River County which reduces the risk of property 
damage and inconvenience from long term flooding, promotes stormwater recharge of the 
shallow aquifer, reduces stormwater pollutant loading of the Indian River Lagoon and 
receiving waters and provides proper floodplain management. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Flood Protection 
 
By 2020, all existing and new development in the unincorporated section of Indian River 
County will be protected from flooding from a 25 year/24 hour storm event. 
 

Policy 1.1:  The county hereby adopts the following level-of-service standard for all new 
drainage systems within the unincorporated county: New development requiring major 
site plan approval or subdivision platting shall construct a  drainage system capable of  
mitigating the impacts of a 25 year/24 hour design rainfall event using the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Type 2 modified rainfall curves.  Post 
development runoff shall not exceed pre-development runoff unless a maximum 
discharge rate has been adopted for the applicable drainage basin and the discharge does 
not exceed that rate.  If a maximum discharge rate has not been adopted for the applicable 
basin, post development discharge may not exceed pre-development discharge. 

 
Policy 1.2: The finished floor elevation of any new buildings constructed within a flood 
zone, as designated in the 1989 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood 
Insurance Study - Indian River County and Incorporated Areas, shall be subject to the 
following requirements: 

 
 “AE” zone - structures must be elevated a minimum of six (6) inches above the 

base flood level; 
 

 “A” zone - structures must be elevated a minimum of 18 inches above the crown 
of the road or at the elevation required by the DHRS, whichever is higher; if no 
base flood data are available, the structure must be elevated at least three (3) feet 
above the highest natural elevation or the ground surface prior to construction 
next to the proposed walls of the structure;  
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 “VE” zone - structures must be elevated so that the bottom of the lowest 
horizontal structural member of the lowest floor is elevated one-half (1/2) foot or 
more above the base flood level. 

 
Policy 1.3: The county shall ensure that adequate stormwater management facilities are 
constructed and maintained to prevent major flooding  of the road network of Indian 
River County during storm events. 

 
Policy 1.4:  All new storm sewers discharging into any canal or receiving water body 
shall be designed to convey the permitted discharge after tailwater conditions are 
considered. 

 
Policy 1.5:  All major bridges shall be designed to withstand a 100 year/3 day storm 
event. 

 
Policy 1.6: Prior to the issuance of a Land Development Permit, the county shall require 
all culverts within all F.S. Section 298 Drainage Districts' rights-of-way or easements be 
sized and approved by the appropriate district. 

 
Policy 1.7:  Within all new subdivisions, wide backlot and front yard drainage easements, 
as well as side lot swales to provide for localized runoff routing will be required where 
centralized retention/detention facilities are not provided. 

 
Policy 1.8:  The county shall require all new stormwater management facilities that 
outfall to a F.S. Section 298 Drainage District canal be completed prior to the issuance of 
a certificate of completion. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2 Stormwater Management Facilities 
 
By 2010, all drainage basins in Indian River County shall, at a minimum, meet the Flood 
Protection Level of Service (FPLOS) for a 10 year/24 hour storm event. 
 

Policy 2.1:  In existing developments, the county will reconstruct existing drainage 
systems and restore design capacity when road paving is programmed under the county's 
Petition Paving Program. 

 
Policy 2.2:  By 2010, all existing roadways in the county shall be improved to meet the 
following level-of-service standard: 

 
1. Minimum road crown elevation for existing roads shall be raised during 

resurfacing/rebuilding to the flood elevation resulting from the 2 year/24 hour 
storm event on local streets. 

 



                  EAR Stormwater Management Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 36 
 

2. The center two lanes of rebuilt roads must be at or above flood levels resulting 
from a 10 year/24 hour storm event on Arterial and Collector roads. 

 
Policy 2.3:  All drainage basins will meet the following level-of-service standards: 

 
 By 2000 -   2 year/24 hour storm event; 
 By 2005 -   5 year/24 hour storm event; 
 By 2010 - 10 year/24 hour storm event 

 
Policy 2.4:  The county shall require all new development sites to be designed with 
retention systems capable of accommodating 1.25 times the impervious surface area, or 
0.5 inches times the project area.     

 
Policy 2.5: By 2002, the county will adopt a Stormwater Master Plan.  In developing the 
Stormwater Master Plan, the county will analyze each basin in the unincorporated 
county, identify existing conditions and problems in each basin, and identify projected 
growth in each basin.  As a result of that analysis, the county will identify a design storm 
parameter, discharge rate, land use allowance, and structural improvement plan for each 
basin.  The county will coordinate with the City of Sebastian, and will prioritize analysis 
of the areas within and adjacent to the St. Sebastian River basin. 

 
Policy 2.6: To ensure stormwater management facilities function properly, the county 
will establish defined levels of maintenance for public and private stormwater 
management facilities, and will conduct inspections on a routine basis.  

 
Policy 2.7:  The county will, through its land development regulations, require existing 
uses undergoing redevelopment to meet the new development requirements for 
stormwater management. 

 
Policy 2.8:  The county will continue its activities to retrofit the Vero Lakes Estates 
drainage system. 

 
Policy 2.9: By 2002, the county will conduct a comprehensive inventory of all 
stormwater management facilities in all of the drainage sub-basins under the county’s 
jurisdiction.  

 
Policy 2.10: By 2002, the county shall establish a Geographic Information System 
(G.I.S.) - based inventory of all stormwater management facilities under the county’s 
jurisdiction. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3 Capital Improvements 
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By 2002, Indian River County will have an adopted Stormwater Master Plan, which will 
guide all improvements to stormwater management facilities  in Indian River County over 
a 20 year time frame. 
 

Policy 3.1:  Stormwater Management Facility Improvements shall be included within the 
Indian River County Infrastructure CIP, as outlined in Table 3.E.1 of the Stormwater 
Management Sub-Element and Table 6.22 of the Capital Improvements Element. A 20 
Year Improvement Program for stormwater management facilities will be included as 
part of the Indian River County Stormwater Master Plan, once adopted.   

 
Policy 3.2: In all major transportation improvement projects, the county shall include 
stormwater management facilities to serve the discharge needs of developments existing 
at the time of the improvement project within the upstream watershed area.  Funding 
shall be included in the Transportation CIP. 

 
Policy 3.3:  Proposed capital improvement projects shall be evaluated and ranked 
according to the following priority level guidelines: 

 
 Level One- whether the project is needed to protect public health and safety, to 

fulfill the county's legal commitment to provide drainage facilities and services, 
or to preserve or achieve full use of existing facilities. 

 
 Level Two - whether the project increases efficiency of use of existing facilities, 

prevents or reduces future improvement costs, provides service to developed 
areas lacking full service or promotes in-fill development. 

 
 Level Three - whether the project represents a logical extension of facilities 

within a designated drainage basin. 
 

Policy 3.4:  By 2002, the county shall consider establishing a stormwater utility to fund 
maintenance and improvements of existing stormwater management facilities.  

 
OBJECTIVE 4 Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, Indian River County will have established formal  cooperative relationships with 
the incorporated municipalities and F.S. 298 Special Drainage Districts having jurisdiction 
in Indian River County. 
 

Policy 4.1: County staff will attend meetings of federal, state, regional, and local 
agencies which have stormwater jurisdiction within the county. 

 
Policy 4.2: By 1999, the county, in cooperation with the SJRWMD, shall request a 
formal meeting with representatives from all of the F.S. 298 Special Drainage Districts in 
the county to discuss the following issues: conducting comprehensive basin inventories, 
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adopting maximum discharge limitations, and setting level-of-service standards for water 
quality and flood protection. 

 
Policy 4.3:  The county will continue to include representatives from F.S. 298 Drainage 
Districts on its Technical Review Committee. 

 
Policy 4.4: The county will coordinate with applicable local governments and F.S. 298 
Drainage Districts to provide notification to appropriate entities of development having 
potential impacts on another jurisdiction. 

 
Policy 4.5: The county shall coordinate with the SJRWMD, and encourage the 
municipalities within the county to adopt stormwater master plans. 

 
OBJECTIVE 5 Preservation of Floodplains and Floodways 
 
By 2002, the county will have adopted a comprehensive floodplain management plan 
approved by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 
 

Policy 5.1: The county shall prohibit encroachments, including fill, new construction, 
substantial improvements, and other development, within a county adopted regulatory 
floodway, as identified in the data section of this sub-element, that would result in any 
increase in flood levels during the occurrence of a flood discharge, unless specifically 
approved by the Administrator of the Federal Insurance Administration under the 
provisions of 44 CFR 65.12, as amended.  

 
Policy 5.2: By 2003, the county shall preserve a minimum of 1,000 acres located within 
the 100 year floodplain. 

 
Policy 5.3:  For any structures or fill placed within the 100 year floodplain, an equal 
volume of storage capacity must  be created for any volume of the base flood that would 
be displaced by fill or structures, except for the following instances as more specifically 
described in LDR Chapter 930: 

 
 development projects within the floodplain along the Indian River Lagoon 

granted a waiver by the county upon showing the development will not create 
material adverse impact on flood protection; 

 
 subdivided lots less than one (1) acre in size existing prior to July 1, 1990; 

 
 development projects located in the St. Johns Marsh, when granted a cut and fill 

waiver by the county based on lack of material adverse impact; or 
 

 development within the Vero Lake Estates Municipal Services Taxing Unit 
(MSTU) for which a cut and fill waiver has been granted by the county. 
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Policy 5.4: The county will preserve the natural functions and values of wetlands by 
implementing the policies listed under Objective 5 of the Conservation Element. 

 
OBJECTIVE 6 Recharge of the Surficial Aquifer 
 
Consistent with Objective 2 of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge Sub-element, 
there will be no reduction in the availability of groundwater from the surficial aquifer 
through 2020.   

Policy 6.1: The county will continue to require on-site retention/detention in accordance 
with  SJRWMD and FDEP performance standards, as outlined in the Stormwater 
Management and Flood Protection ordinance. 

 
Policy 6.2: The county will continue to require reuse of stormwater runoff for irrigation 
of golf courses and other developments with wet detention/retention ponds with a surface 
area greater than one (1) acre. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7 Stormwater Quality 
 
Consistent with DCA Rule 9J-5.011(2)(c)(5), the county will adopt Water Quality Level of 
Service (WQLOS) standards by 2000.  WQLOS standards will be based on Pollutant Load 
Reduction Goals (PLRGs) currently being developed by the SJRWMD.  
 

Policy 7.1:  The county shall cooperate with the IRLNEP, SJRWMD, FDEP, DHRS, 
Marine Resources Council (MRC), and other organizations in conducting an inventory 
pollutant loadings to the Indian River Lagoon (IRL). 

 
Policy 7.2:  The county will reduce the loading of suspended solids within stormwater 
runoff by paving unpaved county roads within developed areas where the roads’ drainage 
systems discharge into the IRL.  

 
Policy 7.3: The county will continue to require applicants to submit an erosion control 
plan prior to issuance of a land clearing permit. 

 
Policy 7.4:  The County will continue to operate a street sweeping program for county 
roads. 

 
Policy 7.5:  Indian River County will continue to require sodding or grassing of steep 
slopes constructed in conjunction with all Transportation Improvement Projects. 

 
Policy 7.6: In accordance with Program Goal I of the Indian River Lagoon 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (1996) and Goal I of the Surface 
Water Improvement Management (SWIM) Plan (1991), the county shall reduce the 
amount of non-point source pollution entering the Indian River Lagoon by applying for 
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SWIM funds and Section 319 Grants to improve the pollutant removal of efficiency of 
existing stormwater management facilities and, where feasible, to construct new regional 
stormwater management facilities. 

 
Policy 7.7:  The county shall eliminate all point sources of pollution from private sewer 
plants and septic tanks contributing to water quality problems and nutrient enrichment of 
the Indian River Lagoon and the Upper St. Johns River Basin (as indicated in the 
Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element policies) by: 

 
 Continuing to expand sanitary sewer service within the Urban Service Area; 

 
 Requiring annual evaluation of private sewer plants; 

 
 Requiring monitoring of septic tanks; 

 
 Reusing irrigation quality wastewater for spray irrigation; 

 
 Requiring new developments to connect to a regional wastewater treatment 

facility; and 
 

 Other policies contained the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element. 
 

Policy 7.8: In compliance with the Indian River Lagoon Act of 1990, the county shall 
continue to prohibit  the discharge of effluent from domestic wastewater treatment plants 
into the Indian River Lagoon. 

 
Policy 7.9:  The county, in cooperation with the Indian River Soil and Water 
Conservation District (IRSWCD), shall require all new groves and replanted groves to 
implement conservation plans, and non-structural best management practices (BMPs).  
Non-structural BMPs, as defined by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), 
include land use planning, preservation of wetlands and floodplains, education, and 
erosion control.  

 
Policy 7.10:  Until WQLOS standards are adopted, the county will continue to require as 
a minimum, retention of the first one (1) inch of rainfall prior to off-site discharge.  
Consistent with Chapter 17-25.025(9), F.A.C., an additional 50 percent treatment (1.5 
inches) is required for all direct discharge into the Indian River Lagoon due to its 
designation as an Outstanding Florida Water (OFW). 

 
Policy 7.11:  All existing uses shall meet the adopted WQLOS at time of redevelopment. 

 
Policy 7.12:  The county will require all new surface water bodies to include littoral 
zones for created surface waterbodies greater than one-half (1/2) acre. 



                  EAR Stormwater Management Sub-Element 
 
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 41 
 

 
OBJECTIVE 8 Land Use 
 
Through 2020, all land uses and land use densities within Indian River County will be in 
compliance with the Future Land Use Plan map.  
 

Policy 8.1:  The county will allow only low density land  uses in areas designated as 
flood prone (within the 100 year floodplain) as depicted on the Future Land Use Map.  
The only exception is where platted subdivisions were developed prior to existing 
regulations. 

 
Policy 8.2:  The county will assess the drainage capability of all lands proposed for a 
change in land use designation and not approve land use changes where drainage service 
levels will not be met. 
Policy 8.3:  The county shall promote infill development by improving and maintaining 
the existing drainage facilities in the developed areas of the county. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 – STRATIGRAPHIC SECTION THROUGH INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT 3 – GENERAL SOILS MAP 
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ATTACHMENT 4 – GENERALIZED WETLAND DENSITIES IN INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT 5 – FLOOD PRONE AREAS IN INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT 6 – INDIAN RIVER LAGOON 
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ATTACHMENT 7 – INDIAN RIVER COUNTY DRAINAGE BASINS 
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ATTACHMENT 8 – SJRWMD WATER CONTROL STRUCTURES 
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ATTACHMENT 9 – EXISTING AND POTENTIAL FUTURE NONPOINT SOURCE 

POLLUTANT LOADING 
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ATTACHMENT 10 – SURFACE WATER CLASSIFICATIONS 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this portion of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the effectiveness of 
the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment must examine changes in 
travel conditions within the county, evaluate achievement of objectives, and identify changes in state 
requirements affecting the transportation element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the 
element may need to be updated and revised.  In performing this assessment, the county has taken 
the following steps: 

 
• Identified transportation conditions at the time of last major plan update (1996); 
 
• Identified existing transportation conditions (2005/2006); 

 
• Analyzed conditions of the county's transportation system and identified problems related to 

that system; 
 

• Evaluated the achievement of transportation element objectives, determined why certain 
objectives were not achieved, and assessed implementation of policies under each objective; 

 
• Identified major issues related to transportation; 

 
• Identified necessary future actions; 

 
• Identified anticipated amendments. 

 
In its 1990 Comprehensive Plan, Indian River County had separate elements for traffic circulation, 
mass transit, and ports, aviation, and related facilities.  Since that time, those elements have been 
incorporated into a consolidated transportation element.   
 
 
CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF THE LAST MAJOR PLAN  UPDATE (1996) 
 
The summary of transportation conditions within the county at the time of the last major plan update 
is provided in Appendix A.  These data are provided so that they can be compared to existing 
conditions data.  This comparison will enable the county to identify changes in transportation 
conditions within the county and make appropriate revisions to the transportation element as needed.  
 
While the last major plan update occurred in March 1998, the best available data used within the 
update were from 1995/1996.  These data are shown in Appendix A.  The transportation conditions 
identified in the latest plan update relate to traffic circulation, public transportation (formerly mass 
transit), aviation, ports, and related facilities.   
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Traffic Circulation 
 
The traffic circulation data table (Attachment 1 in Appendix A) lists pertinent traffic data from 1996. 
 As indicated in that attachment, the county population at the time of the last major plan update was 
100,261, and persons using the county's roadways produced an average of 431,965 trips per day.  
The number of daily vehicle miles traveled was 1,620,400 for Indian River County, compared to 
214,381,600 for the state as a whole. According to a report published in May of 1993 by the Center 
for University Transportation Research (CUTR), the average commute time for workers in Indian 
River County was 20.02 minutes.  
 
Attachments 2 and 4 in Appendix A depict the laneage and functional classification of the county's 
roadways at the time of the last major plan update.  At that time, US1, SR 60, CR 512 (in Sebastian) 
and I-95 were the County’s multi-lane arterials.  Access to the barrier island was provided by three 
fixed-span bridges, County Road 510 (two lanes) in the northern part of the county and the 17th 
Street and Merrill Barber bridges (four lanes) in the Vero Beach area. Between US 1 and I-95, the 
county was served by a number of two-lane north-south collector roads located at approximately one 
mile intervals.  One of these, 66th Avenue, served the north county area from SR 60 to Sebastian; 
two collectors, 43rd and 27th Avenues, connected central Indian River County with St. Lucie County, 
while a fourth two-lane collector, 58th Avenue, connected Oslo Road to CR 510.  Several east-west 
collector roads were located at ½ mile intervals on a grid between 49th Street and Oslo Road.  Three 
of these collectors extended for only 1 mile: 1st Street Southwest; 5th Street Southwest; and 26th 
Street. 
  
Attachment 6 depicts peak season daily and peak hour directional traffic volumes for all facilities in 
the county in 1996.  It also depicts capacities at the adopted level of service for each of those 
facilities.  In 1996, all roadways were operating at or above their minimum level of service.  
 
In 1995, the newly-formed Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
completed its first (2020) Long Range Transportation Plan.  In developing the plan, the MPO 
identified both future deficiencies on the road network and a cost affordable set of improvements 
needed to accommodate future demand. Facilities that were anticipated to exceed capacity by the 
year 2010 are identified in Attachment 7 and include portions of three roadways (SR A1A, CR 
512, and 16th Street).   Roadway improvement projects in the cost feasible plan can be found in 
Attachment 9.  Major 2020 plan roadway improvements included the widening of SR 60 (66th 
Avenue – I-95); the widening of Oslo Road (Old Dixie to I-95); and the widening of CR 510 (US 
1 to CR 512). 
 
As indicated by 1996 traffic counts conducted on the county’s major regional roadways, travel 
between Indian River County and adjacent counties was modest in 1996.  As shown in 
Attachment 12, the total traffic volume at the county lines in 1996 was 80,000 vehicles.  This 
includes 44,500 cars at the south county line (on SR A1A, US 1, 27th Avenue and 43rd Avenue), 
27,600 vehicles at the north county line (on A1A, US1, and Babcock Street in Fellsmere), and 
7,900 vehicles at the west county line (on SR 60 between Osceola County and CR 512).  Since 
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most of the traffic traveling on I-95 in Indian River County was not originating from or arriving 
in Indian River County, I-95 traffic was not included in this table. 
 
Traffic crash data by location at the time of the last major plan update are provided in Attachments 
13 and 14 in Appendix A. On these attachments, thirty-seven intersections are depicted.  That 
represents those intersections with five or more crashes in 1996. At that time, the intersection of 17th 
Street and US 1 had 24 crashes, the highest number in the county.   Because that was also one of the 
busiest intersections, the relative crash rate was low, with 1.6 crashes per million vehicles entering 
the intersection during the year (also known as the rate per "MEV").  As may be expected, 
intersections with the highest traffic volumes tend to have the highest number of crashes. Those 
intersections, however, do not necessarily have the highest crash rates. For example, the intersection 
of 41st Street and Old Dixie Highway had the highest relative crash rate (3.75) in 1996. Because of 
its relatively low traffic volume, however, the number of crashes at that intersection was less than 
half of that at intersections with lower crash rates.  
 
In addition to traffic crash data by location, systemwide crash data were obtained for 1996. In that 
year, there were 1,215 crashes and 25 fatalities on Indian River County’s roadways.  Compared to 
vehicle miles traveled in that year, the rate is equal to approximately one crash per 2,800 vehicle 
miles traveled.   The per capita crash rate in 1996 was .012.  In addition, slightly over 2% of all 
crashes that occurred in 1996 resulted in a fatality. 
 
Right-of-Way and Corridor Protection 
 
In 1996, the adopted Traffic Circulation Element acknowledged that right-of-way deficiency was a 
problem on many of the county's roadways.  In the Traffic Circulation Element, Table 4.5 identifies 
existing right-of-way and minimum standards.  At the time of the last major plan update, the county 
engaged in various right-of-way protection practices, such as developing an inventory of all parcels 
subject to Murphy Act right-of-way reservations and coordinating with developers and other 
agencies, through the county Technical Review Committee (TRC) process, to acquire rights-of-way 
from new development projects.  Since little actual roadway construction was underway in 1996, the 
county’s expenditure for acquisition of right of way was modest at that time.  In 1996, only 
$491,459 was spent by the county on right-of-way acquisition, nearly all of which was used to 
acquire parcels on 58th Avenue from SR 60 to Oslo Road.  During that same period, FDOT 
expended $2,808,000 on right-of-way in Indian River County, all of it on SR60 west of I-95.  
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)  
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) involve a broad range of wired and wireless technology to 
improve communication between vehicles, travelers, and transportation infrastructure for increasing 
safety, mobility, and productivity.  In 1996, the use of ITS in Indian River County was limited. As 
shown in Attachment 22, Indian River County had a total of 122 signalized intersections during that 
year, 31 of which operated as flashing beacons. None of the signalized intersections had surveillance 
cameras.  
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In 1996, only 45 signalized intersections (37% of all signalized intersections) in the county were 
integrated through a closed-loop synchronization system. The first closed-loop communication 
system was implemented in downtown Vero Beach in 1993. At that time, most of the ITS-integrated 
intersections were concentrated in the east-central part of the county and were monitored by several 
centralized computer systems. Of the ITS-integrated signalized systems, Indian River County owned 
29, while the rest were owned by the City of Vero Beach. Most of the signals were interconnected 
through copper cables, having coordinated signal-timing phases from 7:30 am to 7:30 pm, and fully-
actuated signal-timing phases from 7:30 pm to 7:30 am.  
 
In 1996, ITS was used in the form of radio communications and dispatch by the Council on Aging 
for transit operations. No wired or wireless communication existed at that time for automatic 
notification of changes in routes, accidents, delay, or cancellation of services.  
 
In 1996, information on construction delays, crashes, and hazardous material spills was 
communicated to the motoring public by portable variable message signs.  Traveler information was 
also shared via fax, phone, and e-mail with the public and with appropriate agencies such as 
Emergency Management Services, hospitals, the Press, the Sheriff’s Office, the School Board and 
the Council on Aging.   
 
Non-Motorized Transportation 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the Indian River County MPO was finalizing its first 
bicycle/pedestrian plan.  Therefore, no information on bicycle or pedestrian level of service 
information was included in the comprehensive plan. Subsequently, bike/ped level of service 
information was identified for 1996. This information is included in Attachments 23 and 24.  
 
In 1996, 4.3% of the roadway network had a bicycle level of service (BLOS) of “E” or “F”, while 
11.7% of the roadway network had a pedestrian level of service (PLOS) of “E” or “F”.    At that 
time, approximately 124 miles of the county's thoroughfare plan roadways had a combined outside 
lane/paved shoulder width of at least fourteen feet.  In addition, 43 miles of roadways contained 
adjacent sidewalks.  At that time, there were only a few off-road bike/ped facilities in Indian River 
County.  These facilities included the Oslo River Conservation Area trail; Charles Park fitness trail; 
Riverside Park trail; and the Sebastian Buffer Preserve trail.   
 
Bicycle and pedestrian crash location data are depicted on Attachments 16 and 17.  In 1996, the 
highest bicycle and pedestrian crash locations in the county (with an average of 1 or more 
crashes/year over a two-year period) were US 1 (17th Street – 26th Street); SR 60 (US1 – 20th 
Avenue); SR 60 (43rd Avenue- 27th Avenue); and 45th Street (US1 – 43rd Avenue).   In 1996, the 
fatality rate from bike/ped crashes was 3.91 per 100,000 persons. 
 
Landscaping and Aesthetic Improvements in Transportation Corridors 
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Because of limited rights-of-way and concerns about maintenance costs, continuous highway 
landscaping was minimal in the county in 1996 and existed mostly along state road corridors. For 
the most part, landscaping consisted of shrubs or trees, with little understory planting.  As shown in 
Attachment 25, examples of continuously landscaped areas included SR60 (between 20th Ave and 
66th Ave); Indian River Boulevard (between 17th  Street and the Barber Bridge); CR 512 (between 
Roseland Road and US 1); Beachland Boulevard (between the Merrill Barber Bridge and Ocean 
Dr); and SR A1A (in the Vero Beach/Indian River Shores area). With the exception of natural areas 
around the two municipal airports, there was little landscaping at other modal facilities in the county. 
 
Coordinated Transportation Planning 
 
In 1993, the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) was formed to 
function as the transportation planning organization for Indian River County.  As its principal 
responsibilities, the MPO prepared long and short range transportation plans and undertook a 
number of significant coordination activities, particularly through its advisory committees.  For 
example, the MPO was the primary forum for discussion of major transportation planning topics 
between the cities and the county and between those local governments and FDOT.   At that 
time, MPO meetings typically focused on one or two action items, usually statutory requirements 
such as the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).   Although MPO meetings were 
attended by county and municipal representatives, members of the general public rarely 
participated in MPO meetings.   
 
Transit Need Indicators 
 
Age, income, race, mobility and auto availability are the most reliable indicators of the need for 
transit services. A listing of transit need indicators can be found in Attachment 26.  At the time 
of the last major plan update, 27.3% of the county’s population was elderly (aged 65 and older), 
and per capita personal income was $27,220. At that time, approximately 9% of the population 
was considered to be living below the poverty level, while 9.8% of residents were unemployed.  
In 1996, 8.5% of the overall population was black, while 3% of the population was Latino.  At 
that time, 23% percent of residents were mentally or physically disabled, and approximately 6% 
of county residents had no access to a vehicle.   
 
Generally, locations that produce or attract significant numbers of people are potential transit 
service destinations or generators.  These areas include large residential subdivisions, shopping 
complexes, government buildings, and medical, educational and recreational facilities.  Major 
trip generators and attractors in 1996 are illustrated on Attachment 27. The main shopping areas 
in the county at that time were Vero Mall, Miracle Mile, Lauria’s Plaza, K-Mart Shopping 
Center, Ryanwood Plaza, Wal-Mart in Vero Beach and Wal-Mart in Sebastian.  
 
Fixed-Route Transit  
 
With a combination of local, state, and federal grants, the Indian River County Council on Aging 
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(COA) launched the County’s first fixed route transit service in 1994.  By 1996, there were six 
fixed routes in operation.  The bus routes are depicted in Attachments 29, 31, 33, 35, 37, and 41. 
For four of the routes, the Vero Beach Municipal Airport served as the main terminal and 
transfer point, while the Council on Aging’s office on US1 served as the point of origin for the 
remaining two routes.  Hours of operation were 8 am to 3 pm, Monday through Friday.  In 1995, 
the COA’s Community Coach provided an average of 48 daily fixed-route trips. Three cutaway 
buses, two twenty-eight foot trolleys, and one hightop van were used for the fixed route service.   
 
Attachment 44 shows that there were 8,605 daily fixed route trips at the time of the last major 
plan update. Since the service had only recently been initiated, performance, effectiveness and 
efficiency indicators of the transit system were not included in the last major plan update.  These 
data, however, were obtained for 1996, and are included in Attachment 44.   According to 
information available at the time of the last major plan update, ridership per capita was 0.29, cost 
per mile was $2.80, and riders per mile were 0.13.  In a 1993 report, the Center for Urban 
Transportation Research at the University of South Florida indicated that the number of residents 
traveling to work using public transportation in Indian River County was negligible. 
 
In 1996, transit quality/level of service (TQLOS) was an emerging concept.  At that time, 
TQLOS had not been formally recognized by the FTA or FDOT, and was not performed in 
Indian River County. Despite the fact that transit quality of service analyses were not undertaken 
at the time of the last major plan update, a 1996 TQLOS analysis was performed by applying 
TQLOS standards as identified in the 2003 FDOT Quality/Level of Service Handbook to 
operating conditions on the 1996 transit network.   
 
At the time of the last major plan update, two components of TQLOS, Transit Frequency (1 hour 
headways) and Hours of Service (8 am – 3 pm), performed at level of service (LOS) E.  At that 
time, the Average Load LOS was A, since systemwide total ridership was below 30% of 
capacity.  For the same year, an analysis of transit service coverage revealed that many of the 
county’s highest concentrations of transit oriented populations were served by fixed route transit. 
Other areas, such as Wabasso and Fellsmere, were not served by transit.  At the time of the last 
major plan update, the resulting system-wide Service Coverage LOS was D.  Two of the other 
indicators of TQLOS, On-time Performance (Reliability) and Vehicle Travel Time, require 
actual field observations and are therefore not included in the base year conditions analysis.  The 
TQLOS indicators are depicted in Attachment 48. 
 
Another way to analyze transit efficiency is by analyzing mode split. Mode split is the measure used 
to describe the percentage of persons that utilize a particular mode of travel to get to their 
destinations.  It is one of four principal components of the Urban Transportation Modeling System 
(UTMS) which has been widely adopted as the technical basis behind most major transportation 
plans. At the time of the last major plan update, there was insufficient transit ridership to warrant a 
transit mode split analysis on either a regional or sub-area level. 
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Demand Responsive Transportation 
 
Prior to 1994, Indian River County’s only transit system was a demand-responsive service. In 
1996, the Council on Aging (COA) was the primary transportation-disadvantaged operator, 
providing 91,741 annual passenger trips.  At that time, the demand response fleet consisted of 
two station wagons, two mini-vans, and 15 hightop vans, 8 of which were equipped with wheel 
chair lifts.  Service was provided on a zones-of-operation basis.  These zones are depicted in 
Attachment 45.  As indicated in Attachment 47, there were 13 additional providers of paratransit 
service at the time of the last major plan update. 
 
Land Use and Transportation 
 
In any geographic area, land use patterns have a substantial influence on the characteristics of 
the transportation system.  Overall, the location and density of major trip generators and 
attractors determine roadway and transit demand.   
 
Trip generation areas are those portions of the county where major residential developments are 
located.  At the time of the last major plan update, residential neighborhoods in the county were 
generally low density in nature, with residences located in a dispersed pattern throughout the 
urban service area and slightly higher concentrations within a few miles of major transportation 
corridors such as A1A, US 1 (in Vero Beach, South County, and Sebastian), SR 60 (east of 43rd 
Avenue) and CR 512 (in the City of Sebastian).   As a result, overall residential density was low 
countywide (.29 persons/acre) and in the county’s urbanized area (1.4 persons/acre).   
Residential density in the unincorporated portions of the urban service area was 0.47 persons 
/acre. 
 
Trip attraction areas are locations with shopping, recreation, medical, employment, and other 
facilities.  In 1996, the primary commercial corridors included US1 in Vero Beach and SR 60 in 
unincorporated Indian River County, with smaller commercial areas on US1 in Sebastian, at 
Miracle Mile in Vero Beach and in Downtown Vero Beach. Other major attractors at the time 
included county and state government offices and the County Courthouse, all located in Vero 
Beach; city government offices and post offices located in each city; Indian River Memorial 
Hospital; and the Sebastian River Medical Center located in the Sebastian/Roseland area.   
 
Recreational and employment centers are also trip attractors. At the time of the last major plan 
update, some of the most popular recreational and/or employment attractors included beach 
access locations, libraries, the Indian River Mall, downtown Vero Beach, Piper Aircraft, the 
Vero Beach Airport, the Sebastian River Medical Center and the Indian River Memorial 
Hospital.   
 
Studies have indicated that the location of jobs and housing has a high correlation to the levels of 
congestion in an area.  Although information on the ratio of jobs to housing was not compiled at 
the time of the last major plan update, this information has now been compiled for 1996 based on 
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traffic analysis zone (Zdata) files. To compile this information, the MPO identified three sub-
areas: the north county area; the central county/Vero Beach area; and the south county area.  For 
each of the sub-areas, the MPO compiled information from TAZs within approximately a four 
square mile compact commuting area.  Those jobs to housing ratios and a map of the three 
subareas are contained in Attachment 49. 
 
While trip attractors such as employment and retail centers were generally clustered in nodes or 
along major corridors at the time of the last major plan update, residential development patterns 
were far more decentralized.  This type of decentralized, low-residential density pattern is not 
conducive to generating transit trips for those travelers who have access to an automobile. 
Despite the county as a whole having a low overall residential density, some areas of the county 
retained higher population densities than others.  For example, the population density in the City 
of Vero Beach was 2.13 in 1996, while the population density of the Gifford community was 
2.33. 
 
One other aspect of land use planning that can have a major impact on traffic circulation is the 
density of the local street grid and the opportunities for connectivity between adjacent areas.   At 
the time of the last major plan update, connectivity was maintained at a regional level by a 
network of roadways at one mile (north-south) and half-mile (east-west) intervals.   In 1996, new 
developments were expected to set aside sufficient right-of-way to accommodate future 
extensions of the roadway network. There was, however, no formal recognition of this network.  
 
In Indian River County, many older communities (such as McAnsh Park, Original Town, Central 
Beach/Riomar, Vero Beach Highlands, Indian River Heights, and Gifford as well as the City of 
Fellsmere) contained block-level local street networks arranged on a regular grid with few 
interruptions.  Newer communities, meanwhile, tended to be smaller in size but contained cul-
de-sacs, loop roads, curvilinear streets, gated entrances, and other features that interrupted 
regular grid patterns.  The self-contained nature of these communities also impaired inter-
neighborhood connectivity over larger geographical areas.  Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, 
most of the residential growth in the county occurred in newer communities with less 
opportunity for inter-neighborhood connectivity. 
 
Aviation, Port, and Intermodal Facilities 
 
In 1996, there were no rail yards, rail terminals, or commercial seaport facilities within the county.  
There were, however, three public general aviation airports in the county, the largest one being the 
Vero Beach Municipal Airport.   Data showing general characteristics for all three airports are 
contained in Attachment 52. At the Vero Beach Municipal Airport, total operations (landings 
and take-offs) in 1996 were 204,524, while the Sebastian Municipal Airport and New Hibiscus 
Airpark had about 35,000 operations each.  
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the Vero Beach Airport provided the only commercial 
airline service in the county. This service was provided through a regional commuter airline using 
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turboprop aircraft.  At that time, shuttle service was provided by American Eagle to Miami, where 
passengers could transfer to national and international flights.  Charter flights were also available 
at the Vero Beach Airport.  Sebastian and Vero Beach Municipal Airports, both publicly owned, 
provided local general aviation services.  New Hibiscus Airpark, a privately owned facility, was 
primarily used for agricultural spraying services. Attachment 53 depicts the location of the 
county's aviation facilities in 1996. 
 
As indicated in Attachment 55, the land uses around the Vero Beach Airport were single and 
multi-family residential, agricultural, commercial, institutional, and industrial.  At the time of the 
last major plan update, there were still significant vacant parcels of land around the airport.  The 
surrounding land uses at the Sebastian Airport (Attachment 57) were a combination of single-
family residential, mobile homes, institutional, industrial, agricultural and undeveloped areas.   
 
Attachments 59 and 60 are maps showing access to the Vero Beach Municipal Airport and the 
Sebastian Municipal Airport. The locations of rail, water and other transportation facilities are 
illustrated in Attachment 63.  In 1996, Aviation Boulevard, a two-lane undivided roadway with a 
signalized intersection at US 1, opened to traffic.  This new roadway provided direct access to the 
airport from US 1.  It also allowed improved east-west automobile and commercial truck travel from 
US 1 to 43rd Avenue. 
 
Energy Efficiency 
 
The county’s air quality and transportation system energy efficiency is based on trip lengths, travel 
speeds, and the total number of automobile trips. These data are contained in the FSUTMS travel 
demand forecasting model. Information on three such indicators (CO Emissions, HC Emissions, and 
NO Emissions) were identified in the 1996 travel demand study.  These are shown in Attachment 
66.  
 
Transportation Costs and Revenues 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, Indian River County’s primary funding sources for 
transportation projects consisted of: six cents in local option gas taxes; federal and state formula 
funding; and a modest traffic impact fee. According to federal law at that time, the Long Range 
Plan of each MPO had to include a financial plan that demonstrated how the adopted 
transportation plan could be implemented.  In 1996, the MPO determined that transportation 
revenues already in place would be adequate to fund transportation needs through the year 2020, 
with no need to adjust fees or identify additional revenue sources.   
 
Recognizing that variation in revenue collections and project costs were likely to occur over 
time, the 2020 Long Range Plan did identify “additional revenue sources” that could be used to 
make-up revenue shortfalls. The two sources identified in 1995 were the local option 
discretionary sales tax and up to six cents in “additional” local option gas taxes (composed of 
five cents in local option gas taxes and one cent known as the “ninth” cent gas tax).   
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Included in the assumptions of the 2020 Long Range Transportation Plan were projected costs 
related to construction, operation, and maintenance of proposed roadway facilities over a 25-year 
period. Not all of the costs of the transportation system, however, were considered in the long 
range plan.  Costs which are the indirect result of a project or activity are known by economists 
as externalities.   
 
With respect to transportation, externalities are the costs generated by automobile travel, but paid 
for by sources other than gas taxes and transportation impact fees. Taken together, the cost of 
externalities may exceed the actual cost of building and maintaining roadways.  Externalities 
include the cost of accidents and injuries; lost productivity and lost work time due to congestion; 
pollution; enforcement costs, including costs of adjudication; parking lot construction; and costs 
related to automobile purchase and operation. Although the true cost of externalities are difficult 
to quantify, recent research has provided multipliers that calculate estimated external costs of 
roadways relative to construction costs.  Total 2020 Long Range Plan highway construction, 
maintenance, and operating costs, as well as external costs based on research estimates, are 
shown in Attachment 67. 
 
Grant funding has also been an important revenue component in Indian River County, particularly in 
funding transit operations.  In 1996, the MPO received $789,850 in transit grants.  These funds were 
used to establish fixed route transit service, with the amount of grant funding dictating the level of 
service provision.  Attachment 51 lists the types and amounts of transit funding in 1996.  
 
System Preservation 
 
Periodic roadway resurfacing is a necessary activity to avoid roadway deterioration and much 
costlier roadway reconstruction.  In Indian River County, both the county and FDOT continuously 
monitor major roadway facilities and maintain pavement rating systems on all major roadways.  
Each section of pavement is rated for cracking, ride and rutting.  While Indian River County 
rates roadways on a scale of 0 – 5 with a score of 5 being the best score, FDOT rates roadways 
on a 0-10 scale, with 10 being the best score. With respect to the FDOT system, any rating of 6.4 
or less is considered deficient, and corrective action is taken in the next available work program 
or capital improvement program.  In addition, both agencies conduct regular bridge inspections, 
with FDOT providing inspections on many county bridges, particularly those on major arterial 
facilities.    
At the time of the last major plan update, 12.3 centerline miles of state highway were rated deficient, 
representing 10% of the state highway system.  Nearly 5.4 miles of the deficient pavement was 
located on Florida’s Turnpike.  Other major roadways with deficient pavement included portions of 
SR A1A and US 1. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the annual maintenance cost for all functionally classified 
roadways in Indian River County, including resurfacing, traffic operations, bridge maintenance, 
mowing, drainage maintenance and unpaved road grading, was approximately $3,665,000.  
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EXISTING TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS (2005 - 2006) 
 
Appendix “A” also provides information on the county’s existing transportation conditions. This 
information will be compared to the conditions at the time of the last major plan update.  In so doing, 
the county will assess changes to transportation conditions within the county.  
 
Traffic Circulation  
 
As shown in Attachment 1, the county’s population in 2005 was 130,043. At that time, the number 
of daily person trips was 612,094, while the number of daily vehicle miles traveled in the county was 
2,244,900. That compares to 292,239,300 daily vehicle miles traveled statewide.   According to the 
2000 Census, the average commute time for residents of the county was 21.85 minutes. 
 
In 2000, the United States Census Bureau expanded the Vero Beach-Sebastian area’s Urbanized 
Area Boundary.  Consequently, virtually all paved highways in the county east of I-95 are now 
classified as urban, with the exception of 66th Avenue (45th Street – CR 510); Oslo Road (west of 
58th Avenue); and 82nd Avenue (south of 8th Street).  In 2004, Indian River County and FDOT 
undertook a reclassification study of the roadway network in Indian River County.  As a result of 
that study, the functional classification of several roadways was changed.  
 
As shown in Attachment 3, roads that were changed from collectors to minor arterials include 27th 
Avenue (St. Lucie County to Oslo Road); 43rd Avenue (St. Lucie County to 53rd Street); 58th Avenue 
(SW 13th Street to CR 510); Oslo Road (58th Avenue to 82nd Avenue); and 82nd Avenue (Oslo Road 
to 26th Street).  In addition, Indian River Boulevard was designated a principal arterial. 
 
Between 1996 and 2006, a number of roadway construction projects were completed. These 
roadway improvements are reflected in the map of current roadway laneage (Attachment 5).  
Recently completed projects include the widening of 58th Avenue between SR 60 and Oslo Road, 
the construction of both 1st Street Southwest and 5th Street Southwest from 58th Avenue to 43rd 
Avenue, the widening of CR 512 between Roseland Road and CR 510, and the improvement to 41st 
Street between 43rd Avenue and 58th Avenue.   
 
Attachment 6 depicts Peak Season Daily and Peak Hour Directional traffic volumes for all facilities 
in the county in 2005.  As shown in Attachment 6, there are no links currently exceeding the adopted 
LOS standard in Indian River County.  
 
In 2005, the MPO completed its 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan update. As was the case in 
previous plans, the MPO identified both future deficiencies on the road network and a cost 
affordable set of improvements needed to accommodate future demand.   In 2030, the vast 
majority of roadways are expected to operate at LOS “D” or better, with the majority actually 
operating at LOS “B” or above.  A small number of roadways is expected to operate below LOS 
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“D.”  These are shown in Attachment 10 and include Indian River Boulevard (Merrill Barber 
Bridge – Royal Palm Point); SR A1A (17th Street – Vero Beach City Limits); parts of US 1 in 
the City of Sebastian and in the City of Vero Beach; and the Wabasso Causeway. 
  
Roadway improvement projects in the cost affordable plan can be found on Attachment 11. In 
the 2030 Cost Feasible Plan, major planned roadway improvements include the widening of SR 
60 (82nd Avenue – 98th Avenue); the construction of 58th Avenue (Oslo Road to Koblegard 
Road in St. Lucie County); the construction of 82nd Avenue (26th Street to Laconia Street and 
south of Oslo Road to St. Lucie County); the widening of 66th Avenue (Barber Street to St. Lucie 
County); the widening of US1 (Roseland Road to Brevard County, CR 510 to Aviation 
Boulevard, and Oslo Road to St. Lucie County); and the extension of Aviation Boulevard (US 1 
to Indian River Boulevard). 
 
In 2006, Indian River County’s land use pattern consisted mostly of low and medium density 
residential and commercial uses in the eastern third of the county and agricultural and 
conservation lands west of I-95. In St. Lucie and Brevard Counties, a number of new 
development projects reduced the large agricultural and open space areas that separated the 
developed areas of these counties from the developed areas of Indian River County.  As shown 
in Attachment 12, the total daily vehicle trips crossing the Brevard and St. Lucie county lines in 
2006 (excluding traffic on I-95) was 90,600.  Of these trips, 54,600 were made at the south 
county line crossings; 29,400 were made at the north county line, and 6,600 trips were made at 
the west county line. 
 
Crash data for 2005 are included in Attachments 13, 14, and 15 of Appendix A.  In 2005, the 
intersection of 17th Street and US 1 had the highest number of crashes, with 23 crashes recorded. At 
that time, the locations with the highest relative crash rates were 21st Street at 8th Avenue (6.25 
crashes per MEV) and 21st Street at 5th Ave (4.37 per MEV). 
 
In 2005, there were 1,522 crashes and 32 fatalities on Indian River County’s roadways.  Crash rates 
for 2005 were approximately one crash per 2,800 vehicle miles traveled.  The per capita crash rate 
was .012.  Approximately 2% of all crashes resulted in a fatality. 
 
Right-of-Way and Corridor Protection 
 
Indian River County continues to maintain minimum right-of-way standards.  The County also 
engages in right-of-way protection practices, such as maintaining an inventory of parcels subject to 
Murphy Act right-of-way reservations and coordinating with developers and other agencies, through 
the county’s Technical Review Committee (TRC) process, to acquire rights-of-way from new 
development projects.  Since the last major plan update, the county has developed a map of future 
road rights-of-way. That inventory, known as the Extended Grid Network, is shown on Attachment 
21.  Through the Extended Grid Network, future road rights-of-way are identified on a grid that 
covers the entire urban service area of the county and extends to the conservation lands of western 
Indian River County.  The Extended Grid Network map depicts collector and arterial rights-of-way 
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on existing roadways, as well as logical extensions of those roadways to undeveloped portions of the 
county.  
 
With respect to right-of-way acquisition, Indian River County, in 2006, expended approximately 
$4,025,999 on roadway right-of-way acquisition. That right-of way was acquired in anticipation of a 
number of roadway widening projects, such as CR 512; Oslo Road; CR 510; 66th Avenue; and 43rd 
Avenue.  Attachment 20 contains a list of major projects currently under construction or design in 
the county, along with an estimate of the right-of-way that has been acquired to date.  During the 
same period, FDOT expended $6,951,851 on roadway right-of-way acquisition in Indian River 
County, with approximately $6 million being used to acquire right-of-way on US1 south of 4th 
Street. 
 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)  
 
In 2006, there were 128 signalized intersections in the county, with an additional 14 in the design 
and construction phase. This is shown in Attachment 22. In addition, there were 32 flashing beacons 
in 2006.  Currently, surveillance cameras are deployed at 30 of the signalized intersections. While 
132 of the traffic signals are owned by the county, 24 are owned by the City of Vero Beach, and 4 
are owned by the City of Sebastian. All of the signals are operated by the Indian River County 
Traffic Engineering Department.  
 
Currently, ITS is integrated in 100 of the signalized intersections (79% of all signalized 
intersections), 86 of which are controlled through closed-loop communication systems, and 14 
through radios or pager-programmable time-switch systems. Most of the closed-loop signals are now 
interconnected through fiber-optic cables to increase efficiency. At present, the county owns 77 of 
the ITS-integrated signals, most of which are in unincorporated parts of the county. In addition, the 
City of Vero Beach owns 19 ITS-integrated signals, and the City of Sebastian owns 3. All of the 
intersections have coordinated signal- timing phases from 7:15 am to 7:30 pm, and fully-actuated 
timing phases from 7:30 pm to 7:15 am.  
 
With respect to transit systems in Indian River County, ITS is limited to radio communications and 
dispatching. While roadside information is still displayed during periods of construction or 
emergency, the county does not employ any other ITS technology, such as internet-based travel 
advisories, variable message signs, or telephone alerts. 
 
Non-Motorized Transportation 
 
In 2004, the MPO completed a major Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan update. According to the plan, 37% of 
the roadway network had a bicycle level of service (BLOS) of “E” or “F,” while 20% of the 
roadway network had a pedestrian level of service (PLOS) of “E” or “F” (Attachment 23 and 24). At 
that time, approximately 200.44 miles of the county's thoroughfare plan roadways had a combined 
outside lane/paved shoulder width of at least fourteen feet.  In addition, 101.84 miles of roadways 
contained an adjacent sidewalk.   
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The number of off-road bicycle and pedestrian facilities remains small in Indian River County.  In 
addition to the facilities that were available prior to 1996, Indian River County now has a boardwalk 
trail to the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge observation tower; a trail at Kitching Station 
along CR 512; and a trail on Old Winter Beach road.   In 2006, the Indian River County MPO 
developed a Greenways Plan to identify additional off-road bicycle and pedestrian projects in order 
to connect major destinations in the Vero Beach/Central County area. Those projects will be located 
along railroad, canal, airport, and other publicly owned rights-of-way. 
 
With respect to bicycle and pedestrian safety, data from the 2004 bike/ped plan update are included 
as Attachments 18 and 19.   As depicted on the maps, seven roadways averaged one or more bicycle 
crashes per year.  These included SR 60 (58th – 43rd Avenue); SR 60 (27th Avenue to 14th Avenue); 
16th/17th Street (20th Avenue to Indian River Boulevard); 12th Street (20th Avenue to Old Dixie 
Highway); US 1 (12th Street to SR 60 and 26th Street to 41st Street); Royal Palm Point at Indian 
River Boulevard; and CR 512 (Roseland Road to Fleming Street).   In 2006, FDOT reported a 
bike/ped fatality rate of 2.96 per 100,000 persons in Indian River County. 
 
Landscaping and Aesthetic Improvements in Transportation Corridors 
 
In 2006, there were a number of landscaped transportation corridors in the county.  A list of major 
completed or underway landscape projects is included in Attachment 25.  Currently, state corridors 
contain more landscaping than county corridors.  For example, SR60 is landscaped at the entrance to 
I-95, has trees on berms west of I-95, and has landscaped medians between 20th and 58th Avenues.  
Proposed projects such as the widening of SR 60 between 66th Avenue and I-95 and the resurfacing 
of SR 60 from 20th Avenue to SR A1A will involve installation of extensive median and shoulder 
landscaping.   
 
SR A1A is probably the longest corridor within Indian River County with near-continuous 
landscaping treatments. Much of the landscaping along the corridor was provided by private 
developers on public or private right of way through agreements with FDOT.  Other state roadways 
in Indian River County have been redesigned with bicycle and pedestrian amenities to encourage 
alternative modes of travel and promote the central city area.  Along US1 within the Sebastian city 
limits, for example, landscaping is complemented with on-street parking, paver block crossings, and 
bicycle facilities.     
 
Since there was relatively little roadway construction by the county between the last major plan 
update and 2006, landscaping along county roads remains minimal. Currently, however, several 
major roadways are being designed to accommodate landscaping treatments. These include CR 510, 
66th Avenue, and 43rd Avenue, all of which are being designed to include landscaped medians and 
curb and gutter sections to accommodate landscaped shoulders. In the city of Sebastian, the county 
preserved an extensively landscaped 15’ buffer and trail along CR512 from Roseland Rd to the 
Sebastian Elementary School.  
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Since 1996, the city of Vero Beach has undertaken a number of noteworthy roadway landscaping 
and beautification projects These include Royal Palm Pointe (which features decorative streetlights, 
signs, a fountain, and benches) and 21st St from Indian River Blvd to US1/8th Ave (which includes 
landscaped medians, landscaped shoulders and pedestrian-friendly street improvements). Finally, 
14th Street in downtown Vero Beach was improved with fountains, benches, paver blocks, and 
playground equipment. 
 
While there have been no major landscaping or beautification projects undertaken for other modes of 
transportation, Aviation Boulevard is being designed by the city of Vero Beach to include numerous 
aesthetic features at the airport entrance. 
 
To encourage adequate buffering and consistent aesthetic standards along corridors, the county has 
adopted several corridor plans since 1996.  Also, the county expanded its original SR 60 and CR 510 
corridor plans to include most of the county’s major arterial corridors.  These corridor plans include 
architectural standards (such as acceptable roof materials and exterior colors), buffering 
requirements, landscaping requirements, and signage provisions. Finally, the county has amended its 
Land Development Regulations to ensure that private developments feature extensive landscape 
improvements fronting public roadways.  
 
Coordinated Transportation Planning 
 
At this time, the MPO continues to provide transportation planning services for the county.  
Since 1996, the MPO has greatly expanded its level of planning, grant administration, 
coordination, and public outreach activity.  In so doing, the MPO has undertaken a number of 
studies and prepared a number of plans at the request of its member jurisdictions and agencies. 
These include a countywide signage and guidance study; a vacant parcel land use model; 
Fleming Street and Aviation Boulevard corridor studies; and a Vero Beach Greenways Plan.  As 
a consequence, MPO meetings are now longer in duration and have sometimes involved up to 16 
agenda items.  Due to the complexity of the agenda topics, the MPO occasionally establishes an 
ad-hoc subcommittee, such as the Greenways project steering committee, to assist in the 
development of MPO projects. In 2003, the MPO added a standing agenda item for public 
comment to all of its agendas, an action which has resulted in substantial discussions on a wide 
variety of county transportation issues.   
 
In addition to its longstanding interagency coordination functions, the MPO is now an active 
participant in regional planning activities along the Treasure Coast.  For example, MPO staff 
participated in the activities of the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast (CSTC).  Also, 
the MPO executed an interlocal agreement for regional coordination with the Martin and St. 
Lucie County MPOs and for participation in a regional transportation board, the Treasure Coast 
Transportation Council (TCTC).   In so doing, the MPO helped the state achieve the Florida 
Transportation Plan objective of having 100% of MPOs being parties to regional agreements by 
2010. 
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Since the initiation of transit services in Indian River County, the MPO has provided transit and 
transportation-disadvantaged planning services for the county. As a result of the 2001 Federal 
Transit Administration’s Triennial Review, the MPO began meeting quarterly with the County’s 
Community Transportation Coordinator, the Senior Resource Association.  These meetings have 
been instrumental in coordinating transit planning in the county and in managing the increasing 
amount of federal and state grant funding.   
 
Transit Need Indicators 
 
Indicators of transit need, such as high elderly populations, low household income, and low auto 
availability for 2005, are summarized in Attachment 26.  One significant indicator is median age 
of the population. At nearly 48 years, the Indian River County median age was the 11th highest in 
the United States (out of 3,141 counties) in 2000.  In addition, the County has the 5th highest 
median age among counties of 50,000 persons or more.  In 2005, the county’s elderly (age 65 
and older) population was 29.2%, while the per capita personal income for the county was 
$40,677.  2000 census figures showed 9.3% of the population living below the poverty level. 
According to the census, Blacks (8.2%) and Latinos (6.5%) were the largest minority groups in 
the county; 23% of residents were disabled, and approximately 6% of county residents had no 
vehicle.  Census data from 2000 showed that .37 % of residents used public transportation to 
commute to work.   
 
Attachment 28 shows major trip production and attraction locations in the county for 2005. The 
major shopping areas for the county were located in the central county area.  These included the 
Miracle Mile and Treasure Coast Plazas east of downtown Vero Beach and a number of centers 
west of Vero Beach.   Centers in the west-central portion of the county included the Prime Outlet 
Center (formerly Horizon Outlet Mall), the Indian River Mall, Ryanwood shopping center, 
Target, Lowes, Home Depot, the Wal-Mart Superstore and Sam’s Club.  South Vero and Oslo 
Shopping Centers were located in the southern part of the county.  North County retail centers 
included the Roseland Shopping Center, the Sebastian Wal-Mart Superstore and the downtown 
Sebastian area. 
 
Fixed-Route Transit  
 
In 2005, the Indian River County Council on Aging, through its Indian River Transit division, 
operated a fixed route transit system six days per week.  Service was free and available to all 
riders. At that time, there were nine routes that operated countywide. These routes are depicted 
in Attachments 30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 39, 40, 42, and 43. On all nine routes, the system operated 
between 8 am and 5 pm, Monday to Friday, at one hour headways. Five routes had limited 
service on Saturdays.  In downtown Vero Beach, Pocahontas Park was the transfer facility for 
five of the nine routes.  By 2006, there were 318,488 annual passenger trips on the fixed route 
system.  A dial-a-ride program was also available for residents living ¼ mile or more from a bus 
stop.  The system operated from 6:30 am to 5:30 pm, five days a week.  Ridership per capita was 
1.27; cost per mile was $2.83, and riders per mile were 0.68.  
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In 2005, the county performed a transit quality of service analysis as part of a Transit 
Development Plan (TDP) major update. As shown on Attachment 48, Transit Frequency and 
Hours of Operation (8 am to 5 pm) operated at LOS E.  There was variation in the Travel Time 
level of service measure between different routes on the system, ranging from “A” on routes 
with little traffic and few stops to “D” in the Vero Beach area; the average system-wide score 
was LOS B.  The other components of TQLOS are: Passenger Loading of transit vehicles, which 
was at LOS A; Reliability, which was at LOS C; and Service Coverage, which was at LOS A. 
 
In 2005, the transit mode in Indian River County was a measurable, but modest, share of all travel. 
According to the 2005 FSUTMS model validation, there were 612,195 person trips made in Indian 
River County on a daily basis.  Data collected by the county’s transit provider, Indian River Transit, 
indicated that there were 1,038 daily fixed route transit system riders.  This translates to a transit 
mode split of 0.169%.  A mode split analysis was also conducted at the corridor level on all 
roadways which functioned as fixed bus routes.  Of those, four corridors had a transit mode split of 
1% (or more) of total trips.  In 2005, the corridor with the highest transit mode split was 45th Street, 
between 43rd Avenue and Old Dixie Highway, at 7.8%.  More than 2.5% of trips made on SR.60 
between 58th Ave and the Indian River Mall entrance were transit trips.  US1 from Oslo Road to 4th 
Street had approximately one percent of trips made by fixed route transit.  Finally, transit accounted 
for 1% of trips on SR 60 between the Intracoastal Waterway and SRA1A (over the Merrill Barber 
Bridge). 
 
Demand Responsive Transportation 
 
In 2005, the Council on Aging continued to provide demand-response service in Indian River 
County. This service was available throughout the entire county between 6:30am and 5:30pm 
(Attachment 46).  Clients were asked to make reservations from 24 to 48 hours in advance, 
depending on the nature of the trip.  For the same year, there were 66,245 passenger trips.  As 
indicated in Attachment 47, there were 16 demand-response transit and paratransit service 
providers, countywide, in 2005. 
 
Land Use and Transportation 
 
In 2005, the county’s land-use pattern consisted primarily of low-density residential 
development, commercial uses in a few major corridors, relatively little mixed use or downtown 
development, and dispersed employment centers.  New residential areas have now expanded to 
the western edge of the urban service area on several corridors, including CR 510, 5th Street 
Southwest, 1st Street Southwest, Oslo Road, and 58th Avenue.   
 
Since 1996, the SR 60 corridor and the Sebastian area in the vicinity of Roseland Road have 
emerged as the County’s major shopping areas, replacing older strip-type shopping centers along 
US1.  In addition to new shopping areas, a number of major new attractors have been 
constructed in the county since 1996. These include the North County and Gifford aquatic 
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centers and Treasure Coast Magnet Elementary School.  Many other major attractors in the 
county, such as government facilities, medical facilities, and beachfront areas, have undergone 
substantial renovations and/or expansions since 1996.  The expansion of most of these facilities 
occurred at or near their existing locations.   
 
The current jobs-to-housing ratio of the three major subareas of the county are shown in 
Attachment 50.  As was the case with the 1996 data, the 2005 data were derived from FSUTMS 
travel demand model (Zdata) files.  Since TAZ boundaries were changed by the MPO as a result 
of the 2000 Census, MPO staff developed a GIS-based equivalency procedure to ensure that the 
subarea boundaries reflected the TAZ changes.  For 2005, the North County jobs-to-housing 
ratio was 0.7714 jobs per household; the Central County ratio was 1.3063 jobs per household; 
and the South County ratio was 0.6974 jobs per household.    
 
To determine if adequate Commercial and Industrial acreage exists in the county to improve the 
future jobs/housing balance, MPO staff also performed a preliminary analysis of the adopted 
future land use plan map.  While most of the county appears to have sufficient quantities of 
undeveloped commercial and industrial land to achieve a desirable balance, there is evidence that 
the south county area may lack commercial and industrial land.   
 
In 2006, the population density in the county’s urbanized area was 2.36, while the density of 
unincorporated Indian River County within the urban service area was 0.52.  Several subareas of 
the urbanized area, however, had higher population densities.  For example, the City of Vero 
Beach had a population density of 2.19 in 2006.  Based on estimates contained in the Indian 
River County Community Profile report adopted in December of 2003, the Gifford community 
had a population density of 2.63.   Other communities with high population densities included 
several retirement communities (Orange Heights: 6.44; Village Green/Lake of the Woods/Indian 
River Estates: 4.44) and older communities within Vero Beach (North Beach, McAnsh Park). 
 
Since the last major plan update, much of the residential development in the county has been in 
self-contained subdivisions that lack local neighborhood connectivity. This preference among 
homebuyers for privacy and security continued to dominate new residential development 
patterns, and most of the growth since 1996 occurred in small and medium-sized communities 
with limited roadway and pedestrian access and little intra- or inter- neighborhood connectivity.  
 
Since 1996, the county has required developers to incorporate connectivity strategies into new 
development projects.  These strategies have included requiring internal street connections 
between adjacent subdivisions; requiring multiple entranceways to adjacent thoroughfare 
roadways; requiring marginal access roadways along arterials; and requiring pedestrian 
connections between neighborhoods.  Examples of new developments that incorporated 
connectivity improvements included Vero Lago; Waterway Village; the South county initiative 
neighborhoods; and Bluewater Bay.   In 2007, information was presented to the Board of County 
Commissioners on improving connectivity requirements in the Land Development Regulations. 
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In many instances, efforts to improve neighborhood connectivity meet with opposition from 
neighboring residents.  Residential opposition is most often due to concerns about crime, traffic, 
noise and other environmental impacts.  
 
By 2006, the county had adopted a TND ordinance, and a number of new urbanist/traditional 
neighborhood design communities had been developed or were proposed. These developments 
are characterized by a mixture of uses, small residential blocks, streets and sidewalks connecting 
neighborhoods to each other, as well as schools and other institutional uses. Though these 
projects contained a relatively small percentage of all new residential units in the county, there is 
evidence that interest in TND projects has expanded throughout the county.   
 
Aviation, Port, and Intermodal Facilities 
 
In 2006, there were no rail yards, rail terminals, commercial seaport facilities, or commercial 
airport services within Indian River County.  Scheduled commuter service at Vero Beach 
Municipal Airport no longer existed, having been discontinued in 1996 due to low demand.  
While non-scheduled charter flights were still available, the number of passengers taking 
advantage of this service was low.  Total operations at Vero Beach Airport, Sebastian Airport, 
and New Hibiscus Airpark were 179,664, 48,684, and 20,300, respectively, in 2006. 
 
Attachment 54 depicts the location of Indian River County’s Airports in 2006, while 
Attachments 56 and 58 show current land uses surrounding the airports. In 2005, the land uses 
surrounding the Vero Beach airport included parkland, mobile home parks, and conservation 
areas, as well as commercial, government, industrial, residential, and mixed uses.  Surrounding 
land uses at the Sebastian Airport were mobile home parks, as well as conservation, commercial, 
industrial, institutional, single and multifamily residential, recreational and riverfront mixed 
uses. Attachments 60 and 62 show access to the Vero Beach and Sebastian Municipal Airports.  
As shown on Attachment 65, the roadways accessing these airports all operate at level-of-service 
“D” or above.  The existing locations of the county’s waterway, railway, and intermodal 
facilities are depicted on Attachment 64. 
 
In 2006, the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast (CSTC) adopted a series of action steps 
aimed at promoting intermodal transportation.  Most of the recommended actions concerned 
regional intermodal transportation improvements.  Among the specific recommended steps were 
securing access to the FEC rail corridor for future rail passenger transportation; planning for 
regional intermodal public transportation, with mixed land uses around stations and high-
intensity corridors; and establishing additional regional cooperation between MPOs and the 
Regional Planning Council, particularly with respect to funding and intermodal planning. 
 
In 2003, a Truck Traffic Routing Plan was adopted in Indian River County. That plan designated 
approximately 70 centerline miles of roadways as either primary or secondary truck routes.  
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Energy Efficiency 
 
As an output of travel demand models, a summary of air quality and energy efficiency impacts is 
produced. Year 2005 energy efficiency data derived from the adopted Long Range Plan are 
contained in Attachment 66.  This attachment identifies the output levels of major pollutants in 
Indian River County, measured in kilograms.  The largest of these pollutants is Carbon Monoxide 
(CO). In 2005, 37,011 kilograms of CO were emitted.  Smaller amounts of Hydrocarbons (HC, 
4,750 kilograms) and Oxides of Nitrogen (NO, 5,515 kg) were produced in 2005. 
 
Transportation Costs and Revenues 
 
In 2006, Indian River County voters approved a 15 year extension of the one-cent discretionary 
sales tax, a portion of which is used for roadway infrastructure expansion.  As of this time, 
however, the county has not imposed any of the additional six cents of local option gas taxes 
called for in the MPO’s Long Range Transportation plan.  In order to assess the cost of 
infrastructure to the growth that is generating the demand for that infrastructure, the county has 
increased its traffic impact fees from 1996 levels.  As a result of these transportation funding 
policy decisions, Indian River County has had the funds to implement many of the improvements 
in the MPO’s Long Range Transportation Plan.   
 
Completed in 2005, the most recent MPO Long Range Transportation Plan update includes 
projects needed to address transportation demand in the county through 2030.  As noted in the 
2005 plan, both the demand for transportation and the cost of transportation facilities had 
increased dramatically since the last LRTP update in 2000.  Therefore, the adopted 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan concluded that six additional cents in local option gas taxes needed to 
be imposed by 2010 in order to implement the cost-affordable plan. The plan also concluded that 
the County would need to continually renew its one-cent infrastructure sales tax and periodically 
adjust its traffic impact fee. With respect to external costs, some of the assumptions that applied 
in 1996 were revisited for current conditions, particularly those costs related to fuel and 
congestion delay.  Total 2030 highway construction, maintenance, and operating costs, as well as 
external cost estimates, are shown on Attachment 67. 
 
While Indian River County has in the past raised sufficient transportation revenue to fund 
roadway construction improvements, the gas tax remains virtually the only source of funding 
that is directly connected to automobile travel and borne by the current users of the system. 
Because the gas tax is not indexed to inflation, the revenue derived from the gas tax has 
decreased in real terms since1996. 
 
For the transit system, grant funding remains the most significant source of revenue. By 2006, 
the MPO had secured $8,994,892 in local, state and federal transit funding.  In 2005 alone, that 
total was over $2,700,000. These funds were used to obtain additional vehicles and cover 
operating expenses.   
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System Preservation 
 
FDOT and Indian River County have continuously maintained the highway monitoring and rating 
system.  While the centerline roadway mileage considered deficient on the FDOT network in 2006 
had grown to 34.8 miles, a number of programmed resurfacing and widening projects were 
addressing most of the deficient roadways.   These included the resurfacing of US 1from 37th Street 
to CR 510; the resurfacing of SR 60 from 20th Avenue to Beachland Boulevard; the resurfacing of 
the Wabasso Causeway (SR 510); and the widening of SR 60 from I-95 to Yeehaw Junction.  Upon 
completion of these projects, it is anticipated that the total number of deficient centerline miles will 
be less than 10, or roughly 9% of the state highway system roads in Indian River County.  
 
With respect to maintenance costs, the annual maintenance cost for all functionally classified 
roadways in Indian River County, including resurfacing, traffic operations, bridge maintenance, 
mowing, drainage maintenance and unpaved road grading, was approximately $8,000,000 per year 
in 2006. 
 
ANALYSIS  
 
Between 1996 and 2006, the county's population grew at a relatively fast rate.  With this growth has 
come increased demand for travel on a transportation system that has expanded at a much slower 
rate.  During this period, the development of new transportation facilities was hampered by a number 
of factors, including slow growth in federal and state highway revenue, local opposition to 
transportation projects, and an increase in the cost of right of way and construction materials, to 
name a few.  The primary trends that affect transportation patterns are analyzed in this section. 
 
Traffic Circulation 
 
Traffic volumes grew substantially on Indian River County highways between 1996 and 2006, and 
the two primary contributors to this increased transportation demand were population growth and 
growth in the number and length of trips. From 1996 to 2005, the county’s population increased by 
29.7%, a higher growth rate than the State of Florida experienced over that time.  While the 
population growth was high, daily vehicle miles traveled and total person trips grew even faster. For 
daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT), the increase was 38.5%, while the person trips increase was 
41.7% over the same period.  These figures illustrate a number of trends. One such trend is that 
many new households in the area have located on vacant land at the edges of developed areas, 
resulting in an increase in miles traveled higher than population growth.    
 

• Travel Demand 
 
In Indian River County,  population growth since the last major plan update has occurred throughout 
the county, with much of it concentrated in newly platted subdivisions in western portions of the 
urban service area. Commercial activity, meanwhile, has largely concentrated along only two major 
corridors (the US 1 corridor and, more recently, the SR 60 corridor).  While the expansion of 
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commercial establishments along SR 60 brought commercial centers closer to some of the new 
development, many of the newer subdivisions remain several miles away from commercial centers.  
  

 
In addition to the increase in VMT, another trend that emerges from the analysis is that person-trips 
have increased more rapidly than population.  Although trip-making by individuals has historically 
outpaced growth in population, the rate of increase in trip-making relative to population in Indian 
River County may peak in the near future, as Indian River is experiencing an increase in the 
percentage of the population that is of retirement-age.  

 
As stated, population growth and growth in the number and length of trips are the primary 
contributors to increased transportation demand.  In order to maintain the existing quality of life in 
the community, this demand must be met by providing appropriate roadway and transit capacity, by 
maximizing the efficient use of the transportation system, and by coordinating land use and 
transportation. 
 

• Roadway Capacity 
 

While the number and length of trips has grown in Indian River County, roadway capacity has 
grown as well, though at a modest pace. A comparison of the 1996 and 2006 roadway networks 
reveals a number of new and improved roadway facilities. During this period, the county completed 
a number of road widening projects including the four-laning of 58th Avenue from SR 60 to Oslo 
Road; 1st Street Southwest and 5th Street Southwest from 43rd to 58th Avenues; and CR 512 between 
Roseland Road and CR 510. These new roadways totaled 13.94 centerline miles. While the roadway 
improvements have resulted in new capacity, level of service (which is based on the ratio of volume 
to capacity) has decreased throughout most of the county, as evidenced by comparing 1996 and 
2005 levels of service (Attachment 6) for roads in the county.  
 
The primary cause of the lower service levels is that the demand for the transportation system (as 
reflected in growth in population, trips, and miles traveled) has increased faster than the supply of 
new transportation facilities. One indication of new capacity is the increase in roadway system 
centerline miles. Between 1996 and 2005, roadway centerline mileage increased only 4.5%, far 
below the growth in population and the growth of daily person trips.  Increased congestion is also 
reflected in increased commuter travel times. Between 1990 and 2000, the average commute time 
increased 9.1% in Indian River County. 
 
One reason for the lack of growth in the supply of transportation facilities is the increase in cost in 
providing those facilities.  For example, the cost of widening SR 60 from 66th Ave to 82nd Avenue 
was estimated by FDOT at $3,491,600 in 1996.  Between 1996 and 2005, the estimated cost of 
construction of that roadway increased 1,000% to $37 million.  During the same period, many of the 
transportation revenue sources, particularly at the state and federal level, experienced stagnant 
growth.  For example, the federal gas tax has remained constant at 18.4 cents/gallon since 1982.  
Recognizing that revenue shortfalls were jeopardizing the implementation of the county’s long range 
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transportation plan, the county took the initiative to increase transportation revenues locally.  These 
increases have enabled the county to make substantial progress in delivering new roadway capacity 
in Indian River County.   
 

• Level of Service Assessment 
 
According to Rule 9-J5, each local government in the state must establish a roadway level of 
service in its comprehensive plan. As indicated in the FDOT Quality and Level of Service 
Manual, roadway level of service is a measure of user satisfaction of a roadway expressed in 
letter-grade format, from “A” to “F”, based on travel speed and volume of traffic on various 
classifications of roadways.  Adopted levels of service on the Indian River County roadway 
network and corresponding maximum service volumes appear in Attachment 6. 
 
Throughout Florida, most local governments have adopted Level of Service “D” as their 
roadway system standard. In the urbanized areas of the state, a level of service higher than “C” is 
not even achievable on roadways other than freeways and multi-lane highways that have few 
signals. Therefore, LOS “C” is the highest achievable level of service for roadways that carry 
most of the traffic in Indian River County.   While “C” is in many instances possible to achieve, 
the County (as well as all of the municipalities in the county) have established “D” as the 
adopted level of service standard.    
 
Although level of service “D” implies acceptance of sub-standard operating roadway conditions, 
there is, in actuality, little difference to the user between roadway level of service “C” and “D”.  
For example, the difference between LOS “C” and “D” on a typical arterial roadway with more 
than 2 signals/mile (such as US1 in Vero Beach) equates to an increase in travel speed of 4 miles 
per hour.   From a traffic volume perspective, the differences between the service volumes of 
LOS “C” and LOS “D” may also be minimal.  The difference between LOS “C” and LOS “D” 
on a 4-lane divided arterial with fewer than 2 signalized intersections per mile is 50 peak-hour 
directional cars.  
 
Currently, many roadways in the county operate at LOS “D.”  This is true of most of the 
county’s north-south roadways, which are generally spaced farther apart than east-west 
roadways.  Currently, all of US 1 is operating at LOS “D”, except for small segments adjacent to 
the St. Lucie County and Brevard County lines.   In 2006, approximately 20% of the County’s 
roadways operated at LOS “D” or LOS “E+20%”.   These roadways, however, accounted for an 
estimated 50% of all travel in the county.   Roadways operating at LOS “D” or below include 
Indian River Boulevard in the City of Vero Beach; Old Dixie Hwy from 4th St to 12th St; 20th 
Ave from 4th St to 12th St; 27th Ave from the South County Line to Aviation Blvd; 43rd Ave from 
Oslo Rd to 26th St; 58th Ave from 41st St to 49th St; 8th St from 20th Ave to Old Dixie Hwy; and 
16th St from 20th Ave to Old Dixie Hwy.   
 
Several other roadways, including significant portions of CR 512, SR 60, and Oslo Road, also 
operate at LOS D, but have improvements underway or programmed in the five-year work 
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program.  If the county were to adopt LOS “C” as its standard, the county would need to widen  
all roadways now operating at LOS “D”. The cost of those widenings would greatly exceed 
existing and anticipated transportation resources.  In fact, widening just those roads that are not 
on the MPO’s 2030 Long Range Plan (such as US 1 from 12th Street in Vero Beach to Schumann 
Drive in Sebastian) would add an estimated $200,000,000 to the cost of the MPO’s Long Range 
Plan. 
 
To promote economic development, improve air quality, and improve mobility for all of its 
citizens, the county should adopt the highest possible level of service that is practical given the 
existing conditions on the roadway network.  Since large portions of the system already operate 
at level of service “D” and since there is very little perceptual difference between “C” and “D” 
on several classifications of roadways, the county should not attempt to raise its overall level of 
service standard to “C”.   
 

• Roadway Levels of Service 
 
As shown on Attachment 9, construction is underway or scheduled to begin shortly on a number of 
road projects, including CR 512; Oslo Road; CR 510; 66th Avenue; SR 60; and US1. When 
complete, these projects will forestall any additional LOS deficiencies on those roads through the 
near term.   These capacity increases were made possible by a substantial increase in traffic impact 
fees imposed in 2004, by extension of the 1 cent local option sales tax, and by public/private 
coordination in constructing transportation improvements.  The county has not, however, imposed 
other transportation revenue sources, such as the ELMS five cent local option gas tax and the ninth 
cent gas tax, and should consider imposing these sources by 2010 as stated in the MPO long range 
plan. 

 
Demand exceeding supply alone does not account for all of the decreases in LOS shown in 
Attachment 6.  With the publication of the latest (2002) FDOT Quality and Level-of-Service 
Handbook, Level-of-Service capacities in the generalized tables decreased for nearly all 
classifications of roadways.  For example, the peak hour directional capacity at LOS “D” for a 4-
lane roadway with between 2 and 4.5 signals/mile dropped from 1,890 vehicles to 1,710 vehicles.  
Because the generalized tables are the basis of most of the county’s LOS capacity determinations, 
lower capacity volumes result in lower levels of service at the same traffic volume.     
 
Despite the trend toward lower levels-of-service, only a small number of roadway segments on SR 
A1A in Vero Beach actually exceed the adopted LOS standard in Indian River County.  In addition, 
a number of other roadway segments exceed Level of Service “D”, but are within their adopted 
standard.  That is because the county lowered the level of service standard to “E+20%” on portions 
of those roadways.  Those roadways are 43rd Avenue and 27th Avenue in south Indian River County. 
  It is anticipated that this reduction in the adopted level-of-service standard will be a temporary 
measure until those roadways can be widened.  

• Multi-Jurisdiction Transportation Impact methodology Assessment 
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Within all six of the jurisdictions in Indian River County, compliance with adopted roadway 
level of service standards is monitored through local concurrency management systems.  Two of 
the jurisdictions in the county, the Town of Orchid (pop. 307) and the Town of Indian River 
Shores (pop. 3,722), have virtually no vacant developable land and do not plan to grow through 
annexation.  In addition, these communities have few county roadway links within their 
boundaries. Therefore, concurrency management is relatively straightforward in these areas. 
 
For the Unincorporated area, the County continuously monitors concurrency through an automated 
system that assigns background traffic and future trips to impacted roadway links.  The system is 
linked to the county’s permitting system and is updated whenever new permits are issued.  Since the 
County issues building permits for the City of Vero Beach, projects within Vero Beach are also 
included in the County’s concurrency management system.   
 
Recently, county staff and City of Sebastian staff initiated the process of evaluating the feasibility of 
integrating the city’s transportation concurrency management system with the county’s system. 
Although there are logistical obstacles to implementing a coordinated transportation concurrency 
management system with Sebastian, the county and the city have already begun the process of 
resolving those obstacles. Besides the county/city of Sebastian transportation concurrency 
coordination initiative, a countywide transportation concurrency system initiative has also been 
discussed.   This discussion has occurred during the Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA) 
development process, a process involving the county and all five municipalities in the county.    
 
To ensure that the county adequately coordinates with cities on transportation concurrency issues, 
the county should adopt a policy to coordinate with the municipalities to develop a common 
methodology for measuring transportation impacts for the purpose of implementing a coordinated 
concurrency system.    
 
In recent years, several proposed development projects in adjacent counties were large enough to 
have significant traffic impacts on Indian River County.  Those projects have all been located in St. 
Lucie and Brevard counties.  Currently, there is little formal traffic impact coordination between 
Indian River, Brevard, and St. Lucie counties, except with respect to Developments of Regional 
Impact.   
 
For the last few years, Indian River County has informally discussed traffic study methodologies, 
LOS standards, traffic count programs, and concurrency methodologies with Brevard and St. Lucie 
counties.  Through these discussions, the county has determined that there are substantial differences 
in methodologies between the three counties, particularly with respect to their concurrency 
management systems.  Regardless, the county should adopt a policy to develop a common 
methodology for measuring transportation impacts for the purpose of implementing its concurrency 
system in coordination with St. Lucie and Brevard Counties.  
 
There are two other counties adjacent to Indian River.  These are Okeechobee and Osceola.  Both of 
those counties are located contiguous to environmental or low density agricultural areas of Indian 
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River County and therefore pose no significant impact to maintaining levels of service in the county. 
  
 

• Travel Demand Projections 
 

Typically, total future year travel demand is based on population projections published by the State 
of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR).  Total future year population is then 
allocated to individual traffic analysis zones (TAZ) based on the Future Land Use Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Employment, schools, recreation, and shopping facilities are also allocated 
based on the Future Land Use Element, at levels proportionate to future population.   
 
In the past, many BEBR forecasts underestimated future growth. That, consequently, led to an 
underestimation of travel demand.  According to the 2020 MPO Long Range Transportation Plan, it 
was not anticipated that any roadways in Indian River County would exceed Level of Service “D” 
by 2010.  In fact, several roadways already exceeded level of service “D” capacity (see Attachment 
8) by 2006.  To ensure that future forecasts are as accurate as possible, the MPO developed its own 
population forecast for the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan update.  This forecast took into 
consideration recent development trends and resulted in a 2030 population projection between the 
BEBR midrange and high forecasts.  To improve the accuracy of projecting how much future 
development would occur, the MPO recently developed a specialized GIS model for identifying 
vacant parcels and future development potential.  Using this model, the MPO was able to identify 
available vacant land by TAZ; vacant lots in existing platted subdivisions; and total future units by 
TAZ.  By incorporating this information in the Long Range Plan development process, the MPO 
avoided errors such as assigning future development to built-out zones.  
 
Because of those efforts, the 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan identified a number of new 
deficiencies that did not appear on earlier plans.   Examples of roadways with projected deficiencies 
include US1 from 26th Street to CR 510; US1 from Roseland Road to Brevard County; and 58th 
Avenue from 26th Street to 53rd Street.  Projected future levels-of-service on the county’s roadways 
are shown in Attachment 10. 

 
While the county has greatly improved its capacity to forecast future growth and needed 
transportation facilities by accurately identifying existing and future residential demand, the county 
can take steps to further improve its forecasting efforts.  In response to increasingly sophisticated 
models and “activity based” models that emphasize non-home based trips, the county should 
improve its commercial and industrial land inventories.  Since the US Census Bureau will in the 
future no longer collect “long form” census data such as journey to work information, the county 
should consider collecting additional household travel data (such as through the National Personal 
Transportation Survey) to enable the travel demand models to be more closely calibrated to the 
travel demand patterns in the county.    
 

• Regional Traffic Demand 
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Between 1996 and 2005, residential development in the western portions of St. Lucie County 
progressed more quickly than residential development in western Indian River County. Since 
Indian River County contains large number of regional shopping, entertainment, and 
employment centers, traffic increased substantially from northern St. Lucie County into south 
and central Indian River County in this time frame. The nearly 50% increase in traffic on 43rd 
and 27th Avenues since 1996 confirms the trend of increased travel demand from northern St. 
Lucie County to the Indian River Mall and SR 60 commercial areas.  This trend will likely 
continue until new commercial and employment centers in St. Lucie County provide local 
destinations for that county’s residents. While actual traffic from Osceola County decreased 
between 1996 and 2006, this decrease is probably attributable to a construction project on SR 60 
that was underway in 2006.  Nonetheless, several proposed new developments in eastern 
Osceola County will likely lead to increased demand for travel to Indian River County.   
 
Responding to the growing demand for regional travel requires improved coordination with 
regional partners as well as the provision of more regional transportation facilities and travel 
options. One strategy for improving regional coordination is expanding existing formal planning 
efforts.  For example, the county should consider entering into interlocal agreements for 
transportation planning with Brevard, Okeechobee and Osceola counties in order to study future 
regional corridor alignments, notify other jurisdictions of new development projects and 
transportation impacts, and maintain the regional travel demand model.  

 
The county should also establish policies to accelerate the implementation of planned regional 
transportation facilities and participate in regional transportation operational programs.  This 
could involve setting aside county funding specifically for regional priorities; establishing 
regional connectivity as a ranking criterion in the MPO prioritization process; requiring 
developers that impact multiple jurisdictions to provide or contribute to regional roadways; 
participating in established FDOT ridesharing and vanpooling programs; and implementing 
regional transit routes.  

 
In 2005, the Florida Senate established the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast (CSTC). 
Recommendations from the CSTC that could result in comprehensive plan policies include: 
improving transportation and land use linkages, particularly in support of increased 
transportation choices through enhanced MPO partnerships with local governments and the 
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC); exploring formation of a Regional 
Transit/Transportation Authority; implementing a fixed route public transit system for the 
region; ensuring that development and redevelopment around stations and along regional transit 
corridors has transit-supportive characteristics; and securing access to the FEC Railway Corridor 
as part of a regional corridor redevelopment initiative. 
 

• Safety 
 
Since 1996, the county has routinely examined its crash records to identify those locations with high 
crash occurrences.  The county also seeks opportunities to improve safety in future roadway projects 



EAR Transportation Element 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                                                                                                       28 

and routinely examines existing travel conditions in order to improve deficiencies that may not yet 
be reflected in crash statistics.  As a result, both the crash rate per capita (.012) and the crash rate per 
vehicle miles traveled (1 per 2,800 VMT) remained constant between 1996 and 2005.  While this 
does not indicate improved safety, it does indicate that safety is not getting worse. This is significant 
in a climate of increasing congestion and population growth.  Because the percentage of crashes 
resulting in fatalities has also remained constant (2% of all crashes), this indicates that no increase in 
the severity of crashes has occurred in Indian River County. 

 
While overall crash rates have remained constant since 1996, the number of intersections with five 
or more crashes has nearly doubled, from 37 in 1995 to 70 in 2005.  In 1994, eight intersections had 
crash rates of 2.0 per MEV or greater, the same number as in 2005. These intersections are shown in 
Attachment 15.  While the number of high-crash intersections is increasing in absolute terms, this is 
not necessarily indicative of a worsening safety situation. Rather, it is to be expected that the number 
of crashes will increase, given recent growth in population and travel.  A better indication of safety 
can be determined by examining overall crash rates and the severity of crashes, a technique utilized 
in the 2025 Florida Transportation Plan. 
 
It should be noted that many of the intersections with the worst crash rates in 1996 improved 
significantly by 2005.  For example, safety at the intersection of Royal Palm Boulevard and Indian 
River Boulevard improved dramatically despite a significant increase in traffic. This can be 
attributed to the fact that, since the last major plan update, the county undertook a number of safety 
improvements at that location, including intersection geometry improvements, access management 
and landscaping improvements on Royal Palm Point, installation of “signal ahead” warnings on 
Indian River Boulevard, and construction of sidewalks over the Main Relief Canal along Indian 
River Boulevard.  Another intersection that experienced a significant decrease in crashes was 12th 
Street at Old Dixie Highway. At that intersection, the number of casualties decreased from 19 in 
1996 to 4 in 2005.  Part of this reduction was due to the widening of 12th Street, the installation of a 
sidewalk, and miscellaneous intersection improvements in the vicinity.   

 
Since 1996, crash rates have declined on nearly the entire SR 60 corridor from I-95 to downtown 
Vero Beach and at many of the intersections on US1 in Indian River County.  Part of the decline can 
be attributed to FDOT’s safety management techniques, including the installation of mast arm 
signalization and backlit street identification signs; access management improvements, including the 
installation of center medians; and the use of ITS technologies (including fiber optic cables, traffic 
cameras, and white enforcement lights).  Decreased crash rates have also been noted on US1 in 
Sebastian, especially at the intersection of CR 512.  At the request of local officials, FDOT 
incorporated a number of traffic calming techniques into a recent resurfacing task that included that 
intersection.  These techniques included landscaped medians, paver block sidewalks and on-street 
parking.   As more information on the effectiveness of FDOT’s techniques is obtained, some or all of 
these improvements may be incorporated into the county’s roadway design and safety procedures. 
 
While there is no evidence of a substantial overall decline in traffic safety in Indian River County, 
future policies or strategies incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan should concentrate on two 
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trends identified in the EAR.  These are an increase in the number of unsafe intersections and safety 
planning for aging drivers.   In the past, the county has acted quickly to adopt new policies or 
regulations to address known safety issues. One example is the decision by the county to revise its 
LDRs regarding the provision of left-turn lanes approaching new subdivisions.   
 
In the future, the county should review and revise this regulation and add new regulations, where 
warranted, that provide for developer-provided safety improvements at intersections and project 
entrances. In addition, the county should adopt a comprehensive plan policy to evaluate and provide 
for new techniques in its departmental operations.  Examples of such techniques include installing 
camera monitoring at unsafe intersections; participating in statewide ITS initiatives such as the 
“511” informational system; deploying white enforcement lights at major intersections; creating a 
subcommittee of the MPO to address safety and operational issues; and improving the visibility of 
signage and traffic control devices. To assist energy planning efforts, the county should consider 
evacuation routes as priorities for new infrastructure and ITS investments. In addition, the Florida 
Transportation Plan contains a number of techniques applicable to Indian River County, including 
the adoption of construction and incident notification systems and incorporating proven engineering 
techniques that discourage aggressive driving. 
 
Right-of-Way and Corridor Protection 
 
While virtually all of the cost components of roadway construction have escalated dramatically in 
recent years, some of the most dramatic increases have been in the cost of right-of-way acquisition. 
As shown on Attachment 68, the FDOT program development office has indicated that annual ROW 
cost increases averaged 12.31% in Indian River County between 1997 and 2007. Since the last major 
plan update, one initiative undertaken by the county has resulted in the identification of hundreds of 
miles of potential right-of-way alignment.  This initiative was the adoption of an Extended Grid 
Network (Attachment 21).  Through that network, the county is assured of a coordinated 
thoroughfare grid of 80-foot (minimum) road rights-of-way at one mile (north-south) and ½ mile 
(east-west) intervals.  First adopted in 1998 to encompass areas inside the urban service area, the 
Grid Network was enlarged in 2002 to protect rights-of-way outside of the urban service area but 
inside of the I-95 corridor.  It was expanded again in 2005 to its current status, which terminates at 
the conservation lands in the western portion of the county. 
 
In light of the escalation in land costs since 1996, the county is also exploring other innovations in 
right-of-way acquisition.   For example, the county has revisited its traffic impact fees twice since 
1996, each time reevaluating the cost of the right-of-way acquisition cost component of the fee.  In 
2005, the county adopted a Proportionate Share ordinance which provides a mechanism for 
developers to share in the cost of right-of-way acquisition and roadway improvements.    Finally, the 
county is in the process of adopting right-of-way acquisition maps for major county roadways.    
 
In response to increased construction activity, the county has increased its right-of-way acquisition 
budget tenfold since 1996.  Also, the county is proactively acquiring right-of-way in corridors that 
have construction dates several years into the future.  As shown in Attachment 20, the county has 
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acquired over 50% of the right-of-way needed for several roadway projects on the county’s 2020 
long range transportation plan, including 66th Avenue south of SR 60; 53rd Street between 58th 
Avenue and Old Dixie Highway; 43rd Avenue between 8th and 19th Streets; and Oslo Road between 
27th Avenue and 58th Avenue.   With respect to most of these roadways, the county has acquired 
sufficient right-of-way to provide extensive landscaping and pedestrian accommodations.  One 
proposed four-lane roadway, 43rd Avenue (8th street to 19th street), will be constructed in 80 feet of 
right-of-way, but will have landscaped medians, and shoulders, as well as sidewalks.  
 
There is evidence that, despite a recent correction in real estate values, right-of-way acquisition costs 
will continue to rise.  Consequently, the county should adopt policies in anticipation of the difficulty 
in obtaining future right-of-way.  These policies could include establishing specific eminent domain 
procedures; utilizing leaseback provisions to allow property owners to utilize public right-of-way 
after construction; authorizing additional “opportunity purchasing” of depressed real estate adjacent 
to future rights-of-way; and updating the policy on amount of right-of-way needed by roadway 
functional classification.  
 
Intelligent Transportation System 
 
Throughout the county, ITS technologies, such as signal system integration and camera monitoring, 
are being implemented in order to improve safety and provide congestion relief.  Since 1996, the 
number of signalized intersections in the county has increased by 40 percent. During the same time, 
the number of ITS integrated intersections doubled, with all of them now being converted to fiber-
optic cable.    
 
Even though ITS technologies are being implemented, congestion relief benefits due to ITS 
technologies are difficult to measure.  Nonetheless, several national studies indicate that ITS 
technologies overall have a positive impact on traffic flow.  Recently, the MPO performed an 
analysis of the safety benefits of ITS technologies in Indian River County by studying crash rate 
trends on three categories of intersections in the county: intersections that have had camera 
monitoring installed since 1996; intersections that have had signals installed since 1996; and 
intersections that have been integrated into the ITS system since 1996.  By comparing accident rates 
at these groups of intersections against crash rate trends at all intersections, the MPO concluded that 
camera monitoring appears to have a moderate to significant impact on intersection safety, with 80% 
of camera equipped intersections having improved crash rates (vs. 63% of all signalized 
intersections overall).   By contrast, the group of signals that were integrated into the synchronized 
system appeared to have identical crash rates to intersections that were already synchronized in 
1996.  With respect to the intersections that were signalized since 1996,  signalization appears to 
have had no impact on the overall crash rate, as four intersections improved since 1996 and four 
worsened, while two intersections remained at about the same level. A summary of this information 
appears in Attachment 22. 
 
Based on the results of this analysis, the county should adopt a policy targeting congested 
intersections and high crash rate intersections as candidates for ITS integration and camera 
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monitoring.  In addition, hurricane evacuation corridors should be programmed for ITS integration 
due to the vulnerability for major hurricanes and weather events.  Finally, the 2025 Florida 
Transportation Plan (FTP) indicates that several ITS technologies will be deployed statewide in the 
coming years, including a statewide “511” telephone information network. The county should 
ensure that its ITS infrastructure is consistent with state standards and should monitor and promote 
the “511” network as it becomes available in Indian River County. 
 
Non-Motorized Transportation 
 
Since 1996, the county has adopted a Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and has performed a major update 
to that plan. That plan was undertaken to make the County's transportation network safer and more 
accessible for bicyclists and pedestrians. As such, the plan set guidelines and direction for bikeway 
and sidewalk facility design and construction. 
 
Through the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan and associated land development regulations, the county 
requires that developers of all projects over a certain threshold install bicycle/pedestrian facilities.  In 
existing developed areas where safety hazards exist, the county is responsible for improvements. To 
fulfill its responsibility, the county has budgeted a portion of its local option sales tax to fund bike 
paths and sidewalks, and has applied for and received several enhancement program grants to 
construct bike paths and sidewalks.  Currently, the county spends about $100,000 per year of sales 
tax funds and will be spending approximately $1,500,000 over the next five years in enhancement 
funds for sidewalks and bike paths.  In 2006 and 2007, these funding sources were supplemented by 
approximately $2,000,000 in Safe Routes to School grants from FDOT.  Finally, the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan sets forth criteria for the design of safe bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  
 

• Bike /Ped Level of Service 
 

A comparison of conditions at the time of the last major plan update to existing conditions reveals a 
number of trends.  One trend is the significant increase in the supply of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities since the time of the last major plan update. During this timeframe, the mileage of 
thoroughfare plan roadways with wide shoulders or designated bike lanes increased 61% (76 miles), 
with only 14 miles of this increase attributable to new roadway construction.  In the course of 
roadway widening and resurfacing projects, the county and FDOT have provided bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements wherever physically possible. In the period between 2000 and 2003, 
FDOT resurfaced most of SR A1A and provided expanded shoulders and bicycle lanes in both 
directions. Between 1994 and 2005, fifty seven miles of new sidewalk were provided, an increase of 
136%.    

 
While the total miles of bike lanes and sidewalks has grown considerably since 1996, several other 
components of bike/ped level of service (including the speed and volume of adjacent traffic; the 
presence of heavy or oversize vehicles on the adjacent roadway; intersection geometry; dedicated 
crossings; and crash histories) have worsened in the county in this same period.  As shown in 
Attachments 23 and 24, the result is an overall decline in bicycle and pedestrian levels of service.  
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Between 1996 and 2005, the percentage of the roadway network with a bicycle level of service 
(BLOS) of “E” or “F” increased from 4.3% to 37%.  In the same timeframe, the percentage of the 
roadway network with a pedestrian level of service (PLOS) of “E” or “F” increased from 11.7% to 
37%.     
 

• Bike /Ped Safety 
 
With respect to bike/ped safety, there were more segments of roadway exceeding 1.0 bike/ped 
crashes per year in the county in 2005 than there were in 1996.   Most of these high-crash facilities 
were concentrated in the same general vicinity as in 1996, with two exceptions.   One of the new 
high crash locations, SR 60 from 58th Avenue to 43rd Avenue, is in the SR 60 corridor, an area that 
saw significant growth in retail activity between 1996 and 2006.   Bicycle and pedestrian activity 
also increased in this area, since many of the low-wage and younger employees of these retail 
establishments do not have access to automobiles and walk or bicycle to work. The other new high 
crash location is along CR 512 in Sebastian, an area where higher crash rates would be expected in 
light of the high recent growth in the Sebastian and North County areas relative to the county as a 
whole.   

 
Currently, the rate of fatalities resulting from bike/ped crashes appears to be declining slightly.  This 
may be due to statewide policy changes, such as the mandatory helmet laws, made since 1996. It is, 
however, difficult to conclude that there has been a reduction in the severity of bike/ped crashes due 
to the relative rarity of bike/ped fatalities in the county (3 – 4/year countywide). 

 
Improving bike/ped safety in Indian River County will require a number of policy initiatives.  To 
increase safety for non-motorized vehicles (particularly at intersections), the county should install 
bike-ped signals at all signalized intersections as well as  all-pedestrian signal phases in school zones 
or downtown areas.  Newer technologies, such as count-down indicators for waiting pedestrians, 
illuminated crosswalk markings, mid-block pedestrian crossings on collector level roadways, and 
access management measures (such as driveway consolidation) to reduce the number of potential 
traffic conflict points, should also be considered.  Future county policies and regulations should 
address  installing bike racks on buses; requiring bike racks at apartment complexes and all shopping 
centers; and encouraging other bike/ped amenities (such as locker rooms and showers) at parks and 
major employment centers. 

 
While previous planning efforts have focused on new on-road bike/ped facility construction, the 
purpose of all bike/ped planning efforts is to provide for continuous movement and access from trip 
generators such as housing areas to trip attractor areas such as shopping, employment, and 
recreation.  One new way that the county can increase mobility for cyclists and pedestrians is 
through development of Greenways networks. Greenways facilities such as the proposed 
Airport/Aviation Boulevard loop will provide a safe off-road travel alternative in corridors such as 
US 1, 41st Street, and 43rd Avenue with low Bike/Ped levels of service. 
 
Landscaping and Aesthetic Improvements in Transportation Corridors 
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Between 1996 and 2006, over $13 million was spent on or budgeted for major roadway landscaping 
projects in Indian River County.  The majority of the landscaping provided during that time was 
installed by the state and the City of Vero Beach. For the near future, the county will expend 
significant funds on landscape for county roadway projects.  In much the same way as developers 
provide sidewalks, many private developers provide landscaping improvements adjacent to major 
road rights-of-way.  Many of these improvements are required by Indian River County’s Land 
Development Regulations and Corridor Plans that were adopted since 1996. 
 
Recently, Indian River County accelerated several long-standing road widening projects, in the 
process committing over $8 million to landscaping on three projects alone:  CR 512, from Roseland 
Road to I-95; Oslo Road, from 11th Avenue to 43rd Avenue; and 66th Avenue from SR 60 to CR 510. 
 Another $2 million will be committed to landscaping, trail, and streetscaping improvements on the 
Aviation Boulevard widening project which is being undertaken by the City of Vero Beach with 
state and county assistance.  As shown in Attachment 25, the county’s commitment to landscaping 
its roadways is almost 3% of total project cost, close to what FDOT averaged on roadway 
construction and resurfacing projects in the period between 1996 and 2006. 
 
In addition to landscaping, other factors (such as buffering, adjacent land uses, and architectural 
styles) affect the appearance and functionality of a roadway. One technique for improving the 
appearance of corridors is the adoption of corridor plans.  The first county corridor plan, the 
Wabasso corridor plan, was adopted in November of 1995.  Since that time, other corridor plans 
have been enacted. Now, corridor plans apply to all of the county’s principal arterials and many of 
its other major roadways.  While the details of these plans vary by corridor, all of the plans contain 
regulations on permitted activities, landscaping, architectural guidelines, outdoor advertising, and 
other elements that may improve a neighborhood’s overall aesthetics. 
 
Landscaping has now become a standard feature of many roadway improvement projects in 
Indian River County. In Indian River County, the cost of landscaping (including plant materials, 
irrigation hardware, and installation) varies between $100,000/mile for a minimal installation of 
trees and paver blocks to $250,000/mile for a design that includes trees, understory planting, and 
turf grass.  It should be noted, however, that the true cost of landscaping is usually much higher, 
depending on the availability of right-of-way necessary to support the landscaping. For example, 
the standard minimum FDOT urban roadside typical section for a four-lane roadway specifies 
that, in addition to right-of-way needed for sidewalks, utility easements, and horizontal 
clearance, a minimum of 8 feet of right-of-way (2.4 meters) is needed for roadside trees within 
road right-of-way. Hence, the cost of right of way needed for landscaped shoulders adjacent to 
roadways could cost between $100,000 and $1,000,000 per mile (based on right of way costs of 
$2 sq. ft. in rural areas to $26 sq. ft. in urban commercial areas).   According to the 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan, there are approximately 40 centerline miles of new roadway needing 
right-of-way.  
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The Florida Highway Landscape Guide, an FDOT publication authorized by 339.24, F.S., states 
that “Local Government Comprehensive Plans should include a section on aesthetic treatments 
of streets and highways.”  Accordingly, Indian River County should adopt policies to enhance its 
commitment to landscaping. Such policies could include establishing minimal expenditure levels on 
landscaping in conjunction with roadway projects where ample right-of-way can be easily obtained; 
incorporating idealized typical sections into its roadway designs; and establishing a procedure for 
roadway and transit facility aesthetic design review.  The 2025 Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) 
further recommends that the landscaping materials used on projects be compatible with adjacent 
landscaping on nearby parcels. In addition, the county should also include a policy to consider the 
full costs of landscaping (including acquiring additional right- of-way and ongoing maintenance) 
prior to programming landscaping in conjunction with a project. 
 
Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
Since 1996, the MPO has added one School Board Member and one additional City of Sebastian 
member to its board.  Other than these, there have been no significant changes to the MPO’s 
organization or planning functions. One major change in the MPO’s responsibilities, however, 
occurred in 2006 with the adoption of the TCTC interlocal agreement. Through this agreement, 
the MPO committed to developing a regional transportation plan and setting regional priorities 
with the two other MPOs on the Treasure Coast.   
 
Since the inception of the MPO in 1993, there has been an increased awareness of and interest in 
the MPO’s plans and programs by the general public and other agencies. Because the MPO 
provides a forum for the public and elected officials to discuss transportation topics, a number of 
non-agenda topics are often discussed at MPO meetings.  These topics usually pertain to short-
range or operational issues, such as safety and maintenance.  On an informal basis, these issues 
are referred to the appropriate implementing agency. There is, however, no formal mechanism 
for discussing and resolving operational issues.  
 
Transit planning and service development activities in Indian River County have also grown 
considerably since 1993. For example, Transit Development Plan (TDP) updates have been 
performed each year by the MPO since 1998.  One purpose of the TDP is to establish objectives 
for transit in Indian River County and monitor progress toward meeting those objectives. To 
ensure continuing control and oversight over the transit system, the county meets on a quarterly 
basis with the Senior Resource Association. 
 
Since 1995, the MPO Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has been the primary means for the 
county traffic engineering department to coordinate its activities with municipalities, law 
enforcement officials, and FDOT. Another means for the county and law enforcement agencies to 
share information is through the Community Traffic Safety Team (CTST).  In addition, the county 
incorporates safety into its bike/ped plan, long range plan, and enhancement prioritization 
methodology.  In so doing, the county directly addresses a number of high-crash locations through 
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near-term construction projects. Despite these efforts, the county lacks an effective forum with a 
primary emphasis on safety.    
 
A number of policy initiatives can be undertaken to address issues of coordination.  One 
possibility is the establishment of a safety and operational subcommittee within the MPO board 
structure.  These kinds of committees, which have been used effectively at other MPOs, provide 
a mechanism for addressing short-range issues without detracting from conventional MPO 
agenda topics.  Another possible initiative is the formalization of the transportation planning 
process with adjacent counties that are not currently members of the TCTC, particularly Brevard 
County. Finally, the county should continue to participate in the RAC; the TCTC; and the 
GTCRPM model task force; other regional transportation and planning organizations, as they 
emerge (including the newly formed Treasure Coast Regional Transit Organization). 
 
Transit Need Indicators 
 
Studies have proven that a number of demographic factors have a high correlation to transit 
ridership.   Factors that correlate to high transit ridership include high unemployment rates, low 
household income, large elderly and teenaged populations, large disabled populations, and low 
auto ownership rates.  While Indian River County is not generally characterized by high 
unemployment, low income, or low auto ownership rates, the county does have a 
disproportionately large elderly and disabled population.   In fact, the county has the fifth highest 
median age in the United States among counties with 50,000 or more persons.   Since 1996, the 
percentage of persons aged 65 and over has grown in Indian River County, and Indian River 
County has replaced other areas in the State of Florida as a destination of choice for retirees and 
seasonal residents.     
 
In accordance with the state’s definition, disabled residents, regardless of age or income, are 
counted in the Transportation Disadvantaged population. Depending on the type of disability, 
many handicapped residents are physically not able to drive. Since 1994, the percent of Indian 
River County’s population that is disabled has remained steady at 23%.   
 
Another category of Transportation Disadvantaged persons is low-income persons. Because low-
income residents are less likely to afford to purchase vehicles, there is a high probability that low 
income residents will be transportation disadvantaged. In addition, recent escalations in the price 
of gasoline are more likely to hinder the mobility of low-income residents, who are more 
sensitive to price fluctuations.  In Indian River County, the percent of residents living below the 
federal poverty level increased by 33.3% between 1990 and 2000.  In 2006, 46%, or nearly one 
out of two Indian River County residents, was considered potentially transportation 
disadvantaged because of age, income, or disability status. 
 
The primary policy implication of the changing demographics of the county is that the county’s 
investment in transportation infrastructure must change to meet the needs of the population. As 
the current adult population ages and the number of transportation disadvantaged residents 
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grows, the need for transit services will grow.  To meet the demand for transportation service by 
transit-dependent populations, the county should continue to provide a combination of fixed 
route and demand responsive transit services.  The county should also assess unmet transit need 
and consider providing additional services.  Finally, the county should develop a policy to 
engineer roads for an elderly driving public, incorporating techniques such as high-visibility 
signage, longer pedestrian phases at intersections, and lighted pavement markings.  
 
Fixed-Route Transit 
 
As evidenced by the recent marked increase in fixed route ridership, the county’s fixed route 
transit system appears to be successfully meeting the needs of its users by providing efficient and 
accessible public transportation.  Because of the magnitude of the increase since 1996, the 
increase cannot be attributed to population growth alone.  One factor responsible for this 
increase was the decision to separate transit services in Indian River County into two distinct 
services: Indian River Transit, which offers scheduled fixed-route services along established 
routes for all interested riders; and Community Coach, which offers paratransit services to 
qualified riders.  This initiative increased brand recognition and helped change perceptions about 
transit as a disabled-only service. In addition, routes have been modified to provide better access 
to major trip attractors, besides relocating the transit hub from the Vero Beach Airport to 
Pocahontas Park, 
The SRA established two additional transit station transfer points: one at the Gifford Health 
Center and the other at the Food Court in the Indian River Mall. 
 
Over the years, fixed route transit has grown steadily and has expanded to meet the growing 
needs of its riders.  In 1996, there were six bus routes.  By 2007, the number of routes had 
increased by 83% to eleven routes.  During the 1996 to 2006 period, there was a 2,813% increase 
in fixed route ridership, with the number of transit riders increasing from 8,605 in 1996 to 
318,488 in 2006.  This marked increase attests to the growing demand for transit service in 
Indian River County. 
 
In addition to an increase in absolute ridership numbers, there has been a corresponding increase 
in transit efficiency.  Ridership per capita and ridership per route mile have both increased by 
500% since 1996.  This indicates that a higher percentage of the public is using transit, and there 
is increased use of buses on the road.  Since 1996, the cost per mile has increased only 
marginally, indicating both an efficient use of resources and a savings by switching passengers 
to fixed route services.   
 
With respect to transit’s share of all trips in the county, transit in 2005 attracted only 0.169% of all 
person-trips.  Since automobile riders do not routinely experience congestion or have difficulty 
finding free parking, there are few disincentives to driving in the county.  Additionally, the county’s 
land use patterns, which feature large setbacks, single family residences, gated communities, and 
generally low densities, make large-scale transit access and service inconvenient.  While the share of 
transit trips as a percentage of all trips (transit mode split) is small on a countywide basis, the share 
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of trips made by transit is substantially higher in a few corridors.  Mode split on these corridors 
ranges from approximately 1% on major arterials such as parts of SR 60 and US 1 to 7.8% on 45th 
Street in the Gifford area.    
 
One ongoing deficiency in the fixed route system is the lack of evening service. For many 
workers, such as those on a conventional 9am to 5pm schedule, round trip commuting via the 
transit system is not yet possible.  Often, those riders can travel to work on the bus, but have to 
find a different mode of travel to get home.  Recently, Indian River Transit has extended the 
hours of operation to 6:00 pm on four routes.  Overall ridership on these routes during extended 
hours has been good, which implies that there is a need for additional extended hour service. 
 
A comparison of transit quality of service between 1996 and 2005 reveals no observable changes 
in two of the level of service measures that were identified: Service Frequency (LOS E) and 
Average Loading (LOS A). During that time, however, Indian River Transit made strides in two 
categories:  Service Coverage and Hours of Operation.  By carefully identifying areas of greatest 
need and serving these areas, the county has improved its LOS for coverage from “D” to “A.”    
In addition, the fixed route system has, since 1996, expanded its evening hours from 3:00 pm to 
6:30 pm.  Nonetheless, the TQLOS indicators do not rate a system at LOS D or above for hours 
of operation until that system operates on a 12-hour a day basis.  Since Travel Time and 
Reliability data are not available from 1996, no meaningful comparison is possible for these 
indicators. 
 
The establishment of TQLOS indicators was an attempt by state and federal DOTs to standardize 
the measurement of transit performance.  Therefore, the transit objective of the transportation 
plan should be re-written to adopt appropriate TQLOS standards, particularly those most 
important to the user: Service Coverage; Service Frequency; and Service Hours. 
 
While the overall transit system has improved measurably since the last major plan update, the 
system faces a number of serious threats to future growth.  The most serious threat is possible 
interruptions in the county’s operating funds.  These interruptions in revenue could come from a 
number of causes, including census redesignation as an urbanized area of over 200,000 persons 
(which would result in a phase-out of federal operating subsidies);  decreases in the local 
property tax base; and changes to the federal highway legislation, which is reauthorized and 
amended every six years. 
 
As the transit-dependent population, overall population, funding, and major trip attractors 
increase, fixed route transit demand is expected to increase.  For that reason, the county should 
consider policies to build upon and sustain the recent growth in transit ridership.  These policies 
could include adopting minimum service standards consistent with TQLOS guidelines; adopting 
policies to provide reduced headways and extended hours of service consistent with the TQLOS 
standards; requiring transit infrastructure as a condition of development; and exploring options 
for long term transit growth and regional coordination. Since transit ridership among non-
transportation disadvantaged populations is highly dependent on such factors as speed and cost,  
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the county should begin looking at new transit-oriented ITS technologies such as signal 
preemption for transit vehicles at intersections.   
 
Recently, the county has begun identifying transit mode split on major transit corridors. Mode split 
data should be used by the county to estimate transit trip potential during the trip assignment phase 
of traffic studies.  The mode split on a facility should also be used by the county as a basis for 
identifying potential transit corridors as required under Rule 9J-5.  
 
Demand-Response Transportation 
 
Although the Senior Resource Association (SRA) is the primary demand response operator in 
the county, there are a growing number of alternative providers.  Currently, the SRA provides 
transportation for ambulatory and non-ambulatory residents, and the fare for service ranges from 
$5.99 per person for group trips to $16.07 per person for wheelchair trips. These costs are 
usually reimbursable by insurance.   From 1996 to 2005, demand service experienced a 27.8% 
decrease in passenger trips.  While demand response service continues to serve riders who for 
various reasons are unable to use the fixed route system, the county has successfully transferred 
thousands of rides to the less costly fixed route system by expanding and publicizing the fixed 
route system and concentrating routes in traditionally underserved areas.   
 
Recently, the cost of providing paratransit service increased significantly with the price of fuel, 
and the cost is likely to continue to rise in the future. For that reason, county policies should be 
drafted to encourage coordination between the Community Transportation Coordinator and 
social service agencies not currently coordinating.  The county should also seek the services of 
additional volunteer drivers and encourage the continued transfer of passengers to the less costly 
fixed route system through initiatives that link service expansion to transit dependent 
populations. 
 
Land Use and Transportation  
 
Both nationally and locally, land use patterns have a substantial influence on the characteristics 
of transit systems.  Overall, land use characteristics, such as development type and density, 
provide an indication of present and future transit demand.   
 
In terms of population density, Indian River County remains a relatively low-density community. 
With 347,000 acres in the county as a whole, the overall population density was approximately 
0.37 persons per acre in 2005.  Since virtually all residential and commercial development in 
Indian River County occurs inside the urban service area, most development can be 
characterized as “infill” in nature. This has resulted in an increase in density in the urban service 
area. As a result of the 2000 census, the census urbanized area itself was revised to include the 
rapidly growing cities of Sebastian and Fellsmere, two areas which have experienced combined 
growth of about 60% since 1996.  Consequently, the census urbanized area density increased 
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from 1.4 persons/acre in 1995 to 2.62 persons/acre in 2006. 
 
While any increase in density makes transit more feasible, a density of 2.62 persons per acre is 
substantially less than what researchers have identified as transit-supportive density.  One of the 
more notable transit studies (Pushkarev and Zupan, Institute of Traffic Engineers 1982) indicates 
that population densities of approximately 8.8 persons per acre, or 4 dwelling units per acre, are 
the minimum needed to support regular fixed-route bus service at 1-hour headways.   Consistent 
with what would be expected given the results of that research, the highest transit ridership in 
Indian River County occurs in those areas of the county (eg Vero Beach/Central Beach and 
Gifford) with higher residential densities.  
 
The fact that the Indian River County has exceeded its overall objective for residential density 
and is still unable to attract substantial number of transit riders has several policy implications.  
One implication is that the objective for density should be revised to a standard consistent with 
the prevailing research. Since a countywide increase to the densities cited above is not practical 
for a number of reasons, the objective should be structured to address targeted densities in transit 
supportive corridors or sub-areas.  
 
Despite the fact that urban development has not spread beyond the urban service area and that 
density has increased countywide, the residential and commercial land use patterns in the county 
remain low density in nature, with little mixed-use development.  With the overall low densities 
in the county and developers’ tendencies to build at even lower than allowed densities, the 
predominant transportation mode will continue to be the single occupant vehicle. Overall, the 
separation of uses and the low density development produce more and longer automobile trips. 
 

• Jobs/ Housing Balance 
 

A recent study published by the American Planning Association indicates that the balance 
between jobs and housing in an area has a significant influence on that area’s commuting 
patterns.  This research indicates that the average trip in areas with a balanced jobs-housing 
relationship (meaning those areas that have a jobs/household ratio between 0.8 and 1.2) is 29% 
shorter than in other areas.  In fact, these same studies indicate that the jobs-housing balance is a 
more significant contributor to reduced trip lengths than mixed land uses within a community.   
 
In Indian River County, none of the 1996 or 2005 study areas identified by the MPO (including 
the north, central/Vero Beach, and south county areas) can be considered to have a “balanced” 
jobs-to-housing ratio. Since 1996, however, there has been a correction in the size of the 
imbalance in each area.  In the north county area, for example, the jobs-to-housing ratio has 
improved from .7036 in 1996 to .7714 in 2005.  While this implies that there is more residential 
development in the north county area than there are jobs for those residents, the figure is close to 
what researchers consider to be the “acceptable” range for the ratio of jobs to housing (between 
0.8 and 1.2 jobs per household).  
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Development trends since 1996 explain the slight decrease in the imbalance in the area.  While 
there are a large number of new residential developments in the north county area, employment 
and shopping opportunities have grown substantially since 1996. New employment centers 
include several new schools, neighborhood commercial shopping centers, “big box” retail 
centers, and industrial facilities in the I-95 and Airport corridors.   Hence, the employment base 
increased at a slightly greater rate than the general population.   An analysis of available 
commercial and industrial land indicates that there is opportunity for even more employment 
growth relative to population growth in the future.  
 
Since 1996, the south county area has also seen a rise in employment relative to new households. 
In fact, this increase was greater than in the north county.  Even so, the south county area retains 
the worst jobs-to-housing balance of the three study areas in the county, containing an 
approximately .6974 jobs/household ratio.  Some of the new employment centers in the south 
county area include industrial development in the Old Dixie Highway corridor and in several 
neighborhood commercial nodes.   There is evidence that the south county area may lack 
sufficient commercial and industrial land to improve its jobs-housing balance in the future.  To 
address this issue, the county should consider increasing the size of the I-95/74th Avenue 
commercial/industrial node in a future comprehensive plan update. 

 
The central county/Vero Beach area contains most of the County’s largest single-site employers 
(including Piper Aviation, Indian River Memorial Hospital, Dodgertown, the Vero Beach 
Airport, the Indian River Mall, and Downtown Vero Beach) and is the only sub-area with a ratio 
greater than one job per household.  As a result, most of the congested corridors in the county are 
north-south corridors connecting the north and south (residential) subareas to the central subarea. 
Consequently, congested corridors, such as US 1, 66th Avenue, 43rd Avenue, and 58th Avenue, all 
carry large volumes of AM and PM peak commuting hours. 

 
There is evidence that the improvement in the jobs-housing balance in the three study areas has 
had a positive impact on the length and number of trips made by the residents in those areas. For 
example, new warehouse stores, home improvement centers, and grocers in Sebastian have 
enabled north county residents to avoid much longer trips to the central and south county areas. 
Despite this trend, total traffic and the number of congested links in the county have increased.  
This is because the increase in total trips from new development in the county has more than 
offset the benefits of the improved jobs-housing balance.   In addition, all three primary areas of 
the county are still considered outside of the acceptable range for jobs-housing balance, and the 
county has retained its overall character of trips originating in the south and north county areas 
of the county and traveling to destinations in the central area of the county. As a result, most of 
the congested facilities in the county are north-south arterials.  

 
As the various areas of the county continue to develop, the land use plan of the county itself will 
have an impact on improving jobs-housing balance. For example, the presence of 
commercial/industrial corridors on Oslo Road and CR 512 will generate additional trips but will 
have the overall effect of reducing trip lengths due to their proximity to existing residential 
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development.  In addition, the county actively encourages Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND) 
principles in the planning process. Unlike traditional sprawl development, TND communities are 
characterized by residential, commercial, and employment centers in close proximity to one another. 
 Although the number of these communities is small, proposed new TND developments, such as 
Liberty Park, may reduce trip lengths in those areas. 
 
To address some of these findings and improve the connection between land use and transportation, 
the county could adopt policies to encourage certain types of development in specific areas.  For 
example, policies could be developed to encourage transit-oriented development and transit 
accessible facilities in transit corridors; prioritize new transit services to traditional neighborhoods 
and transit oriented communities; and provide more opportunities for employment and shopping 
center development nearer to residential areas. 
 

• Connectivity 
 

Although the county has encouraged connectivity, most attempts to improve connectivity are met 
with opposition from residents and the general public based on concerns about noise, traffic, and 
other environmental impacts. For that reason, the county should adopt a policy to provide 
neighborhood traffic calming improvements in conjunction with connectivity improvements to 
reduce concerns about increased traffic and noise.   In addition, the connectivity strategies that 
have been implemented are not, in most cases, supported by formal comprehensive plan policies 
or land development regulations.  

 
In 2007, the Board of County Commissioners considered data and analysis on connectivity 
prepared by staff and directed staff to initiate formal LDR amendments to strengthen 
connectivity requirements.  Besides amending the LDR’s the county should formally consider 
adopting more stringent vehicle and pedestrian connectivity requirements for residential and 
commercial development.  In conjunction with these requirements, the county should establish a 
monitoring system to quantify the impacts of connectivity on traffic flow, trip making, and 
arterial congestion.  This information can be used in the traffic study phases of development 
review. 
 
Port, Aviation, and Related Facilities 
 
Airports 
 
Since 1996, two of the County’s three General Aviation airports have experienced reductions in 
operations (takeoffs and landings by all aircraft).  Total operations at the Vero Beach Airport fell 
by nearly 25,000, or 12%, in the reporting period.  Airport officials attribute this reduction to a 
number of trends, including the reduction in trainees at the airport’s Flight Safety International 
training center. At New Hibiscus Airport, operations fell by 17,500 (-45%), while operations 
increased at the Sebastian Airport by 13,952 (40%).  Even though commercial aviation service is 
no longer available in the county, there are no plans to resume scheduled passenger service. A 
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principal reason for that that is the Melbourne, Palm Beach and Orlando Airports are all within a 
half hour to an hour and half drive from the county. 
   
With respect to access to the airports, the roadways accessing both major Indian River County 
airports currently function at level of service “D” or better (see Attachment 65).  Although 
neighborhood opposition resulted in the deletion of a proposed four-laning of Roseland Road 
(which is the primary entrance to the Sebastian Airport) several years ago, access to the 
Sebastian Airport remains consistent with adopted standards.  
 
Recently, both the Vero Beach and Sebastian Airports completed Master Plans to guide future 
development and operations.   Consistent with its master plan, the Vero Beach Municipal Airport 
is in the process of renovating its terminals and hangers.  The airport is also participating with 
the county on a number of trail and road widening projects that will improve access to those 
locations.  One such project, Aviation Boulevard, is slated for widening from two to four lanes 
between US 1 and 43rd Avenue. This planned construction project includes a multimodal 
component.  These multimodal improvements will include new bus stops, airport access points, 
sidewalks, and recreational paths. Other areas of the airport and surrounding property will be 
incorporated into a greenways trail to provide recreational and travel opportunities.   
 
To ensure the continued viability of the airports, the county could adopt policy initiatives aimed 
at prioritizing airport access projects in the local capital improvements planning process. 
 
Waterways and Ports 
 
Although the Intracoastal Waterway runs through the county, there continues to be no need for 
future port facilities.  Both passenger traffic and cargo needs are adequately met through existing 
means of transportation, and port facilities in nearby Fort Pierce are proposed for expansion.  In 
addition, the Comprehensive Plan’s Conservation Element and Coastal Zone Element policies 
preclude dredging new channels and other activities associated with port development.   
 
Railways 
 
The Florida East Coast Railway is a single-track class II rail line and is the only rail facility in 
Indian River County.  It is currently being double-tracked throughout Indian River County to 
improve freight mobility and minimize delays at crossings.  A proposal to provide high-speed 
rail in the state of Florida and another proposal to provide Amtrak service on the FEC corridor 
have both been halted due to funding concerns.  Nonetheless, the Committee for a Sustainable 
Treasure Coast, the 2025 Florida Transportation Plan, and the FDOT Future Corridors Action 
Plan have all recommended that MPOs work with FDOT to secure future passenger rail access to 
the FEC corridor for future rail passenger service. For those reasons, the county should work 
with FDOT to restore funding in the FDOT work program for rail passenger station 
development, in the event that service is restored. The county should also maintain Pocahontas 
Park as its intermodal hub to ensure smooth rail, auto, and transit connections.   
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Trucks and Goods Movement 
 
Prior to 2003, one roadway, 82nd Avenue south of SR 60, was posted as a truck route in Indian River 
County.   This segment, along with Oslo Road from 82nd to US1, constituted approximately 10 miles 
of identified truck routes.   In 2003, the county developed a truck traffic routing plan to identify 
locations for truck routes and truck restrictions.  Through this study, the county identified an 
additional 70 miles of truck routes.  The plan was developed to streamline the flow of freight and 
goods and keep truck traffic out of residential corridors.  Preliminary indications are that the plan has 
been successful in reducing the number of truck complaints on several county corridors, including 
43rd Avenue south of SR 60. 
 
Intercity Bus  
 
In terms of regional transportation, the Greyhound Bus Line provides service to West Palm 
Beach, Ft. Lauderdale, Miami, Titusville and Orlando, where connecting routes are available.  It 
embarks several times a week from the Texaco Gas Station on US1 in Vero Beach. 
 
Energy Efficiency 
 
A comparison of the changes in emissions between 1996 and 2000 reveals that the emissions levels 
of the major automobile related pollutants (CO, HC, and NO) increased between 19% and 23% in 
the 4-year period. From 2000 to 2030, the increase is projected to be in the 90 to 92% range.  When 
interpolated for five-year intervals, the 2000 to 2005 increases for CO, HC and NO were 15%.  
Pursuant to the Clean Air Act, the federal Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is required to set 
national air quality standards for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. 
 The law also requires EPA to periodically review the standards to ensure that they provide adequate 
health and environmental protection, and to update those standards as necessary.   
 
While there was an increase in all major categories of air pollutants in Indian River County between 
1996 and 2005, the county has never exceeded national air quality standards.  This is mainly because 
geological and atmospheric conditions in Indian River County (and in most of the rest of the state of 
Florida) are not conducive to the formation and retention of these pollutants over long periods of 
time.   
 
In the past, the county’s policies on developing and implementing long range plans that minimize 
the growth in air pollution by minimizing congestion have been effective in maintaining low levels 
of pollution growth. Due to atmospheric conditions and the use of cleaner fuels and cleaner engines, 
it is not clear that pollutants are directly related to energy efficiency.  Nonetheless, the county should 
continue to monitor air quality and energy consumption and promote clean and efficient techniques 
and alternative transportation modes where possible. Techniques could include exploring alternative 
fuel vehicles and buses in public fleets; incentivizing alternative fuel vehicles and carpools through 
reserved parking spaces at public facilities; and implementing Congestion Management Process 
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(CMP) projects to help reduce intersection congestion. 
 
Transportation Costs and Revenue 
 
An analysis of transportation funding changes from 1996 to 2006 reveals a number of trends. 
The most significant trend is the decline in the share of gas tax, a user-based tax, as a source of 
funding roadway improvement projects.  While total gas tax receipts in the county have 
increased due to a larger overall population and a trend toward less fuel-efficient vehicles, gas 
taxes at all levels are effectively yielding less, when adjusted for inflation, than in 1995.  
Nonetheless, the county has been able to accelerate its pace of roadway construction in recent 
years.  This is because that the county has imposed two additional revenue sources for 
transportation:  development-related fees (including impact fees and proportionate share fee); 
and the 1¢ infrastructure sales tax.  
 
While these sources have resulted in a large amount of new transportation revenue in the county, 
there are a number of problems associated with these sources as well. For example, each of these 
sources is highly dependent on local economic conditions. Since there is so much variation in 
revenue from year to year, this impacts the ability of the county to make long range capital 
improvement plans.  In addition, recent research indicates that neither of these approaches 
assesses transportation charges directly to consumption of transportation resources by current 
users. Therefore, neither of these sources encourages efficient trip making decisions by 
individual drivers. 
 
Since 1995, the gap between the local option gas tax and long range transportation plan highway 
construction costs has been steadily widening. When external costs are added, user charges 
constitute an even smaller share of actual costs.  Increasingly, additional fees and policies are 
being proposed around the country and targeted at users, with some practices targeting 
congestion-inducing behavior, such as single-occupant vehicle travel and peak hour travel.     
Some of these practices and their applicability to Indian River County are discussed below.    
 

• Gas Tax 
 
Gas taxes and tolls constitute the two major revenue sources directly tied to consumption of the 
transportation system that are available to counties in the state of Florida.  When the Indian 
River County gas tax is compared to other counties in the state, it can be inferred that motorists 
in Indian River County pay a lower share of transportation system construction and operation 
costs than do motorists in most other counties. The reasons for that are that Indian River County 
has no toll roads and that Indian River County imposes lower local option gas tax than most 
other counties. Of the state’s 27 urbanized counties, 24, including all of the neighboring counties 
(St. Lucie, Martin, Brevard, and Okeechobee) impose a higher local option gas tax than Indian 
River County. Imposing all of the remaining local option gas tax remains a viable strategy for 
raising transportation revenue and passing those costs to the actual users of the system. 
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• Congestion Pricing 
 
Congestion pricing takes a variety of forms, and new technologies are making congestion pricing 
even more viable.   In large cities, travelers must pay a special daily fee to drive in the most 
congested areas.  In addition, tolls and parking charges are electronically adjusted for changing 
travel conditions.  Finally, “on-board” monitors are being deployed on an experimental basis and 
will enable real-time billing for the use of transportation facilities at peak and off-peak hours.   
None of the congestion pricing strategies, however, are applicable to Indian River County due 
primarily to technical limitations. 
 

• Per-Mile Charges 
 
Many research institutions are recommending a shift from a gas-tax based funding approach to a 
cost-per-mile approach, whereby drivers receive bills tied to periodic odometer readings.  This 
approach reduces the total administrative cost of collecting transportation revenue and more 
closely reconciles use, but introduces many new problems.  For example, it removes part of the 
incentive, which now exists, to drive fuel-efficient vehicles.  It also opens up the potential for 
fraud and still does not address peak-hour pricing any better than the gas tax. 
 

• Parking Provision and Management 
 
Many land development policies used throughout the country create expenses that are born by 
citizens at large, but are of disproportionate benefit to drivers in general and drivers of single 
occupant automobiles, in particular.  For example, private off-street parking requirements in 
Indian River County’s land development regulations create an expense paid for by developers 
and passed along to all consumers in the form of higher prices for goods and services.  Hence, 
persons walking, taking public transportation, or carpooling to businesses are subsidizing single-
occupant vehicle travel, when just the opposite is the preferred policy in terms of congestion 
management. Due to Indian River County’s almost exclusive dependence on the automobile, 
however, it is difficult to justify waiving the parking requirement except in a downtown or 
shared parking setting. 
 

• Transportation Demand Management contributions (TDM) 
 
Adequately pricing the supply of transportation is one alternative for discouraging inefficient use 
of the transportation system. Yet another alternative is to reward efficient practices. Currently, 
Indian River County engages in some of these practices, such as subsidizing transit fares and 
requiring the construction of sidewalks and bicycle lanes as part of all new development.   Many 
TDM strategies were recommended as action steps by the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure 
Coast through regional partnerships. Some of the TDM strategies that could result in policy 
initiatives in Indian River County include developing employer carpooling or ridesharing 
programs; encouraging employers to stagger work hours; and providing facilities for bicycle and 
pedestrian commuting. 
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• Transit Grant Funding 

 
With respect to transit funding, the MPO has applied for and received a substantial increase in 
transit service and capital grant funding since 1996 and has utilized this increase to maintain the 
system and implement various transit system improvements.   Some of the increase in transit 
funding is due to two six-year highway reauthorization bills passed since 1996.  Each of these 
bills, which determine the allocation of highway and transit funds, increased the percentage of 
funds dedicated to transit projects.   Since the Vero Beach-Sebastian urbanized area contains less 
than 200,000 people, these funds can be used for operating expenses as well as capital expenses. 
 In addition, FDOT has provided incentives for local transit service provision in the form of a 
number of new matching grant programs.  The county should continue to seek grant funding 
opportunities. 
 

• Summary of Transportation Cost and Revenue Strategies 
 
Research by economists indicate that adequately considering all costs of providing transportation 
and passing these costs to motorists efficiently represents the best long-term solution for 
congestion relief.  The easiest way for the county to accomplish this is by imposing all 12 cents 
of its local option gas tax. Also, the county should consider a policy to dedicate funding to transit 
or other non-roadway transportation modes to ensure continuity in the provision and operation of 
those modes.  
 
While congestion pricing, per-mile usage fees, and parking charges are not applicable in Indian 
River County, the county should adopt a policy to monitor changes in technology or local travel 
conditions that might make these applicable over time.  Since every dollar of local funding 
provided to the transit system for operations results in $3 in federal and state matching funds, the 
county should continue to make a contribution to match these grants with local funds.  Finally, 
the county should adopt a policy to encourage the private sector to adopt TDM techniques. The 
county could do this by supporting employer carpooling and ridesharing programs, encouraging 
staggered work hours, and requiring transit facilities at new developments.    
 
System Preservation 
 
The state of transportation infrastructure has become a national topic of discussion due to some 
recent high-profile infrastructure failures. It is essential that resurfacing and other systemwide 
maintenance is performed in Indian River County to avoid costlier reconstruction at a future 
date.  An analysis of deficient pavement on the state highway system indicates that there are 
more miles of deficient pavement in Indian River County today than in 1996.   In fact, the 
percentage of deficient pavement actually exceeds the 20% deficiency target set by the state in the 
2025 Florida Transportation Plan.  When a number of programmed resurfacing projects are 
complete, however, the percent of the state network with deficient pavement in Indian River County 
will be 9%.  
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In Indian River County, maintenance and other highway operating costs are increasing at a rapid 
rate.  In fact, these costs have risen $237% since 1996.  The increase is attributable to a number 
of factors, including increased wear and tear on the roads from higher travel; more landscaping 
on the roadways; and more and increasingly sophisticated signal operations.  Despite increasing 
costs, the vast majority of highways in Indian River County have been maintained in acceptable 
condition.  Continuing to maintain the transportation system will be essential and will become a 
challenge in a climate of increasing costs and limited resources.  Therefore, the county should 
establish targets for system preservation in its comprehensive plan and implement policies to 
help meet the targets.  These policies should include selecting plant materials with low 
maintenance requirements on landscaping projects; adopting a consistent pavement rating system 
in conjunction with FDOT; exploring private sector maintenance of sidewalks and landscaping 
adjacent to businesses and residences; and re-assessing dirt road grading policies and schedules. 
 
 
EVALUATION OF TRANSPORTATION OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
The following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Transportation Element’s objectives.  
Since the time of the last major plan update, 10 objectives, including Objectives 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 
10, 11, 12, and 13, were achieved; one, Objective 3, was not achieved; and two, Objectives 2 and 
4, have due dates in the future.  
 
An analysis of trends indicates that Objective 2, which calls for a reduction in the number of 
unsafe intersections, is unlikely to be achieved by its target year of 2010.  On the other hand, 
Objective 4, which measures advanced right-of-way acquisition for long range plan projects, 
could possibly be achieved by year 2015.  Finally, Objective 3, which relates to preparation of an 
annual report on transportation operations, was not achieved.   
 
Under each objective, the applicable policies 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, and to determine if the policy was 
appropriate.  Depending on the results of these assessments, a determination was made as to whether 
the policies contained under the objective needed to be maintained, revised, or deleted.  The 
justification for any revisions or deletions is also provided. 
 
Objective 1 - ADEQUATE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
 
The county acknowledges that there are no existing roadway capacity deficiencies within 
the County.  Through 2020, the county traffic circulation system will continue to operate at 
or above the minimum service levels specified in policy 1.1. 
 
Measure: Number of roadway deficiencies 
Objective 1 was achieved.   
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Evaluation of Objective:  Even though the objective contains a target date of 2020, the objective 
has been continuously met in Indian River County since the last major plan update.   Objective 1 is 
appropriate and should be retained with a revised target date of 2030. 
 
Assessment of Policies  
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate?Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be 

Maintained/ 
Deleted / 
Revised? 

1.1 The county hereby adopts traffic 
circulation LOS Standards:  "D" for all 
freeway, TRIP grant funded, arterial, 
and collector roadways (peak hour, 
peak season, peak direction conditions) 
with the exception of 27th Ave - S. 
county line to SR 60 and 43rd Ave - 
Oslo Rd to 16th Street. For SIS/FL 
Intrastate Highway System roadways, 
LOS B is adopted for rural areas, and 
LOS C is adopted for urban areas. 

These LOS standards were 
adopted and are used in the 
Concurrency Management 
System. 

 

X  X  X  Maintain. 

1.2 Proposed roadway projects shall be 
evaluated and ranked in priority 
according to (criteria identified in 
Policy 1.2). 

These criteria were used in 
the development of the 20-
year TCIP. 

X  X  X  Maintain. 

1.3 The county hereby adopts the 
Transportation Capital Improvements 
Program (TCIP) incorporated as Table 
4.9.3 and Table 4.9.4 in the 
transportation element of the Comp 
Plan. This TCIP shall be reviewed and 
updated on an annual basis. 

Improvements to correct 
existing deficiencies were 
programmed and 
constructed. 

X  X  X  Maintain, 
and update 
tables 4.9.3 
and 4.9.4. 

1.4 No development project shall be 
approved if the projected impacts of 
the project would serve to reduce 
service levels of any roadway on the 
traffic circulation system below the 
standards identified in Policy 1.1. 
Conditions applicable to this policy 
are identified in Policy 1.4. 

All projects were subject to 
the Indian River County 
concurrency management 
system. 

X  X  X  Maintain. 

1.5:  The county, through its land 
development regulations, shall require 
submission of a traffic impact study 
for all projects projected to 
generate/attract 100 or more average 

All projects were subject to 
the Indian River County 
traffic study requirement. 

X  X  X  Maintain. 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate?Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be 

Maintained/ 
Deleted / 
Revised? 

daily trips. The traffic impact study 
will be the basis for identifying site-
related improvements required by a 
project as well as for assessing 
consistency with adopted level of 
service standards. 

1.6:  The county shall maintain its 
traffic impact fee process and shall 
review the fee schedule at least once 
every two years.  If necessary, 
changes to the fee schedule shall be 
made based upon the results of the fee 
schedule review. 

The traffic impact fee was 
reviewed regularly and 
generated in excess of $150 
million since 1996 for 
concurrency-related 
roadway improvements.  
The fee was reviewed 
every three years, not every 
two years as stated in the 
policy. 

 X X  X  Revise to 
indicate a 
three-year 
update 
cycle. 

1.7:  By 2005, the county shall 
consider imposing part or all of the 
ELMS one-to-five cent local option 
gas tax.  

The gas tax was considered 
as part of the Cost 
Affordable LRTP in 2000 
and in 2005 but was not 
imposed. 

X   X X  Revise to 
indicate 
imposition 
of the gas 
tax by 2010. 

 
Since the last major plan update, the county continuously implemented policies 1.1 – 1.5.  These 
policies were appropriate and helped to ensure that the highway network in the county operated at its 
adopted level of service.  Policy 1.6, which calls for the maintenance of the impact fee process, was 
also updated, but not on a 2-year cycle.   
 
Policy 1.7 states that the county shall consider imposing all or part of the Local Option Gas Tax by 
2005.  While imposition of the additional local option gas tax was considered in the 2005 Long 
Range Plan update process, the decision was to not impose the additional gas tax at that time, but to 
adopt the added gas tax by 2010.  For that reason, the policy should be revised to indicate that the 
county shall impose all of the ELMS local option gas tax by 2010. 
 
Finally, the county requires the use of Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation 
rates or consultant derived rates in all of its traffic studies (Policy 1.4).  The county should 
consider amending this policy to indicate that the county will develop its own trip generation rate 
applicable to schools in the future. 
 
Objective 2 –  SAFETY  
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By 2010, the number of intersections with a high relative crash rate (over 2.0 accidents per 
million entering vehicles) will be less than the five high relative crash rate intersections 
identified in 2001. 
 
Measure: Number of Intersections with High Relative Crash Rates (Crashes per MEV)  
 
Though not due until 2010, this objective has not yet been achieved, and will probably not be 
achieved by the target date.  Instead of decreasing, the number of high-crash intersections in the 
county increased from the five that existed in 2001 to eight in 2006.  An analysis of the crash trends 
in Indian River County since the last major plan update indicates that the objective is unlikely to be 
achieved by 2010. 
 
Evaluation of Objective:  Based on National Highway and Traffic Safety Administration criteria 
(which includes crashes and fatalities per vehicle mile traveled), an analysis of overall safety in the 
county indicates that the rate and severity of crashes in the county has not increased significantly 
since 1996.  While the total number of unsafe intersections can be indicative of an area’s overall 
traffic safety, this indicator is subject to numerical bias. That is the case in Indian River County 
where the total number of intersections has grown significantly. In fact, transportation system safety 
cannot be measured by considering intersections alone because a focus on intersections does not take 
into account crashes on interstates, mainline highways, bridges, and bike/ped facilities. Given the 
increase in complexity and congestion that accompanies urbanization, it may be unrealistic to expect 
any decline in overall crash rates 
 
Objective 2 should be revised to extend the horizon year, utilize a more appropriate safety measure 
(such as overall crash rate), and establish a target for the new measure consistent with benchmarks or 
standards established by FDOT.  In the short range component of the Florida Transportation Plan, 
FDOT has established reductions in fatality rates to below national averages as the measure of 
effectiveness.    
 
Assessment of Policies: 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate
? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained/ 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

2.1 The county will maintain an 
accurate crash database. 

The Traffic Engineering 
Division continually 
maintains a database of all 
traffic crashes in the county. 
The database includes many 
details of each crash but 
does not show the actual 
location of the crash, which 

X  X   X  Maintain.   
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate
? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained/ 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

impacts its accuracy. 

2.2 The county will review crash 
records to determine if intersection 
improvements are necessary to 
enhance safety and will program 
necessary improvements. 

Every year, crash reports are 
reviewed to identify 
intersections with 4 or more 
crashes per MEV (Millions 
Entering Vehicles). 
Intersections with high crash 
rates are investigated using 
collision diagrams to find 
the causes of crashes. These 
analyses have resulted in 
implementation of 
precautionary measures such 
as 4-way stop signs, new 
signals, visibility 
improvements, streetlight 
installations, signs, warning 
signs, flashing solar power 
lights (Old Dixie Hwy 
between 65th and 69th St, 
high intensity signs, and 
double stop signs.  

X  X   X Revise to 
expand scope 
of review 
beyond 
intersections. 

2.3 The county hereby adopts the 
MPO’s Congestion Management 
System Plan.  In so doing, the 
county recognizes that the MPO is 
responsible for conducting an 
annual congestion management 
system analysis, and the county 
commits to programming those 
safety improvements identified as 
necessary in the CMS analysis.  
Such recommended improvements 
may include signalization 
improvements, channelization 
measures, turn lane restrictions, and 
other strategies. 

Since 1995, the county has 
developed two major 
Congestion Management 
System Plans (now called 
Congestion Management 
Process Plans). Beginning in 
1997, the MPO developed 
annual minor CMS Plans. 
Some major improvements 
that resulted from the CMS 
studies are intermodal 
improvements at the Miracle 
Mile, upgrading traffic 
synchronization through 
interconnects (ITS) for 
Groups 1 and 2 (Vero Beach 
and  east of I-95, and the 
five-points intersection 
redesign. 

X  X  X  Maintain, but 
move policy 
to the 
Adequate 
Trans-
portation 
Systems 
Objective 1. 
Also, change 
CMS to CMP 
to reflect new 
program 
name. 

 
Since the last major plan update, the county has continuously implemented all three policies under 
Objective 2.  
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Policy 2.1 should be retained.  Although the policy stipulates that the county should maintain an 
“accurate” crash database, crash locations in the database are assigned to the nearest intersection and 
not reported by exact location. The county should retain the policy, but revise its procedures to 
report crash data by exact location using widely available tools such as GIS and GPS (Global 
Positioning Systems).  
 
Policy 2.2, while appropriate, should be revised to include all transportation infrastructure 
improvements (and not just intersection improvements) to better reflect current practices.   For 
example, the county and FDOT not only address intersection safety, but also review and recommend 
safety improvements at driveways, sidewalks, median openings, bridges, and other locations. 
 
As structured, Policy 2.3 is appropriate and should be retained. While safety is often considered in 
the Congestion Management process, the primary focus of the process is on the movement and flow 
of traffic. Therefore, the policy should be moved to “Adequate Transportation System”, Objective 1.  
 
To improve safety in the county, the county should consider adopting additional policies that address 
deficiencies identified in the analysis section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report.  Although that 
analysis suggests that countywide traffic safety conditions have not significantly declined, there is 
evidence of declining bike/ped safety in the county. Therefore, the county should consider a 
policy to provide more pedestrian signals, illuminated crosswalk markings, bus stop 
infrastructure, and striped shoulder markings. Another bike/ped safety policy could involve the 
county performing pedestrian access studies in conjunction with the school district in order to 
access safe routes to schools (SRTS) funding. 
 
According to recent studies, ITS integration increases traffic system performance and safety. In 
addition, an analysis of ITS in Indian River County demonstrates that there is a high correlation 
between surveillance cameras at intersections and low crash rates at those intersections.  Therefore, a 
new policy or policies should be adopted to utilize ITS strategies to improve safety where 
appropriate; to ensure that the county’s ITS infrastructure is consistent with FDOT and national ITS 
architecture; to explore red-light camera enforcement, should camera enforcement be allowed on 
state roads; and to partner with FDOT to embrace emerging ITS technologies such as the 511 
notification system. 
 
Since Indian River County has one of the highest median ages in the United States and there is 
evidence that this median age will rise in the coming years, the county should adopt a policy on 
engineering transportation facilities for an aging population.  This could include extending the 
pedestrian phases at intersections and incorporating high-visibility traffic control devices and 
signage where appropriate. 
 
Objective 3 - TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM REVIEW 
 
The county will have a transportation system review and evaluation prepared on an annual 
basis. 
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Measure: Preparation of an annual report 
 
Objective 3 was not achieved. 
 
Evaluation of the Objective: This objective differs from most of the other objectives in that the 
achievement of this objective results in the preparation of an annual report, not in any direct 
improvement to the transportation system in Indian River County.  While the county has 
continuously prepared reports on signal operations, intersection levels of service, congested links, 
and safety, these reports are part of the overall transportation planning process and assist in the 
development of policies that result in specific actions. The objective should be eliminated. 
 
Assessment of Policy: 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate
? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be 

Maintained / 
Deleted / 
Revised? 

3.1 Traffic count data will be 
collected on all thoroughfare roads 
on an annual basis.  These data will 
be utilized to develop an annual 
report on the Level of Service 
provided on major area roads.  These 
findings will then be used to identify 
improvement needs and associated 
costs required to maintain the Levels 
of Service identified in Policy 1.1. 

The Traffic Engineering 
Division collects traffic 
count data daily and 
reports traffic counts on an 
annual basis (AADT). It 
also collects truck count 
data.  The traffic count data 
are used in several 
analyses, including Level-
of-Service and the 
concurrency management 
processes. Roadways with 
failing level-of-service are 
studied for improvements 
which are then prioritized 
based on a number of 
criteria in the LRTP and 
TCIP.  

X   X  X Move to 
Objective 1. 

 
Since AADT collection is essential to measuring compliance with several comprehensive plan 
objectives, Policy 3.1 is appropriate and should be retained.   The policy, however, should be moved 
to Objective 1, Adequate Transportation System.   
 
Objective 4 - RIGHTS-OF-WAY 
 
By 2015, the county will have protected the right-of-way needed to maintain the grid 
network of roads in Indian River County, and in so doing the county will have acquired the 
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right-of-way needed for all county collector and arterial roads and all mass transit 
corridors within the urban area where improvements are programmed.   
 
Measure: Amount of right-of-way acquired  
 
Although this objective is not due until 2015, the objective has not yet been achieved. It is, however, 
possible that the County will meet the objective by the due date. As shown on Attachment 20, the 
county has acquired at least 75% of the right-of-way it needs on 7 of 15 roadways on the 2020 Long 
Range Plan. On many of the remaining 2020 plan roadways, including portions of 66th Avenue and 
CR 510, the county has made some progress on acquiring needed right-of-way.  Because several 
proposed 2020 roadway projects (such as widening SR A1A from 2 to 4 lanes) were deleted from 
the plan, less overall right-of-way needs to be acquired.   
 
Evaluation of Objective: 
The objective, which promotes the advanced acquisition of right-of-way for long range plan 
projects, is appropriate and should be retained.  To improve the objective, a number of changes 
should be made. Since the original 2020 long range plan has been replaced with the 2030 long range 
plan, the achievement date of 2015 should be replaced with a new achievement date of 2025. In 
addition, the use of the term “programmed improvements” is misleading, as the term programmed 
implies projects funded in a five-year capital improvement program.  This term should be replaced 
with the term “planned.” Achieving the objective with 2030 plan projects, however, will be a 
challenge given the recent escalation in the cost of right-of-way. 
 
Assessment of Policies: 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate
? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

4.1 The county hereby adopts minimum 
right-of-way standards (listed in policy). 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
adopt new 
standards. 

4.2 The county shall continue to 
eliminate existing right-of-way 
deficiencies, preserve existing right-of-
way, and acquire future right-of-way for 
all collector and arterial roadways as 
necessary to meet the right-of-way 
requirements for programmed 
improvements. These standards will be 
met by requiring appropriate land 
dedication through the plat and site plan 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate
? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

review and approval processes.  
Dedication for right-of-way exceeding 
local road standards shall be 
compensated through traffic impact fee 
credits, density transfers, or purchase. 

4.3 The county shall acquire additional 
right-of-way at intersections to provide 
for the construction or expansion of 
turning lanes as needed to improve 
safety and traffic flow, and reduce 
congestion. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.4: The county shall acquire right-of-
way, consistent with the standards 
identified in Policy 4.1, to allow for 
landscaped open space adjacent to all 
rural arterial roadways and applicable 
urban arterial roadways. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Revise. 
Analysis 
reveals that 
landscaping 
may not be 
warranted on 
all projects 
due to high   
ROW    
acquisition 
costs. 

4.5 The county shall use available funds, 
such as one cent local option sales tax 
revenue, to pursue advance right-of-way 
acquisition. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X . X  X  Maintain 

4.6 The county shall continue to enforce 
the existing Subdivision Collector Map, 
Figure 4.9.1, to ensure that proposed 
development provides for the extension 
of subdivision collector roadways to 
parcels which are presently landlocked. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.7:  By 2005, the county will prepare 
and adopt right-of-way reservation maps 
(ref. Ch. 336.02, F.S.) for all county 
collector and arterial roads. 

The policy was not 
implemented. 

 X  X  X Delete or 
revise. 
Preparation of 
maps for all 
collector and 
lateral 
roadways is 
not 
appropriate if 
there are no 
roadway 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate
? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

expansion 
plans on a 
roadway. 

4.8: To the extent allowed by law, the 
county shall charge fees to utility 
companies and other entities for use of 
road right-of-ways. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented.  

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.9:   The county hereby adopts and 
shall enforce the Extended Roadway 
Grid Network Map, Figure 4.10. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.10:  The county shall enforce the 
Extended Roadway Grid Network Map 
and protect right-of-way beyond the 
urban service area boundary by 
requiring appropriate land dedication 
through the plat and site plan review and 
approval process. 

This policy has been 
continuously 
implemented. 

X  X   X Consolidate 
with Policy 
4.9 

 
All of the policies under Objective 4, with the exception of Policy 4.7, are appropriate, have been 
implemented, and have contributed to meeting Objective 4. Policy 4.1 should be revised to reflect 
the county’s current right-of-way standard by roadway type. With respect to Policy 4.4, which 
pertains to acquiring right-of-way for landscaping, the county should in the future consider the cost 
of the right-of-way needed for landscaping when deciding the amount and location of landscaping to 
be installed. 
 
Two policies in the plan reference the Extended Grid Network map.  Those are Policy 4.9, which 
(indicates the county will adopt the Map) and Policy 4.10 (which indicates the county will enforce 
the Map).  Although both policies are appropriate, the county could consolidate these into a single 
policy. 
 
While Policy 4.7 appears to be a reasonable way to protect needed right-of-way, there are a number 
of issues associated with adopting right-of-way reservation maps as called for by the policy.  FDOT 
and County engineers have both expressed concern that future right-of-way maps of the type 
described in Policy 4.7 could subject the county to legal challenges. Besides the potential for legal 
challenges, another issue is the difficulty of preparing accurate ROW maps for roadways where no 
expansion of the roadway is planned. For that reason, the policy should be revised to apply only to 
planned roadway improvements.  Alternatively, the policy should be deleted from the plan, pending 
further analysis. 
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In terms of meeting the objective, there are a number of proactive right-of-way acquisition 
techniques could be included as policies in the Comprehensive Plan.  These techniques could 
include establishing more stringent procedures for eminent domain acquisitions; using Murphy Act 
right-of-way reservations, where applicable; authorizing opportunity purchases of depressed real 
estate adjacent to roadway right-of-way; and replacing landscaping treatments when landscaping is 
disturbed by right-of-way acquisition or construction.  
 
In addition, the county should consider a policy to perform an analysis of alternative roadway 
alignments prior to undertaking roadway design.  In so doing, the county will have the option to 
define all needed right-of-way and/or begin acquiring right-of-way at the 60% design level.   
 
Objective 5 - TRAFFIC CONTROL  
 
Through 2020, all development projects approved by the county will provide for adequate 
traffic control.   
 
Measure: Number of projects approved with adequate traffic control requirements. 
 
The objective was achieved. Since the time of the last major plan update, all development projects 
approved by the county have been subject to the traffic control requirements and review processes 
contained in the county’s land development regulations.   
 
Evaluation of Objective: 
The purpose of traffic control is to promote the safe, efficient flow of people and goods on the 
transportation system. In the Transportation Element, there are objectives that address traffic 
flow and safety (Objectives 1 and 2 of this element, respectively).  Since the intent of Objective 
5 is already included in other objectives and since the objective is difficult to evaluate in terms of 
achievement, the objective should be deleted.  

Assessment of Policies: 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

5.1 The county will, through its land 
development regulations, establish 
design standards providing, at 
minimum, for the following:  
- Adequate storage and turning bays; 
- Spacing and design of median 
openings and curb cuts; 

Standards were established 
in the county’s Land 
Development Regulations 
and enforced through the 
development approval 
process. 

X  X  X  Maintain. 

Move to 
Objective 1, 
Adequate 
Transporta-
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

- Provision of service roads; 
- Driveway access and spacing; and   
- Traffic operations. 

tion System. 

5.2 The county shall review all 
proposed land developments in order 
to ensure consistency with the goals, 
objectives and policies of this plan, 
and the county shall require 
coordination of traffic circulation 
plans and improvements with land 
use and infrastructure plans before 
development approval. 

All development plans are 
reviewed for consistency 
with the goals and objectives 
of the Land Use and 
Infrastructure Element of the 
Comp Plan, and are also 
evaluated for design and 
implementation of efficient 
traffic circulation. 

X  X  X  Maintain. 

Move to 
Objective 
10, Land 
Use/ Trans-
portation 

5.3 The county shall review all 
access driveways and new roadway 
connections associated with 
redevelopment or new development 
to ensure safety, preserve roadway 
capacity, and ensure compatibility 
with the long range transportation 
plan. 

All development plans are 
reviewed for consistency 
with the Long Range 
Transportation Plan, and are 
approved after consideration 
of adequate safety and 
capacity on the access roads. 

X  X  X  Maintain. 
Policy 5.5 
addresses 
on-site 
traffic. 
Move to 
Objective 2, 
Safety 

5.4 The county shall ensure that the 
installation of all traffic control 
devices is consistent with the 
standards contained in the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD).  The MUTCD will be the 
standard used by the county to 
determine the need for traffic control 
improvements, including 
signalization. 

All traffic control devices, 
including temporary signs 
and displays are installed 
consistent with MUTCD 
standards. 

X  X  X  Move to 
Objective 2, 
Safety. 

5.5 The county will review on-site 
traffic flow for all proposed 
development projects to ensure that 
circulation for motorized and non-
motorized vehicles and pedestrians 
can be accommodated safely. 

The development review 
process evaluates safety and 
convenience of motorized 
and non-motorized traffic 
flow on private roads within 
subdivisions and PDs.  

X  X  X  Maintain. 
Move to 
Objective 2, 
Safety.  

5.6 The county will, through its land 
development regulations, continue to 
require that all development projects 
provide a sufficient number of 
parking spaces for both motorized 
and non-motorized vehicles.  
Sufficient will be based upon 
information from parking studies 

Current Land Development 
Regulations require 
developers to provide 
minimum parking spaces for 
both residential and 
commercial projects.  

X  X  X  Maintain 
and move to 
Objective 1. 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

regarding demand by use category.  
The county will periodically review 
its off-street parking requirements, 
identifying minimum spaces per land 
use category, delineating space size, 
providing for shared parking, setting 
internal circulation standards, and 
addressing other parking 
characteristics. 

5.7 The county shall require that all 
developments fronting arterial 
roadways provide for 
frontage/marginal access roads or 
drives, as appropriate.  These 
marginal access roads may be 
parking lot access drives. 

Frontage/marginal access 
roads or drives are required 
for all non-residential 
projects abutting arterial 
roads.  

X  X  X  Maintain 
and merge 
with Policy 
5.3.  

5.8 The county shall, through its land 
development regulations, provide for 
the use of shared driveway facilities. 

Shared-driveway facilities 
are being implemented and 
encouraged through the 
LDRs.  

X  X  X  Maintain 
and merge 
with Policy 
5.3. 

 
All of the policies under Objective 5 were implemented.  Because Policies 5.3, 5.5, 5.7 and 5.8 all 
concern various aspects of the same activity (which is the review of new proposed development 
projects for the provision of transportation infrastructure), these policies could be combined to form 
one policy. A combined policy could specify that the county will review all proposed development 
projects to ensure that all shared or private access driveways, new roadway connections and on-site 
traffic flow will be provided in a safe manner and that frontage/marginal access roads will be 
provided along arterials.  All of the other policies relate to one of the other stated objectives in the 
plan and should appear under the objectives as identified above. 
 
Objective 6 - PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE SYSTEM 
 
During each five-year period between 2001 and 2030, a minimum of 20 miles of sidewalk 
facilities and 10 miles of bicycle facilities will be added to the functionally classified 
roadway system.  
 
Measure: Miles of continuous pedestrian/bicycle paths 
 
From 1994 to 2005, 76 miles of bike lanes and 57 miles of sidewalks were added to the roadway 
system.  Objective 6 was achieved.   
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Evaluation of Objective:  The objective is appropriate and properly structured.  Despite the fact 
that the county provided a significant amount of bike/ped infrastructure and met its objective, 
bike/ped level of service in the county has decreased since the last major plan update.  Although the 
objective focuses on the number of bike/ped facilities as an indicator of bike/ped travel in the 
county, the objective fails to address several other possible indicators. These indicators include 
connectivity of the bike/ped network to appropriate destinations; convenience infrastructure (such as 
bike racks, showers, and bike/ped signage); and multimodal transportation opportunities.   
 
An effective and achievable objective that addresses both the qualitative and quantitative aspect of 
bike-ped travel would be to limit the percentage of roadway network operating at bike/ped level-of-
service of “D” or less to 20% of the county’s roadway network through a future year. The 
benchmark of 20% is the percentage of roadways with bike-ped LOS “E” or “F” that existed in 
2005.  
 
Assessment of Policies: 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

6.1 The county hereby adopts the 
MPO Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan.  
Implementation of the plan in the 
unincorporated county will occur 
through the incorporation of 
improvements identified in that plan 
in its TCIP.  The plan will be used as 
a basis for applying for and 
programming federal enhancement 
project funds.  Funds will be used to 
program improvements such as the 
construction of new bicycle and 
pedestrian lanes and paths, and the 
retrofit of existing lanes and paths.  
The implementation schedule will be 
determined by the priority ranking of 
each roadway segment as contained 
in the MPO Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan. 
 The following programs shall also 
be implemented by the county 
according to the plan: an off-road 
facilities program, a safety 
improvement program, and a mode 
shift program.  These programs will 
be implemented as the funding, right-
of-way, or other necessary resources 

The first Bike/Ped Plan was 
developed in 1998 and 
updated in 2004.  
Improvements identified in 
the Needs Plan of the 
Bike/Ped Plan are 
programmed annually in the 
TCIP.  In addition, the 
county actively seeks grant 
funding for the highest 
ranked MPO priority 
projects.   

The county has not, however, 
initiated a Safety 
Improvement Program or a 
Mode Shift Program.  

X  X  X  Maintain.  



EAR Transportation Element 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                                                                                                       61 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

become available. 

6.2 By 2005, the county shall 
evaluate utility easements, railroad 
rights-of-way and drainage canal 
rights-of-way as locations for off-
road trails.  This evaluation will be 
based upon safety and cost 
considerations as well as negotiations 
with appropriate agencies which 
control these easements and rights-
of-way. 

The county completed the 
first phase of a Greenways 
plan for the central part of 
Indian River County and the 
City of Vero Beach in 2006. 
That plan identified utility 
easements, railroad rights-of-
way, drainage canal rights-
of-way, and stormwater 
tracts based on several 
criteria for possible 
greenways, off-road, and on-
road corridors.  

X  X  X  Revise 
completion 
date. 

6.3 By 2005, the county will assess 
all thoroughfare plan roadways to 
identify hazards to bicyclists.  Where 
hazards are identified, improvements 
to correct them will be programmed. 

The 2004 Bike/Ped Plan 
contained an inventory of 
bike/ped hazards for all 
major roads in the county. 
These hazards are being 
addressed through various 
grant programs.  

X  X  X  Revise 
completion 
date 

6.4 The county will ensure that 
pedestrian and bicycle access is 
provided to all park areas. 

The policy is worded as an 
outcome (objective) and 
therefore should be deleted 
from the policy section. 
Bike/ped facilities are 
prioritized in the plan based 
on access to major attractors 
(including schools, 
shopping/employment 
centers, and parks.)   

 X  X  X Delete 

6.5:  The county will continue to use 
at least $100,000 per year of 1 cent 
local option sales tax revenue for 
bike/pedestrian system 
improvements. 

The county has spent at least 
$100,000 annually from 1 
cent local option sales tax 
revenues on bike/ped 
improvements.  This amount, 
however, should be adjusted 
to reflect increased 
construction costs. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
adjust 
contribution 
  

6.6: The county will continue to 
apply for ISTEA enhancement funds 
to construct bike/ped improvements. 

The county has acquired an 
average of $260,000 of 
Enhancement Funds per year 
since the last 10 years for 

X  X  X  Revise to 
include 
SAFETEA-
LU 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

bike/ped and landscaping 
projects.  

references. 

6.7:   The county will, through its 
land development regulations, 
require that all developments 
fronting on thoroughfare plan 
roadways provide for construction of 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
as identified in the MPO 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan. 

The county has required 
bike/ped improvements at all 
new developments fronting 
thoroughfare plan roadways. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.8:  The county will, through its 
land development regulations, 
require that internal sidewalks are 
provided in residential subdivisions 
with densities of three units per acre 
or higher and in non-residential 
subdivisions where pedestrian 
activity can be expected. 

Since 2005, internal 
sidewalks have been required 
in all residential subdivisions 
within the Urban Services 
Area. 

X  X  X  Revise 

 
Most of Objective 6’s policies are appropriate and contributed toward meeting the objective. 
Therefore, most of the policies should be retained or retained with minor revisions.  One policy, 
Policy 6.4, does not specify any actions to be taken on the part of the county and should be deleted. 
Another policy, Policy 6.2, was partially completed with adoption of the Central Indian River 
County Greenways Plan.  Since the plan was completed in 2006, there has not been time to 
implement any of the plan’s alternatives.  Nonetheless, the policy is important and should be 
retained with a revised completion date.  
 
A number of other policies under this objective should be revised.  While many new bike/ped 
facilities were constructed since the last major plan update, the cost of the components of bike/ped 
facilities (including right-of-way and materials) have increased substantially.  At the same time, the 
financial commitment to these projects has not increased significantly.  Therefore, the county should 
reconsider the annual contribution level cited in policy 6.5.  In addition, the county has, through its 
land development regulations and bike/ped plan, created an effective mechanism for constructing 
on-road bike/ped facilities.  To encourage developer participation in the county’s off-road bike/ped 
facility program, Policy 6.7 should be revised to require new development projects to also provide 
greenway facilities and trails, when those projects abut a proposed greenway on the greenways 
network.  Finally, Policy 6.8 should be revised to reflect the fact that internal sidewalks are required 
in all residential subdivisions in the urban service area. 
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Improving bike/ped travel conditions on an ongoing basis will require a number of new policy 
initiatives.  To increase the safety and mobility of non-motorized traffic, the county should add 
policies that require the county to install bike-ped signals at all signalized intersections; install bike 
racks on buses; and require bike parking at apartment complexes and shopping centers.  Another 
practice that has been implemented throughout the state of Florida and could be incorporated in a 
new policy is the establishment of a sidewalk “matching program.”  Under such a program, a portion 
of the cost of new sidewalks is provided to interested homeowners and neighborhood groups, who 
are then responsible for providing the remainder of the costs.  
 
Objective 7 -  LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 
 
The traffic circulation system will be compatible with the land use element and other 
elements of the comprehensive plan. 
 
Measure: Level of Compatibility 
 
Evaluation of Objective  
 
The traffic circulation system has been developed in a manner compatible with surrounding land 
uses.  The objective, therefore, was achieved.    
 
Though transportation and land use plans have been coordinated in Indian River County, level of 
compatibility is difficult to assess.  For that reason, the objective should be revised to include a more 
specific measure of effectiveness.  The objective could be restructured to indicate that all future 
transportation projects in Indian River County will be developed in consideration of the impacts to 
surrounding communities and will incorporate mitigation techniques, if appropriate.   
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained/ 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No  

7.1 As much as possible, protect the 
character of existing neighborhoods 
from the intrusion of major 
thoroughfares (criteria listed in policy 
text). 

Improvements have been  
programmed chiefly for 
existing non-residential 
corridors; buffering provided 
for intrusive roadways 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.2 Major roadways and intersections 
shall, to the extent possible, be located 
and designed such as to not adversely 
affect existing neighborhoods (criteria 

The policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained/ 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No  

listed in policy text). 

7.3 Locate and design roadways to 
minimize adverse environmental 
impacts.  Mitigate impacts as provided 
for in Conservation Element. 

The policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.4 The county shall not fund 
transportation improvements which 
will allow increased development in 
coastal high-hazard areas. 

The policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.5 The county hereby designates as 
historic and scenic roads:  Jungle 
Trail, Fellsmere Grade, Gifford Dock 
Road, Old Winter Beach Road, and 
Quay Dock Road.  The county will 
prepare, adopt, and implement 
management plans for each of these 
roads 

The Jungle Trail Management 
Plan called for in Policy 7.5 
was adopted, but plans for the 
other historic roadways were 
not developed.  Therefore, the 
policy was not fully 
implemented.  The policy is 
appropriate, and should be 
maintained. 

 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.6:  The county shall establish land 
use guidelines for development in 
exclusive public transit corridors to 
ensure accessibility to public transit, 
in the event such corridors are 
established.  

No exclusive public 
transportation corridors were 
established 

 X  X X  Maintain and 
Move to 
Objective 10 

7.7:  The county will coordinate the 
mitigation of adverse structural and 
non-structural impacts from airports, 
and related facilities, upon natural 
resources and land uses with the 
expansion of and development of 
those facilities consistent with the 
future land use, coastal management 
and conservation elements. 

The policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All of the policies under Objective 7 were fully or partially implemented and help maintain 
compatibility between the county’s land use pattern and its transportation system.  While the Jungle 
Trail Management Plan called for in Policy 7.5 was adopted, plans for the other historic roadways in 
the county were not developed.  Therefore, the policy was not fully implemented.  The policy is 
appropriate, and should be maintained.   
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Policy 7.6 indicates that land use plans should be established for exclusive public transit corridors. 
The policy, which is required under state law by rule 9J-5.019(4)(c)9, must be retained. Section 
(4)(c)16 of the same rule indicates that that a policy must be developed that also addresses right-of-
way protection within exclusive public transit corridors.  Although the county has not designated 
any exclusive public transportation corridors, Rule 9J-5 requires the county to collect data to identify 
corridors with high potential transit utilization which may result in the designation of transit 
corridors.  The policy is appropriate, and should be revised to add right of way protection and 
continuous monitoring of transit mode split in the county in order to comply with the requirements 
of Rule 9J-5.  Because that policy is more consistent with the County’s Land Use/Transportation 
Objective (Objective 10), Policy 7.6 should be moved to that objective.  
 
To promote compatibility between roads and adjacent neighborhoods, the county should adopt a 
policy similar to the policy in the Florida Transportation Plan (FTP) which dedicates a minimum 
percentage of all roadway project budgets (currently 2-3%) to landscaping, while ensuring that the 
ongoing costs of maintaining the selected landscaping design are minimal. 
 
Finally, the county should consider new policies to adopt highway beautification plans for the two 
major interstate interchanges within the county as well as along SR 60 and US 1 and to seek 
private participation in its highway beautification programs.  
 
Objective 8  - COORDINATION 
 
The county will have a system which ensures that all transportation requirements, 
procedures, and improvements are coordinated with all applicable governmental entities 
responsible for transportation activities and with the Hutchinson Island Resource 
Management Plan. 
 
Measure: Existence of System 
 
Evaluation of Objective 
 
Indian River County has a system for coordinating its transportation activities with applicable 
governmental entities.  Therefore, the objective was achieved.  
 
A specific objective addressing coordination between counties, MPOs and FDOT is required under 
Rule 9J-5. While this objective fulfills the statutory requirement, the objective should be modified to 
incorporate a result or outcome of the coordination process as its measure of effectiveness. One way 
to restructure the objective is to measure the number of additional coordination agreements entered 
into by Indian River County.  For example, the county should, by 2015, have new coordination 
agreements with Brevard and Osceola Counties, in addition to existing agreements with FDOT, 
municipalities, and Martin and St. Lucie Counties. 
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Assessment of Policies 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate?Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be 

Maintained / 
Deleted / 
Revised? 

8.1 The county will coordinate with 
the Indian River County MPO in its 
transportation planning activities.  
This coordination will involve serving 
as staff to the MPO and having staff 
and commissioners serve on MPO 
committees 

This policy is being 
implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.2 Coordinate with FDOT to review 
its standards for sidewalk placement, 
access control, median cuts, signage, 
drainage, and other physical roadway 
development related activities. 

This policy is being 
implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.3 The county will participate on the 
MPO Technical Advisory Committee 
to promote intergovernmental 
coordination with the municipalities 
in the county. 

MPO and MPO advisory 
committees represent all local 
governments, citizens, and 
transportation interests  

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.4 Establish a mechanism, through 
the MPO, to share information with 
the municipalities in the county and 
adjacent counties regarding proposed 
projects. 

Information is regularly 
shared through Treasure 
Coast Transportation 
Council, Regional Advisory 
Committee, and Greater 
Treasure Coast Regional 
Planning Model Task Force.  

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.5 The county, through the MPO, 
will continue to coordinate its plans 
with the plans and programs of all 
transportation facility providers, 
especially FDOT.  

This policy is being 
implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.6 The county acknowledges that it is 
in compliance and will continue to 
comply with the LOS standards as 
identified in the 1983 Hutchinson 
Island Resource Planning & 
Management Plan, Policy C.1, page 
33. (barrier island LOS C for AADT, 
LOS D peak season). 

The management plan has 
been acknowledged; average 
LOS throughout the barrier 
island is currently in 
compliance with the levels of 
service specified 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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All of Objective 8’s policies (8.1 – 8.6) were implemented through various coordination activities.  
Through the county’s participation on the MPO and on MPO advisory committees, the county 
shares information and engages in extensive intergovernmental coordination.  There is, however, 
redundancy in policies 8.1, 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5, all of which relate to MPO coordination.  Therefore, 
these policies should be replaced with a single consolidated policy addressing MPO coordination. 
 
In order to continue to achieve Objective 8, the county should add a number of additional 
coordination policies.  For example, a new policy should be added to establish a formal Traffic 
Operations Subcommittee within the county or MPO structure.  Such a committee would meet 
periodically to review systems data, discuss traffic operational issues, establish performance 
measures and recommend priority projects for funding.  This policy would address coordination 
deficiencies identified as a result of the review of MPO activities.  Since the policy addresses 
safety directly, the policy is also appropriately included under Objective 2.    
 
The county should also adopt new policies to coordinate with municipalities and adjacent counties to 
develop a common methodology for measuring transportation impacts for the purpose of 
implementing a coordinated concurrency system.   These policies would improve the existing local 
concurrency processes by capturing the impact of developments across jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
Rule 95-5.019(4)(C)(6) requires that the county adopt a policy to incorporate transportation 
demand management (TDM) strategies into the transportation planning process.  Most of the 
established TDM strategies involve some form of coordination, such as between local 
governmental agencies, between governmental agencies and private sector employers, etc. 
Therefore, the county should adopt a new policy under Objective 8 to coordinate with local 
chambers of commerce, workforce development boards, major employers, other MPOs and FDOT 
to promote carpooling and vanpooling; participate in regional ridesharing database programs; and 
disseminate information about roadway and travel conditions on major regional facilities through 
new ITS technologies. 
 
Finally, the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast recommends a number of policies to 
improve regional coordination.  These policies, which should be considered by the county, 
include coordinating with Martin and St. Lucie Counties to participate in a Regional Transit 
Authority and provide regional transit service; and coordinating with the FEC railroad and FDOT 
office of modal development on future passenger rail service along the FEC corridor. 
 
 
Objective 9 - ADEQUATE TRANSIT SERVICES 
 
Between 2001/02 and 2006/07, the number of one-way, fixed route passenger trips will 
increase by an average of ten percent annually, from 167,782 to more than 270,000. 
 
Measure: Transit ridership. 
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The objective was achieved.  Since 2001/02, the county has enacted a number of improvements 
to its transit system.  These improvements have included new routes, signage at bus stops, 
extended operating hours, Saturday service, and new transfer locations.  As a result, there were 
318,499 passenger trips in 2006.  
 
Evaluation of Objective:  
 
Even though the objective was achieved, an annual increase of ten percent will be difficult to 
maintain in light of the challenges facing transit in Indian River County.  For example, the 
Florida Transportation Plan establishes a statewide transit growth objective at “twice the average 
rate of population growth”, placing it at less than 5%/year.  Guidance on the transit objective 
specified under Rule 9J.5 (Florida Administrative Code) indicates that the county should plan for 
the provision of efficient public transportation services based on “major trip generators and 
attractors that accommodate the needs of the transportation disadvantaged.” Therefore, the 
county should restructure the objective to be an indicator of both efficient transit and 
accommodation of transportation disadvantaged populations.  In addition, Rule 9J-5 stipulates 
that the county must adopt an appropriate Level of Service standard for transit. The revised 
objective should, therefore, draw upon the county’s TQLOS analysis.  An alternative objective 
could specify that, through 2030, the county transit system will continue to operate at or above a 
specific minimum service level. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained / 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

9.1:  The county hereby adopts the 
following mass transit level of 
service standard: One-hour headways 
on all fixed transit routes 

This policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Revise and 
replace with 
an FDOT – 
approved 
TQLOS 
standard.  

9.2:  The county will continue to 
maintain its fixed route transit system 

This policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.3: The county hereby adopts the 
MPO’s Long Range Transit Plan.  

The MPO adopted the transit 
element of the Long Range 
Plan and the Transit 
Development Plan. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
clarify name 
of specific 
plan adopted. 

9.4: The county will continue to 
support and provide technical 
assistance to the county’s community 

This policy is being 
implemented. The CTC has 
changed its name to the 

X  X   X Delete and 
replace with 
policy 11.1 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained / 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

transportation coordinator (CTC), 
currently the Indian River Council on 
Aging, for transportation. 

Senior Resource Association. 
In addition, the roles and 
responsibilities of the county 
with respect to the CTC are 
repeated and expanded upon 
in Policy 11.1. 

9.5: The county will continue to 
apply for state and federal mass 
transit grant funds and use those 
funds to provide transit service in the 
county. 

This policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.6: The county will on an annual 
basis work with the MPO to assess 
whether transit improvements should 
be included in the project priorities 
submitted to FDOT for state and 
federal funding. 

This policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.7: The county will continue to 
provide funding services.  Currently, 
that funding is provided to the Indian 
River Council on Aging 

This policy is being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
reflect CTC 
name change 

 
While Policy 9.1 establishes an LOS standard for transit in Indian River County, there was little 
state or federal guidance on establishing LOS for modes of transportation other than highways at 
the time this policy was adopted.  In 2003, the state of Florida published Quality and Level of 
Service standards for transit, bicycle, and pedestrian systems. That guidance contains six 
separate transit LOS indicators, including service coverage, hours of operation, and vehicle 
headways.  The county should adopt one of these indicators as its transit LOS indicator.  
 
Since the adoption of the first Transit Development Plan, service coverage and new route 
extensions have been the highest transit priority in Indian River County.  Therefore, the county 
should adopt transit service coverage as its LOS indicator and establish a minimum TQLOS 
standard of “B,” the county’s current level of service. By using the transit service coverage indicator, 
the policy will incorporate efficient service development and accommodation of transportation 
disadvantaged populations. 
 
Most of the other policies in the plan, specifically Policies 9.2, 9.3, 9.5, 9.6, and 9.7, were 
implemented, are appropriate, and should be maintained or maintained with minor revisions. 
Although Policy 9.3 was implemented, the policy now acknowledges a non-existent plan and 
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assumes that the elements of the plan will be implemented.  For that reason, this policy should be 
revised to indicate that the county will assess and implement service enhancements outlined in 
the Long Range Transportation Plan and Transit Development Plan.  Finally, all policies should 
be revised to acknowledge the new name of the Council on Aging, where appropriate. 
 
One policy, Policy 9.4, is substantially similar to another policy in the plan (Policy 11.1).   Since 
11.1 expands upon the relationship between the county, MPO, and Community Transportation 
Coordinator in providing transportation disadvantaged services, the wording of 11.1 is 
preferred.  Policy 11.1 should replace Policy 9.4 
 
While the county has been able to meet its objective for transit service and ridership, new policies 
may be needed in the future in order to continue to meet the objective. These new policies could 
include requiring adequate transit infrastructure in association with new development; seeking 
contributions for operations of the transit system from cities and the private sector; and by 
implementing ITS transit strategies (such as signal preemption devices and arrival notification 
signs). 
 
Objective 10 - LAND USE/TRANSPORTATION 
 
By 2010, the county’s population density in the urbanized area will increase from 1.4 
persons per acre to 1.7 persons per acre in order to make transit more feasible. 
 
Measure: Population Density 
 
The objective was achieved.  Between 2001 and 2005, growth in Indian River County increased 
substantially, with virtually all of the growth occurring within the urban service area.   Density in 
the census urbanized area (which is located entirely within the urban service area) increased 
from 1.4 persons/acre to 2.63. 
 
Evaluation of Objective 
 
While any increase in density helps make transit more feasible, a density of 1.7 persons per acre 
is substantially less than what researchers have identified as a transit-supportive density.  These 
studies indicate that population densities of approximately 10 persons per acre, or 4 dwelling 
units per acre, are needed to support regular fixed-route bus service at 1-hour headways.   
 
In light of these trends, the objective should be revised to incorporate a more accurate transit- 
supportive density.  Another approach is to restructure the objective to target density in 
appropriate sub-areas, such as transit corridors and downtown areas, instead of using the entire 
urbanized area, since much of even the urbanized will likely retain a suburban, low-density 
character into the foreseeable future. 
 
Assessment of Policy 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy Be 
Maintained / 

Deleted / 
Revised? 

10.1:  The county will implement 
Future Land Use Element policies 
which restrict urban sprawl, limit 
strip commercial development, 
promote infill, encourage TND 
projects, promote public 
transportation, and encourage higher 
intensity uses in major corridors. 

This policy was 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Since 1996, the county has made substantial progress in implementing land use policies that promote 
infill development, restrict sprawl, and limit development.  These include maintaining the county’s 
urban service area boundary; adopting a TND ordinance; and restricting commercial/industrial 
activity to designated nodes.   
 
One measure of land use – transportation coordination is the ratio of jobs to households in an 
area.  Studies have shown that there is a high correlation between an appropriate jobs-housing 
balance and lower levels of congestion in a region.  For that reason, Policy 10.1 should be 
restructured (or an additional policy added) to consider jobs-housing balance when evaluating 
proposed land use changes in the county’s comprehensive land use plan or the land development 
regulations. 
 
Of critical importance to the planning and prioritization of transportation projects is the quality 
of the county’s land use data.  Future land use data is possibly the single most important 
component of the travel demand forecasting model process.  Since 1996, the county has made 
significant improvements in its residential land use inventory and future population allocation 
systems. As a result, the county is better able to anticipate future congestion.   The county 
should, through a formal policy, commit to maintaining its vacant parcel model and incorporate 
improvements to its model, including developing inventories of commercial lands and collecting 
information on future development plans and transportation needs from local jurisdictions, 
businesses, and private citizens. 
 
The county should also consider a policy or policies to promote connectivity at the neighborhood 
level in order to relieve congestion on the Indian River County road network.  The policies should 
formalize or make the county’s existing connectivity regulations more stringent.  In conjunction with 
this policy, the county should provide traffic calming, improved buffering, and landscaping features 
in order to reduce the impact of connectivity on local streets and residences. Finally, the county 
should monitor the impacts of connectivity improvements on traffic flow. 
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Objective 11 - TRANSIT COORDINATION 
 
Through 2020, the county will have a coordinated transit system. 
 
Measure: Existence of a coordinated system. 
 
The county has continuously maintained a coordinated transit system since the last major plan 
update.  Therefore, the objective was met.  
 
Evaluation of Objective 
 
Rule 9J-5 indicates that the county should adopt an objective relating to an “efficient transit 
system that accommodates the needs of the transportation disadvantaged population.”  Guidance 
issued by FDOT since the last major comprehensive plan update indicates that one of the state’s 
Transit Quality and Level of Service indicators, Transit Service Coverage, should be measured 
by the percent of the transportation disadvantaged population that is served by the system.  The 
purpose of transit coordination is to ensure efficiency in providing paratransit and transit services 
in Indian River County. In the transportation element, there are objectives that address an 
efficient public transportation system (Objective 9) and coordination (Objective 8). Since the 
intent of Objective 11 is already included in other objectives, the objective can and should be 
deleted. To address transportation disadvantaged services, Objective 9 should be revised to 
reference the TQLOS transit service coverage indicator. 
 
Assessment of Policy 
 
Policy 11.1 is substantially similar to Policy 9.4.   Since 11.1 expands upon the relationship 
between the county, MPO, and Community Transportation Coordinator in providing 
transportation disadvantaged services, the wording of 11.1 is preferred.  This policy should 
replace Policy 9.4 under Objective 9.   
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

11.1:  Through the County’s CTC, 
the County will ensure that 
transportation disadvantaged trips 
are provided through the coordinated 
system, whereby all providers and 
purchasers have contracts and fully 
allocated cost amounts.  In so doing, 
the County will ensure that the CTC: 

These practices have been 
continuously implemented. 

X  X  X  Maintain and 
move to 
Objective 9. 
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Was The 
Policy 

Implemented?

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate? Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 

Compiles information on routes, 
schedules, facilities and vehicles for 
each provider; Assesses this 
information and schedules trips to 
avoid duplication; and Regularly 
coordinates with providers to serve 
as a forum for discussing paratransit 
service. 

 
One additional policy should be drafted. That policy, which will be included under Objective 9, 
should indicate that the county will seek to reduce costs in the delivery of paratransit services by 
transferring riders to the fixed route service, using volunteer drivers, and other techniques. 
 
Objective 12 - ADEQUATE INTERMODAL FACILITIES 
 
Through 2020, county aviation and intermodal facility demand will be met in a manner 
consistent with existing and future land use. 
 
Measure: coordination of facilities with land use plans 
 
The county has continuously enforced its airport zoning regulations.  In so doing, the county has 
ensured that aviation and intermodal facility demand has been met in a manner consistent with its 
land use plans.  Therefore, the objective was met. 
 
Evaluation of Objective 
 
Although this objective satisfies the requirements of Rule 9J-5 for coordinating airport access and 
facility plans with local land use plans, it is difficult to evaluate achievement of this objective, since 
coordination is the measure of the objective.  The objective could be restructured to indicate that, by 
2030, all future airport and intermodal facility expansion will be developed consistent with local 
land use plans and development regulations. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute 
To Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate?

Should Policy 
Be Maintained 

/ Deleted / 
Revised? 
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Yes No Yes No Yes No 

12.1: The county will continue to 
implement and enforce its airport 
zoning regulations.  These 
regulations address height, noise, 
emergency, clear zone and land 
requirements. 

These regulations have been 
continuously enforced 

X  X  X  Maintain 

12.2: The county will ensure 
adequate access to the three public 
use airports, passenger rail station, 
transit transfer points, and other 
intermodal facilities by making the 
roadway and transit improvements 
identified in this element. 

This access has been 
maintained.  Identify 
intermodal access to transit 
vehicles (by installing bike 
racks). 

X  X  X  Revise 

12.3:  County staff will attend 
meetings with state and local aviation 
officials and provide information to 
support the City of Vero Beach in its 
effort to re-establish commuter 
airline service. 

County staff has attended 
meetings with aviation 
officials.  There have been no 
discussions, however, of 
reestablishing airline service 
in several years.  

X  X  X  Revise  

12.4:  The county will review airport 
master plans, transit development 
plans, and intermodal facility plans to 
ensure adequate bicycle, pedestrian, 
transit, and auto access and 
circulation within airports and related 
facilities.  

The policy has been 
continuously implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Policies 12.1 and 12.4 have been continuously implemented, have contributed to the objective, and 
should be retained.  Since many transportation systems throughout the country have equipped their 
transit fleets with bicycle racks, a minor revision to policy 12.2 should be made to include references 
to the downtown Vero Beach transit hub and transit vehicles. With respect to policy 12.3, the county 
has continuously met with airport officials in the City of Vero Beach.  Those officials have indicated 
that air taxi, charter, and other general aviation alternatives have been elevated in priority above 
scheduled airline service.  This policy should be revised to incorporate these alternatives. 
 
Objective 13 - ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
 
Between 2001 and 2030, CO, HC, and NO emissions will increase no more than 15 percent 
during each five-year period. 
 
Measure: CO, HC, and NO emissions. 
 
According to the MPO’s 2030 Long Range Plan, emissions of these pollutants averaged exactly 
15% during each five-year interval.  Therefore, the objective was achieved.   
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Evaluation of Objective 
 
The use of emissions levels as a measure of an energy-efficient transportation system assumes a 
direct relationship between air quality and energy consumption.  Often, factors independent of 
the local transportation system (such as state emissions requirements and climate conditions) 
influence emissions levels.  Therefore, the county should restructure this objective to include a 
more direct measure of energy efficiency, such as congestion, fuel consumption per capita, or 
length and number of daily vehicle trips. 
 
Assessment of Policy 
 

Was The 
Policy 

Implemented
? 

Did Policy 
Contribute To 

Meeting 
Objective? 

Was Original 
Policy 

Appropriate?Policy Description Action / Accomplishment 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should Policy 
Be 

Maintained / 
Deleted / 
Revised? 

13.1: The County will implement the 
transportation improvements identified 
in the 2030 Cost Feasible Plan. 

The policy is being 
implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Policy 13.1 should be maintained, as the MPO Long Range Plan was developed in order to 
maximize the efficiency of the transportation system while minimizing environmental and 
neighborhood impacts.  In addition, the county should adopt a policy to promote clean energy 
efficient transportation technologies, such as by exploring the use of alternative fuel vehicles for 
public fleets and providing priority parking for alternative fuel vehicles and carpools. 
 
OVERALL EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
Generally, most of the Objectives that are included in the Comprehensive Plan - Transportation 
Element are appropriate, were achieved within the identified target dates, and should be retained 
or retained with the changes noted.  While many critical issues affecting transportation in Indian 
River County are identified in the current objectives, there is no objective addressing the issue of 
system maintenance and preservation.  Since costs are rising dramatically in this area, and since 
the Florida Transportation Plan and the MPO 2030 Long Range Plan both contain objectives for 
system preservation, an objective addressing this issue should be added to the Transportation 
Element. 
 
With respect to one other transportation issue, that of airports and related facilities, Rule 9J-
5.019 requires separate objectives addressing both airport expansion and airport access.  
Currently, the county’s sole airport objective, Objective 12, addresses airport expansion.  The 
county should, therefore, adopt a new objective addressing Airport Access and a corresponding 
policy to maintain a minimum roadway level of service standard on all roads accessing airports. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The results of the evaluation of the existing conditions, objectives, and policies identified in the 
previous sections are used to determine the future courses of actions needed to improve current 
transportation conditions. The following section highlights the anticipated amendments to the data, 
maps, texts, objectives, and policies. These amendments will be incorporated in the revised version 
of the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan, scheduled by the end of next calendar 
year (2009).    
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
The following EAR related amendments to the transportation element are needed to update the 
element's data and analysis as well as its goals, objectives, and policies sections. The following 
revisions are necessary: 
 
Tables and Figures 
 
All tables, maps, and figures need to be updated to reflect the current conditions. 
 
Text 
 
Since the text of this element will be a part of the new Transportation Element, and existing data and 
analysis will be revised, major revisions to the text will be needed. 
 
Objectives and Policies  
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Transportation Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan are summarized below: 
 

Objective Policy Revision 

1 
(Adequate 

Transportation 
System) 

 

Revise to:  
• Change Horizon Year. 
• Combine Objective 1 with Objective 5 (Traffic Control), since these objectives 

serve a similar purpose. 

1 1.4 • Revise to indicate that the county will develop trip generation rates for schools in 
the future. 

1 1.6 • Revise to indicate traffic impact fees are updated on a 3 yr cycle. 

1 1.7 • Revise to indicate imposition of the gas tax by 2010. 
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Objective Policy Revision 

2 
(Safety)   

Revise to - 
• Include a relative rate that measures systemwide safety; 
• Include safety along all types of transportation infrastructure (such as interstates, 

bridges, highways, sidewalks, bikelanes, airports, etc); 
• Reflect an achievable result; and 
• Change horizon year. 

2 2.1 • Revise procedures to report crash data by exact location. 

2 2.2 • Revise to expand scope of improvements beyond intersections. 

2 2.3 • Move policy to Objective 1 (Adequate Transportation Systems). 
• Change CMS to CMP to reflect new program name. 

2 New Policy • Create policy for improving bike/ped safety through improvements in Bike/ped 
infrastructure. 

2 New Policy • Create policy for assessing pedestrian access studies near schools for SRTS 
funding. 

2 New Policy • Adopt policy to utilize ITS strategies to improve safety, including  red-light 
camera enforcement if allowed on state roads. 

2 New Policy • Adopt policy for consistency of county’s ITS infrastructure FDOT and national 
ITS architecture. 

2 New Policy • Adopt policy to partner with FDOT to embrace emerging ITS technologies. 

2 New Policy • Create policy to engineer transportation facilities for an aging population. 

3 (Transportation 
System Review)  • Eliminate Objective. 

3 3.1 • Move policy to Objective 1 (Adequate Transportation Systems). 

4 
(Rights-Of-Way)   

Revise to- 
• Change horizon year from 2015 to 2025; 
• Change “programmed” from the objective statement to “planned’; 
• Renumber as Objective 3. 

4 4.1 • Revise to adopt new standards. 

4 4.4 • Revise policy to indicate that landscaping decisions will be reevaluated in light of 
ROW acquisition costs. 

4 4.7 • Delete or revise to apply only to planned roadway improvements. 

4 4.10 • Consolidate with Policy 4.9. 

4 New policy • Create policy to promote proactive right-of-way acquisition techniques such as 
eminent domain, Murphy Act right-of-way reservations, opportunity purchases, 
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Objective Policy Revision 

etc, 

4 New policy • Adopt new policy to perform analysis of alternative roadway alignments prior to 
undertaking roadway design. 

5 
(Traffic Control)  • Delete the objective 

5 5.1 • Maintain and move to Objective 1 (Adequate Transportation System). 

5 5.2 • Maintain and move to Objective 10 (Land Use/ Transportation). 

5 5.3 

• Maintain and move to Objective 2 (Safety). 
• Combine policy with 5.7 and 5.8 to specify that the county will review all 

proposed development projects to ensure that all shared or private access 
driveways, new roadway connections and on-site traffic flow will be provided in a 
safe manner and that frontage/marginal access roads will be provided along 
arterials. 

5 5.4 • Maintain and move to Objective 2 (Safety). 

5 5.5 • Maintain and move to Objective 2 (Safety). 

5 5.6 • Maintain and move to Objective 1 (Adequate Transportation System). 

5 5.7 • Maintain and merge with Policy 5.3. 

5 5.8 • Maintain and merge with Policy 5.3. 

6 
(Pedestrian/ 

Bicycle System)  
 

Revise to - 
• Replace the current measure, and include a more comprehensive measure that 

focuses on both the quantitative or qualitative aspects of Bike/Ped travel (such as 
Bike/Ped LOS). 

• Renumber as Objective 4. 

6 6.2 • Revise completion date. 

6 6.3 • Revise completion date. 

6 6.4 • Delete. 

6 6.5 • Revise to adjust annual county sidewalk contribution. 

6 6.6 • Revise to include SAFETEA-LU references and developer contributions to off-
road bike/ped systems. 

6 6.8 • Revise to include provision of sidewalk for all residential developments. 

6 New policy • Adopt policy for installation of bike-ped signals at all signalized intersections. 

6 New policy • Adopt policy to install bike racks on buses or transit. 
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Objective Policy Revision 

6 New policy • Adopt policy to mandate provision of bike parking at all apartment complexes 
and shopping centers. 

6 New policy • Adopt policy to explore establishing a sidewalk “matching program”. 

7 
(Land Use 

Compatibility) 
 

Revise to - 
• Include a more specific measure of effectiveness; 
• Renumber as Objective 5. 

7 7.6 • Maintain policy on transit supportive corridors and move to Objective 10 (Land 
Use/Transportation). 

7 New Policy • Create policy to dedicate a minimum percentage of all roadway project budgets 
(currently 2-3%) to landscaping. 

7 New Policy • Adopt highway beautification plans at interchanges/seek private participation in 
beautification plans 

8 
(Coordination)  

Revise to – 
• Incorporate a result or outcome of the coordination process as its measure of 

effectiveness.  
• Renumber as Objective 6. 

8 8.1 

8 8.3 

8 8.4 

8 8.5 

• Revise to consolidate Policies 8.1, 8.3, 8.4, and 8.5, with a single policy 
addressing MPO coordination. 

8 New Policy • Adopt policy to establish a formal Traffic Operations Subcommittee within the 
county or MPO structure. 

8 New Policy 
• Adopt policy to coordinate with local chambers of commerce, workforce 

development boards, major employers, other MPOs and FDOT to establish 
TDM strategies. 

8 New Policy • Create policy to participate in Regional Transit Authority activities with nearby 
counties. 

8 New Policy • Adopt policy to coordinate with FDOT and the FEC railroad for future 
passenger rail service. 

8 New Policy 
• Adopt policy to coordinate with municipalities to develop a common methodology 

for measuring transportation impacts for the purpose of implementing a 
coordinated concurrency system 

8 New Policy 
• Adopt policy to coordinate with adjacent counties to develop a common 

methodology for measuring transportation impacts for the purpose of 
implementing a coordinated concurrency system 
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Objective Policy Revision 

9 
(Adequate 

Transit Services) 
 

Revise to - 
• Establish as a measure of the objective an indicator of both efficient transit and 

accommodation of transportation disadvantaged populations (TQLOS); 
• Combine with Objective 11since Transit is closely related to Transit Coordination;
• Renumber as Objective 7. 

9 9.1 • Revise and replace with an FDOT approved TQLOS standard. 

9 9.3 • Revise to clarify name of specific plan adopted. 

9 9.4 • Delete and replace with Policy 11.1 of Objective 11 (Transit Coordination). 

9 9.7 • Revise to reflect CTC name change. 

9 New Policy • Adopt policy requiring adequate transit infrastructure (shelters, signs, etc) in 
association with new developments. 

9 New Policy • Adopt policy for seeking funding contributions for operations of the transit 
system from cities and the private sector. 

9 New Policy • Adopt policy to implement ITS transit strategies (such as signal preemption 
devices and arrival notification signs). 

9 New Policy 
• Adopt policy to indicate that the county will seek to reduce costs in the delivery 

of paratransit services by transferring riders to the fixed route service, using 
volunteer drivers, and other techniques. 

10 
(Land Use / 

Transportation)  
 

Revise to - 
• Incorporate a more accurate transit-supportive density or transit-supportive 

land use strategies; 
• Renumber as Objective 8. 

10 New Policy • Restructure to incorporate consideration of jobs-housing balance. 

10 New Policy 

• Create policy to commit to maintaining land use data (vacant parcel model 
improvements, inventories of commercial lands, data on future development 
plans, and transportation needs from local jurisdictions, businesses, and private 
citizens). 

10 New Policy • Consider a policy or policies to promote connectivity at the neighborhood level 
in order to relieve congestion. 

11 
(Transit 

Coordination) 
 • Delete the objective. 

11 11.1 • Move and merge with Policy 9.4 of Objective 9 (Adequate Transit Services). 

12 
(Adequate 
Intermodal 

 
Revise to - 
• To indicate that, by 2030, all future airport and intermodal facility expansion will 

be developed consistent with local land use plans and development regulations; 
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Objective Policy Revision 

Facilities) • Renumber as Objective 9. 

12 12.2 • Revise to include references to the downtown Vero Beach transit hub and transit 
vehicles. 

12 12.3 • Revise to incorporate elevated priorities of air taxi, charter, and other general 
aviation alternatives with respect to scheduled commuter airline service. 

13 
(Energy 

Efficiency) 
 

Revise to - 
• To include a more direct measure of energy efficiency, such as congestion, fuel 

consumption per capita, or length and number of daily vehicle trips; 
• Renumber as Objective 10. 

13 New Policy 
• Adopt policy to promote clean energy efficient transportation technologies, such as 

by exploring the use of alternative fuel vehicles for public fleets. 

13 New Policy • Adopt policy to provide priority parking for alternative fuel vehicles and carpools. 

New Objective  

• Adopt an Objective for “System Maintenance and Preservation”. 
• Adopt appropriate policies under this objective (such as including consideration of 

maintenance costs in the selection of landscaping materials and seeking private 
participation for sidewalk maintenance). 

New Objective  
• Consistent with Rule 9J-5, adopt a new objective addressing “Airport Access”. 
• Adopt a corresponding policy to maintain a minimum roadway level of service 

standard on all roads accessing airports. 
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Attachment 1.  General Travel and Roadway Characteristics  
Comparison of Conditions at the Time of the Last Major Plan Update (1996) and Existing Conditions (2005) 

 

Sources: CUTR – Center for University Transportation Research, US Census Bureau, County Data Book 
 BEBR -Bureau of Economic and Business Research 
 FDOT -FDOT, State Highway System Mileage Report  
 FSUTMS -Indian River County FSUTMS Validated Travel Demand Model (1995, 2000). 
 MPO -Indian River County MPO Bicycle/Pedestrian Plan (1995, 2004) 
 

CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF 
THE LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS  

DATA ELEMENT 
DATA YEAR CITATION DATA YEAR SOURCE 

PERCENT 
CHANGE 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) on State System (thousands)  

        Indian River County 1,620.4 1994 FDOT 2,244,900 2005 FDOT 38.5%

        Florida 214,381.6 1994 FDOT 292,239,300 2005 FDOT 36.3%

Total Daily Person-Trips for County 431,965 1995 FSUTMS 612,094 2005 FSUTMS 41.7%

Average Travel Time to Work 20.02 (min.) 1993 CUTR 21.85 (min.) 2004 CUTR 9.1%

Population 

          Indian River County 100,261 1995 BEBR 130,043 2005 BEBR 29.7%

          Florida 14,162,331 1995 BEBR 17,918,227 2005 BEBR 26.5%

Roadway System Centerline Mileage (includes all Thoroughfare Plan 
Roads) 

307.08 1997 FDOT 321.022 2005 FDOT 4.5%

Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities 

          Mileage of Thoroughfare Plan Roadway with Adjacent      
Sidewalk 

43 1995 MPO Bike / 
Ped Plan 101.84 2004

MPO Bike / 
Ped Plan 136%

Mileage of Thoroughfare Plan Roadway with Paved 
Shoulder/Wide Curb Lane 124 1995 MPO Bike / 

Ped Plan 200.44 2004 MPO Bike / 
Ped Plan 61%
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Attachment 2.  Roadway Functional Classification, 1996 
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Attachment 3.  Roadway Functional Classification, 2005 
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Attachment 4.  Roadway Network Laneage, 1996 
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Attachment 5.  Roadway Network Laneage, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO 2030 LRTP 
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Attachment 6.  Traffic Volume and Roadway Level-of-Service, 1996 and 2005  
Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 

Roadway Type Peak Season 
Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

SR A1A S. COUNTY LINE S. VB CITY L 2L 2L 5,000 7,999 D D 1,680 950 352 412 A C   
SR A1A S. VB CITY L 17TH STREET 2L 2L 12,700 20,029 D D 1,640 860 785 907 C D   
SR A1A 17TH STREET SR 60 2L 2L 13,900 13,960 D D 1,060 860 719 640 B C   
SR A1A SR 60 N. VB CITY L 2L 2L 16,000 19,887 D D 1,120 860 878 916 C D   
SR A1A N. VB CITY L FRED TUERK RD 2L 2L 16,000 19,887 D D 1,240 860 835 911 C D   
SR A1A FRED TUERK RD OLD WINTER BCH RD 2L 2L 8,800 11,142 D D 1,310 860 570 581 B C   
SR A1A OLD WINTER BCH RD N. IRS L 2L 2L 6,100 10,117 D D 1,310 860 413 539 B C   
SR A1A N. IRS L CR 510 2L 2L 6,100 10,117 D D 1,310 860 448 587 B C   
SR A1A CR 510 N. COUNTY LINE 2L 2L 4,900 7,727 C C 1,340 998 257 606 A C   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD 4TH ST @ US 1 12TH STREET 4L 4L 17,100 23,124 D D 1,890 1,860 660 1,394 B B   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L 4L 4L 20,900 26,556 D D 1,890 1,860 846 1,420 B B   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD S. VB CITY L 17TH STREET 4L 4L 20,900 26,556 D D 1,890 1,860 834 1,400 B B   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD 17TH STREET TARPON 4L 4L 21,100 26,868 D D 1,890 1,860 918 1,384 B B   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD TARPON 21ST STREET 4L 4L 21,100 26,868 D D 1,890 1,860 918 1,384 B B   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD 21ST STREET SR 60/ROYAL PALM 4L 4L 22,600 34,983 D D 1,890 1,860 1,035 1,650 B D   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD SR 60/ROYAL PALM M.B.BRIDGE 4L 4L 22,600 34,161 D D 1,890 1,860 1,035 1,650 B D   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD M.B.BRIDGE W. VB CITY L/37TH ST 4L 4L 25,000 26,475 D D 1,890 1,860 1,223 1,095 B B   
INDIAN RIVER BLVD W. VB CITY L/37TH ST US 1 @53RD ST 4L 4L 7,700 16,153 D D 1,890 1,860 450 947 B B   
I-95 N. COUNTY LINE CR 512 4L 4L 27,600 0 C C 2,700 2,740 1,280 1,524 B B   
I-95 CR 512 SR 60 4L 4L 28,300 0 C C 2,700 2,740 1,324 1,549 B B   
I-95 SR 60 OSLO RD 4L 4L 26,600 0 C C 2,640 2,890 1,319 1,770 B B   
I-95 OSLO RD S. COUNTY LINE 4L 4L 26,600 0 C C 2,640 2,890 1,300 1,751 B B   
US 1 S. COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 4L 4L 28,300 31,034 D D 2,300 1,860 1,143 1,641 B C   
US 1 OSLO RD 4TH ST @ IR BLVD 4L 4L 38,700 35,966 D D 2,220 2,790 1,464 1,442 B B 2/27/2004 
US 1 OSLO RD 4TH ST @ IR BLVD 4L 4L 38,700 35,966 D D 2,220 2,790 1,464 1,803 B B 2/27/2004 
US 1 4TH ST @ IR BLVD 8TH STREET 4L 4L 27,100 22,120 D D 2,270 1,860 1,142 1,503 C B   
US 1 8TH STREET 12TH STREET 4L 4L 29,200 23,722 D D 2,270 1,860 1,308 1,505 D B   
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

US 1 12TH STREET S. VB CITY L 4L 4L 30,900 26,599 D D 2,370 1,710 1,399 1,348 B C   
US 1 S. VB CITY L 17TH STREET 4L 4L 30,900 26,518 D D 2,270 1,710 1,457 1,378 D D   
US 1 17TH STREET SR 60 4L 4L 33,700 25,947 D D 2,270 1,510 1,666 1,278 D D   
US 1 SR 60 ROYAL PALM PL 4L 4L 16,600 20,988 D D 2,300 1,510 797 1,299 C D   
US 1 ROYAL PALM PL ATLANTIC BLVD 4L 4L 25,300 0 D D 2,300 1,710 998 1,192 B C   
US 1 ATLANTIC BLVD N. VB CITY L 4L 4L 27,200 27,469 D D 2,300 2,010 1,213 1,785 B D 3/31/2006 
US 1 N. VB CITY L OLD DIXIE HWY 4L 4L 27,200 28,834 D D 2,300 2,010 1,178 1,795 D D 3/31/2006 
US 1 OLD DIXIE HWY 41ST STREET 4L 4L 21,600 27,566 D D 2,300 2,010 1,098 1,876 C D 3/31/2006 
US 1 41ST STREET 45TH STREET 4L 4L 21,300 24,846 D D 2,650 2,010 1,066 1,637 C D 3/31/2006 
US 1 45TH STREET 49TH STREET 4L 4L 18,800 22,367 D D 2,650 2,010 953 1,616 B D 3/31/2006 
US 1 49TH STREET 65TH STREET 4L 4L 22,300 27,742 C C 2,650 2,010 1,175 1,996 A D 3/31/2006 
US 1 65TH STREET 69TH STREET 4L 4L 22,100 27,113 C C 2,650 2,232 1,109 1,884 B D 11/14/2005 
US 1 69TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY 4L 4L 21,400 26,588 D D 2,650 2,232 1,114 1,840 B D 11/14/2005 
US 1 OLD DIXIE HWY SCHUMANN DR 4L 4L 24,700 25,643 D D 2,370 2,210 1,247 1,565 B D 11/14/2005 
US 1 SCHUMANN DR CR 512 4L 4L 23,600 25,643 D D 2,370 1,860 1,206 1,383 B B   
US 1 CR 512 N. SEB CITY L 4L 4L 25,500 0 D D 2,300 1,710 1,167 1,331 B C   
US 1 N. SEB CITY L ROSELAND RD 4L 4L 25,500 24,044 D D 2,300 1,860 1,246 1,359 B B   
US 1 ROSELAND RD N. COUNTY LINE 4L 4L 26,800 24,044 D D 2,320 1,860 1,419 1,166 B B   
SCHUMANN DR CR 510 66TH AVE/ S.SEB 2L 2L 6,400 10,133 D D 680 860 275 715 C C   
SCHUMANN DR S. SEB CITY L US 1 2L 2L 6,400 2,087 D D 680 860 275 125 C B   
ROSELAND RD CR 512 N. SEB CITY L 2L 2L 6,400 6,979 D D 680 860 275 351 C C   
ROSELAND RD N. SEB CITY L US 1 2L 2L 9,700 7,362 D D 680 860 439 383 C C   
CR 512 SR 60 I-95 2L 2L 5,600 0 D D 600 860 287 718 C C   
CR 512 I-95 CR 510 2L 2L 8,800 15,388 D D 680 1,860 537 853 C B   
CR 512 CR 510 W. SEB CITY L 2L 2L 8,600 0 D D 680 1,860 447 771 C B   
CR 512 W. SEB CITY L ROSELAND RD 2L 2L 8,600 0 D D 680 1,860 436 992 C B   
CR 512 ROSELAND RD US 1 2L 2L 12,700 0 D D 680 1,860 484 724 C B   
CR 510 CR 512 66TH AVE 2L 2L 5,200   D D 680 1,860 402 880 C B   
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

CR 510 66TH AVE 58TH AVE 2L 2L 10,300 11,368 D D 680 1,860 422 834 C B   
CR 510 58TH AVE US 1 2L 2L 9,700 13,597 D D 680 1,860 416 896 C B   
CR 510 US 1 SR A1A 2L 2L 9,100 14,246 D D 680 1,900 454 1,231 C B   
SR 60 CR 512 100TH AVE 2L 2L 7,900 0 C C 460 1,810 291 259 B B   
SR 60 CR 512 100TH AVE 2L 2L 6,800 0 C C 460 1,810 273 260 B B   
SR 60 100TH AVE I-95 2L 2L 8,400 0 D D 1,280 1,860 521 463 A B   
SR 60 I-95 82ND AVE 4L 4L 22,700 32,486 D D 1,890 2,790 1,558 1,854 B A   
SR 60 82ND AVE 66TH AVE 4L 4L 27,900 33,860 D D 3,110 2,790 1,711 2,222 B A  
SR 60 66TH AVE 58TH AVE 6L 6L 28,400 39,840 D D 2,840 2,790 2,336 2,034 B B   
SR 60 58TH AVE 43RD AVE 6L 6L 29,200 32,079 D D 2,840 2,790 2,145 1,875 B B   
SR 60 43RD AVE 27TH AVE 6L 6L 26,300 31,939 D D 2,840 2,790 1,768 1,889 B B   
SR 60 27TH AVE 20TH AVE 6L 6L 19,900 27,654 D D 2,510 2,790 1,380 1,653 C B   
SR 60 20TH AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 3O/3O 3O/3O 22,100 25,274 D D 2,328 3,252 1,384 1,454 D C   
SR 60 OLD DIXIE HWY 10TH AVE 3O/3O 3O/3O 21,100 24,029 D D 2,328 3,252 1,402 1,337 D C   
SR 60 10TH AVE US 1 3O/3O 3O/3O 16,500 19,559 D D 2,328 3,252 1,273 1,178 D C   
SR 60 US 1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD 3O/3O 3O/3O 10,800 13,019 D D 2,328 3,252 630 806 D C   
SR 60 INDIAN RIVER BLVD ICWW 4L 4L 20,400 17,255 D D 1,640 1,860 1,045 1,266 C B   
SR 60 ICWW SR A1A 4L 4L 15,100 17,057 D D 1,640 1,860 802 996 C B   
16TH STREET 58TH AVE 43RD AVE 2L 2L 3,000 3,847 D D 880 860 293 402 B C   
16TH STREET 43RD AVE 27TH AVE 2L 2L 7,700 8,218 D D 880 860 437 589 B C   
16TH STREET 27TH AVE 20TH AVE 2L 2L 10,200 9,222 D D 880 860 488 596 B C   
16TH STREET 20TH AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 13,700 12,639 D D 970 810 677 775 B D   
16TH/17TH ST OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 4L 4L 11,300 0 D D 970 1,710 679 814 B C   
17TH ST US 1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD 4L 4L 13,700 11,401 D D 1,990 1,710 633 777 B C   
17TH ST INDIAN RIVER BLVD SR A1A 4L 4L 25,100 22,141 D D 1,890 1,860 1,123 1,314 B B   
12TH STREET 82ND AVENUE 58TH AVE 2L 2L 2,300 0 D D 880 870 134 98 B B   
12TH STREET 58TH AVE 43RD AVE 2L 2L 2,300 0 D D 880 860 134 290 B C   
12TH STREET 43RD AVE 27TH AVE 2L 2L 6,300 0 D D 880 860 257 399 B C   
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

12TH STREET 27TH AVE 20TH AVE 2L 2L 7,800 0 D D 880 860 326 544 B C   
12TH STREET 20TH AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 9,600 0 D D 880 860 432 706 B C   
12TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 4L 4L 12,900 0 D D 1,890 1,368 622 701 B B  
OLD DIXIE HWY S. COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 2L 2L 4,100 7,790 D D 880 860 433 512 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY OSLO RD 4TH ST 2L 2L 10,500 7,399 D D 880 860 462 519 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY 4TH ST 8TH ST 2L 2L 11,500 10,471 D D 880 810 448 645 B D   
  OLD DIXIE HWY 8TH ST 12TH ST 2L 2L 11,800 11,977 D D 880 810 576 714 B D   
OLD DIXIE HWY 12TH ST S. VB CITY L 2L 2L 11,300 7,269 D D 880 810 554 395 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY S. VB CITY L 16TH ST 2L 2L 11,300 7,269 D D 880 850 590 396 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY 16TH ST SR 60 2L 2L 3,800 5,098 D D 880 850 276 311 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY 41ST ST 45TH ST 2L 2L 11,300 4,300 D D 880 860 590 215 B B   
OLD DIXIE HWY 45TH ST 49TH ST 2L 2L 11,300 2,445 D D 880 860 590 197 B B   
OLD DIXIE HWY 49TH ST 65TH ST 2L 2L 11,300 2,756 D D 880 860 590 241 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY 65TH ST 69TH ST 2L 2L 11,300 2,133 D D 880 860 590 248 B C   
OLD DIXIE HWY 69TH ST CR 510 2L 2L 1,500 1,318 D D 880 860 90 162 B B   
OLD DIXIE HWY 69TH ST CR 510 2L 2L 1,500 1,318 D D 880 860 90 141 B B   
27TH AVENUE S. COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 2L 2L 7,500 13,932 D E +20 880 1,268 513 1,267 B E   
27TH AVENUE OSLO RD 4TH ST 2L 2L 8,800 13,765 D E +20 880 1,268 452 1,075 B E   
27TH AVENUE 4TH ST 8TH ST 2L 2L 10,100 13,086 D E +20 880 1,020 339 958 B E   
27TH AVENUE 8TH ST 12TH ST 2L 2L 10,400 12,736 D E +20 880 1,020 349 895 B E   
27TH AVENUE 12TH ST S. VB CITY L 2L 2L 9,800 13,183 D E +20 880 1,020 322 893 B E   
27TH AVENUE S. VB CITY L 16TH ST 2L 2L 9,800 13,183 D E +20 880 1,020 356 918 B E   
27TH AVENUE 16TH ST SR 60 2L 2L 9,900 10,910 D E +20 880 1,020 365 772 B D   
27TH AVENUE SR 60 ATLANTIC BLVD 2L 2L 2,400 6,381 D D 880 810 88 466 B C   
27TH AVENUE ATLANTIC BLVD AVIATION BLVD 2L 2L 2,400 12,326 D D 880 810 69 768 B D   
OSLO RD 82ND AVE 58TH AVE 2L 2L 4,800 4,115 D D 600 870 261 239 C C   
OSLO RD 58TH AVE 43RD AVE 2L 2L 7,300 10,475 D D 880 1,953 385 803 B B  
OSLO RD 43RD AVE 27TH AVE 2L 2L 7,400 14,585 D D 880 1,953 392 958 B B  
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

OSLO RD 27TH AVE 20TH AVE 2L 2L 7,500 12,717 D D 880 1,953 348 789 B B  
OSLO RD 20TH AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 10,100 12,515 D D 880 1,953 499 989 B B  
OSLO RD OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 4L 4L 10,600 12,057 D D 1,890 1,953 511 712 B B  
6TH AVENUE 17TH STREET S. VB CITY L 2L 2L 10,100 0 D D 880 860 499 488 B C   
6TH AVENUE S. VB CITY L S.R.60 2L 2L 10,100 0 D D 880 850 499 369 B C   
10TH AVENUE S.R.60 ROYAL PALM BLVD 2L 2L 6,900 723 D D 760 810 375 100 C C   
10TH AVENUE ROYAL PALM BLVD 17TH STREET 2L 2L 6,900 0 D D 760 810 375 395 C C   
20TH AVENUE OSLO RD. 4TH ST 2L 2L 6,700 0 D D 760 860 261 589 C C   
20TH AVENUE 4TH ST 8TH ST 2L 2L 7,700 0 D D 760 810 265 710 C D   
20TH AVENUE 8TH ST 12TH ST 2L 2L 9,900 0 D D 760 810 292 683 C D   
20TH AVENUE 12TH ST S. VB CITY L 4L 4L 8,400 0 D D 1,890 1,710 315 658 B C   
20TH AVENUE S. VB CITY L 16TH ST 4L 4L 8,400 0 D D 1,890 1,800 316 657 B C   
20TH AVENUE 16TH ST SR 60 4L 4L 6,400 0 D D 1,890 1,800 261 466 B C   
20TH AVENUE SR 60 ATLANTIC BLVD 2L 2L 3,400 0 D D 730 850 155 216 C B   
43RD AVENUE S. COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 2L 2L 4,500 6,874 D E +20 760 950 235 558 C C   
43RD AVENUE OSLO RD 4TH ST 2L 2L 6,200 10,213 D E +20 730 1,068 320 823 C D   
43RD AVENUE 4TH ST 8TH ST 2L 2L 9,000 12,412 D E +20 760 1,020 357 908 C E   
43RD AVENUE 8TH ST 12TH ST 2L 2L 10,700 12,940 D E +20 760 1,071 443 872 C E 11/22/2005 
43RD AVENUE 12TH ST 16TH ST 2L 2L 12,300 13,363 D E +20 880 1,071 497 847 B E 11/22/2005 
43RD AVENUE 16TH ST SR 60 2L 2L 14,700 14,531 D E +20 880 1,796 628 889 B E  
43RD AVENUE SR 60 26TH ST 2L 2L 11,100 10,557 D D 880 1,796 494 743 B D  
43RD AVENUE 26TH ST 41ST ST 2L 2L 7,800 10,288 D D 760 860 394 706 C C   
43RD AVENUE 41ST ST 45TH ST 2L 2L 4,900 6,125 D D 760 860 226 452 C C   
43RD AVENUE 45TH ST 49TH ST 2L 2L 2,200 3,258 D D 760 860 127 400 C C   
58TH AVENUE OSLO RD 4TH ST 2L 4L 5,200 8,299 D D 600 1,860 267 540 C B   
58TH AVENUE 4TH ST 8TH ST 2L 4L 7,900 15,076 D D 760 1,710 364 808 C C   
58TH AVENUE 8TH ST 12TH ST 2L 4L 8,600 20,711 D D 760 1,710 531 1,254 C C   
58TH AVENUE 12TH ST 16TH ST 2L 4L 11,400 21,768 D D 760 1,710 605 1,204 C C   
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

58TH AVENUE 16TH ST SR 60 4L 4L 13,600 24,807 D D 1,890 1,710 901 1,281 B C   
58TH AVENUE SR 60 41ST ST 2L 2L 10,300 0 D D 1,890 1,860 705 1,381 B B   
58TH AVENUE 41ST ST 45TH ST 2L 2L 9,400 11,585 D D 760 860 511 792 C D   
58TH AVENUE 45TH ST 49TH ST 2L 2L 9,000 10,390 D D 760 860 451 725 C D   
58TH AVENUE 49TH ST 65TH ST 2L 2L 8,600 9,097 D D 1,230 860 428 625 A C   
58TH AVENUE 65TH ST 69TH ST 2L 2L 7,500 8,040 D D 1,230 860 348 521 A C   
58TH AVENUE 69TH ST CR510 2L 2L 6,200 6,881 D D 820 860 353 443 B C   
66TH AVENUE SR 60 26TH ST 2L 2L 4,600 9,663 D D 760 860 260 625 C C   
66TH AVENUE 26TH ST 41ST ST 2L 2L 4,300 9,717 D D 1,230 860 273 702 A C   
66TH AVENUE 41ST ST 45TH ST 2L 2L 4,700 9,389 D D 760 950 200 628 C C   
66TH AVENUE 45TH ST 65TH ST 2L 2L 4,000 8,682 D D 600 870 215 610 C C   
66TH AVENUE 65TH ST 69TH ST 2L 2L 3,900 7,145 D D 600 870 212 578 C C   
66TH AVENUE 69TH ST CR 510 2L 2L 4,200 8,503 D D 600 870 243 617 C C   
82ND AVENUE OSLO RD 4TH ST 2L 2L 2,000 3,151 D D 680 950 125 176 C B   
82ND AVENUE 4TH ST 12TH ST 2L 2L 2,400 3,989 D D 760  139  C A   
82ND AVENUE 4TH ST 12TH ST 2L 2L 4,500 3,989 D D 760 950 231 210 C B   
82ND AVENUE 12TH ST SR 60 2L 2L 4,500 3,894 D D 760 860 231 303 C B   
82ND AVENUE SR 60 65TH ST 2L 2L 1,000 275 D D 600 410 78 84 B C   
82ND AVENUE 65TH ST 69TH ST 2L 2L 200 204 D D 600 410 15 23 B C   
98TH AVENUE 8TH ST 12TH STREET 2L 2L 1,000 0 D D 600 860 78 13 B B   
98TH AVENUE 12TH STREET 16TH ST 2L 2L 1,000 0 D D 600 860 78 72 B B   
98TH AVENUE 16TH ST SR 60 2L 2L 1,000 0 D D 600 860 78 73 B B   
98TH AVENUE SR 60 26TH ST 2L 2L 1,000 0 D D 600 860 78 143 B B   
77TH ST 66TH AVENUE US 1 2L 2L 800   D D 820 820 28 183 B B   
69TH STREET 82ND AVENUE 66TH AVE 2L 2L 400 410 D D 600 410 29 66 B C   
69TH STREET 66TH AVENUE 58TH AVE 2L 2L 1,000 829 D D 680 870 48 86 C B   
69TH STREET 58TH AVENUE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 800 1,042 D D 1,230 870 47 88 A B   
69TH STREET OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 2L 2L 800 885 D D 1,230 870 48 72 A B   
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

65TH ST 66TH AVENUE 58TH AVENUE 2L 2L 800 724 D D 1,230 870 36 65 A B   
65TH ST 58TH AVENUE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 1,300 1,611 D D 1,230 870 74 112 A B   
65TH ST OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 2L 2L 1,100 1,066 D D 1,230 870 59 76 A B   
49TH ST 66TH AVENUE 58TH AVENUE 2L 2L 400 497 D D 1,230 860 30 50 A B   
49TH ST 58TH AVENUE 43RD AVENUE 2L 2L 2,100 3,494 D D 760 860 127 219 C B   
49TH ST 43RD AVENUE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 2,600 3,784 D D 760 810 196 329 C C   
49TH ST OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 2L 2L 2,100 3,518 D D 760 810 106 251 C C   
45TH ST 66TH AVENUE 58TH AVENUE 2L 2L 1,600 2,419 D D 1,230 860 98 178 A B   
45TH ST 58TH AVENUE 43RD AVENUE 2L 2L 3,600 3,898 D D 760 860 232 249 C C   
45TH ST 43RD AVENUE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 6,100 8,559 D D 760 860 355 511 C C   
45TH ST OLD DIXIE HWY INDIAN RIV BD 2L 2L 4,500 0 D D 760 860 250 354 C C   
41ST ST 66TH AVENUE 58TH AVENUE 2L 2L 2,600 2,015 D D 820 870 186 154 B B   
41ST ST 58TH AVE 43RD AVE 2L 2L 2,600 3,658 D D 880 860 186 330 B C   
41ST ST 43RD AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 3,900 4,062 D D 880 860 238 258 B C   
41ST ST OLD DIXIE HWY INDIAN RIV BD 2L 2L 1,600 0 D D 880 860 92 151 B B   
37TH ST US 1 INDIAN RIV BLVD 2L 2L 7,200 10,423 D D 880 860 267 658 B C   
26TH ST 66TH AVENUE 58TH AVENUE 2L 2L 500 7,888 D D 880 860 102 537 B C   
26TH ST 58TH AVENUE 43RD AVENUE 2L 2L 2,700 8,808 D D 880 860 180 595 B C   
26TH ST 43RD AVE AVIATION BLVD 2L 2L 4,000 0 D D 880 860 182 669 B C   
26TH ST AVIATION BLVD 27TH AVENUE 2L 2L 5,100 0 D D 880 860 280 219 B B   
8TH ST 58TH AVENUE 43RD AVENUE 2L 2L 3,000 0 D D 880 860 196 128 B B   
8TH ST 43RD AVENUE 27TH AVENUE 2L 2L 5,300 0 D D 880 860 297 416 B C   
8TH ST 27TH AVENUE 20TH AVENUE 2L 2L 8,700 0 D D 880 860 447 557 B C   
8TH ST 20TH AVENUE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 8,500 0 D D 880 810 359 657 B D   
8TH ST OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 2L 2L 10,100 0 D D 880 810 486 575 B C   
8TH ST US 1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD 2L 2L 5,200 0 D D 880 860 160 246 B C   
4TH ST 82ND AVE 58TH AVE 2L 2L 1,600 0 D D 820 870 75 104 B B   
4TH ST 58TH AVE 43RD AVE 2L 2L 3,000 0 D D 880 860 203 273 B C   
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Peak Hour/Peak Season/Peak Direction 
Roadway Type Peak Season 

Daily Volume 

Established 
LOS 

Standard Capacity Volume LOS Roadway From To 

1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006 1995 2006

Traffic 
Study 

4TH ST 43RD AVE 27TH AVE 2L 2L 4,800 0 D D 880 860 254 303 B C   
4TH ST 27TH AVE 20TH AVE 2L 2L 6,700 0 D D 880 860 357 320 B C   
4TH ST 20TH AVE OLD DIXIE HWY 2L 2L 8,000 0 D D 880 860 372 526 B C   
4TH ST OLD DIXIE HWY US 1 2L 2L 9,300 0 D D 880 860 376 479 B C   
FRED TUERK DR A1A W OF COCONUT DR 2L 2L 1,600 0 D D 630 860 75 110 B B   
WINTER BEACH RD A1A JUNGLE TRAIL 2L 2L 1,600 0 D D 630 860 75 62 B B   
ATLANTIC BLVD 27TH AVENUE 20TH AVENUE 2L 0.5 4,000 3,003 D D 630 860 232 264 C C   
ATLANTIC BLVD 20TH AVENUE US 1 2L 0.5 5,100 2,832 D D 630 860 254 275 C C   
AVIATION BLVD 26TH STREET 27TH AVENUE 2L 0.5 5,100 0 D D 630 1,280 216 654 C C  
ROYAL PALM BLVD ROYAL PALM PL INDIAN RIVER BLVD 2L 1 4,400 0 D D 630 880 119 272 C C   
ROYAL PALM PL US 1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD 2L 1 5,200 0 D D 630 880 331 368 C C   

Source – IRC MPO; IRC Community Development Department; IRC Traffic Engineering 
Notes: Definitions: 2U: 2-lane undivided (some roads may have center turn lanes), 4D: 4-lane divided, 6D: 6-lane divided, 3O/3O: paired 3-lane one-way roads 
 

Attachment 7.  Forecast LOS vs. Existing LOS –  
Roadways that were predicted to be Overcapacity in 2010 Forecasts 

 

Link ID On Street From Street To Street Length No. of 
Lanes

Exist 
ROW 

Road
Type

2006 
Existing

LOS 

2010 
Forecast

LOS 

Functional
Class 

LOS 
Standard

1020 S.R. A1A S. VB City L 17th St 1.30 2 120 D D* F MA D 
1040 S.R. A1A S.R. 60 N. VB City L 1.50 2 50 D E E MA D 
1750 CR 512 Roseland Rd US 1 3.80 2 120 D D F PA D 
2050 16th St 20th Ave Old Dixie Hwy 0.50 2 100 U D E MA D 
2060 16th St. Old Dixie Highway US 1 0.50 2 100 U D F MA D 

Source – IRC MPO, 2007 
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Attachment 8.  Forecast LOS vs. Existing LOS –  
2006 Overcapacity Roadways that were not predicted to be Overcapacity in 2010 Forecasts 

 

Link 
ID On Street From Street To Street Length No. of 

Lanes
Exist 
ROW 

Road
Type

2006 
Existing

LOS 

2010 
Forecast

LOS 

Functional
Class 

LOS 
Standard

1040 S.R. A1A S.R. 60 N. VB City L 1.50 2 50 U F B MA D 
1050 S.R. A1A N. VB City L Fred Tuerk Rd 1.00 2 100 D F B MA D 
1150 Indian River Bd. 21st St Royal Palm 0.37 4 150 D D* C PA D 
1375 U.S. 1 49th St 65th St 3.00 4 70 D D* B PA D 
1920 S.R. 60 82nd Ave 66th Ave 2.00 4 136 D F B PA D 
2410 27th Ave S. County Line Oslo Rd 2.00 2 50 U F C MA E+20% 
2420 27th Ave Oslo Rd 4th St 2.00 2 80 U E B MA E+20% 
2430 27th Ave 4th St 8th St 0.50 2 80 U E B MA E+20% 
2440 27th Ave 8th St 12th St 0.50 2 80 U E B MA E+20% 
2915 43rd Ave 4th St 8th St .50 2 80 U E C MA E = 20%
2920 43rd Ave 8th St 12th St .50 2 80 U E C MA E = 20%
2925 43rd Ave 12th St 16th St .50 2 80 U E C MA E = 20%
2930 43rd Ave 16th St S.R. 60 .50 2 80 U E C MA E = 20%

*- Roadway segment within 5% of peak hour/peak direction/peak season capacity 
Source – IRC MPO, 2007 
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Attachment 9.  Status of 2020 Cost Feasible Plan Improvements in 2006 
 

Facility From To Distance 
(miles) 

# of Lanes 
(1994) 

2020 Plan 
Improvement Current Status (2006) 

In current Transportation Improvement Program (Committed) 
C.R. 512 I-95 C.R. 510 2.6  2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
C.R. 510 C.R. 512 66 th Avenue 4.2 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
53rd Street U.S. 1 58 th Avenue 2 0 New 4 lanes Under Construction 
Barber Street C.R. 512 U.S. 1 3.7 2 Add 2 lanes Changed to 3 Lanes in 2030 Plan 
66 th Avenue S.R. 60 Oslo Rd. 3.15 2 New 2 lanes Under Construction 
North / South Facilities 
82nd Avenue St. Lucie County Line C.R. 510 9 2  New 2 lanes No change 
S.R. A1A S.R. 60 N. Vero Beach City Limits 1.50 2 Add 2 lanes Removed from 2030 Plan 
U.S. 1 Brevard County Line C.R. 512 3.7 4 Add 2 lanes No change 
U.S. 1 Old Dixie Hwy.  Atlantic Blvd. 1.2 4 Add 2 lanes No change 
U.S. 1 4 th Street St. Lucie County Line 4.3 4 Add 2 lanes Partially Under Construction 
Old Dixie Hwy. S.R. 60 12th Street 1.1 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
Old Dixie Hwy. 12 th Street St. Lucie County Line 3.6 2 Add 2 lanes Removed  
27th Avenue S.R. 60 St. Lucie County Line 5.4 2 Add 2 lanes No change 
Roseland Rd. U.S. 1 C.R. 512 3.7 2 Add 2 lanes Changed to 3 Lanes in 2030 Plan 
66 th Avenue U.S. 1 Barber Street 1.9 2 Add 2 lanes Removed  
66 th Avenue Barber Street C.R. 510 0.8 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
66 th Avenue C.R. 510 S.R. 60 7.6 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
East / West Facilities 
C.R. 512 C.R. 510 Roseland Rd. 1.4 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
C.R. 510  66 th Avenue U.S. 1 1.6 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
C.R. 510  U.S. 1 1st Bridge 0.75 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
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Facility From To Distance 
(miles) 

# of Lanes 
(1994) 

2020 Plan 
Improvement Current Status (2006) 

53 rd Street 58 th Avenue  82nd Avenue 3 0 New 4 lane No change 
26 th Street 43 rd Avenue 58 th Avenue  1 2 Add 2 lanes In Design; Construction 2009. 
26 th Street 58 th Avenue 66 th Avenue 1 0 New 4 lane Completed as 2-Lane Rd.  
S.R. 60 66 th Avenue 82 nd Avenue 2 4 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
S.R. 60 82 nd Avenue I-95 1.5 4 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
5 th Street SW U.S. 1 20 th Avenue 1.5 0 New 2 lanes Removed  
5 th Street SW 43 rd Avenue 58 th Avenue 1.1 0 New 2 lanes Completed 
Oslo Rd.  Old Dixie Hwy. 27 th Avenue 2 2 Add 2 lanes Under Construction 
Oslo Rd.  27 th Avenue 82 nd Avenue 5.1 2 Add 2 lanes (27th Ave–43rd Ave) Under Construction  
I-95 Interchange at Oslo Road N/A N/A New Interchange IJR Study underway 
Oslo Rd.  82 nd Avenue I-95 Interchange 0.5 2 Add 2 lanes No change 

Source – IRC MPO, 2007 
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Attachment 10. Level-of-Service of Roadways in 2030 Cost Affordable Plan 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source – IRC MPO 2030 LRTP, 2006
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Attachment 11. 2030 Cost Affordable Plan 
 

 

Phase 1: 2011 to 2020 

 On Street From To 2011 Road Type 2020 Road Type Total Cost 
I-95 S. COUNTY LINE N. COUNTY LINE 4 Lane Freeway 6 Lane Freeway $109,919 

SIS 
 Total State SIS (Strategic Intermodal System) $109,919 

SR 60 I-95 82ND AVE 4 Lane Divided 6 Lane Divided $8,120 
US 1 S. COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 4 Lane Divided 6 Lane Divided $12,065 
Congestion Management System Projects ($500 thousand per year)  $5,000 St

at
e 

Total Other State Roads $25,185 
12TH ST 90TH AVE 82ND AVE None 2 Lane Undivided $3,782 

12TH ST 43RD AVE 27TH AVE 2 Lane Undivided 2 Lane Divided $2,855 
26TH ST 66TH AVE 43RD AVE 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $13,006 
AVIATION BLVD 43RD AVE U.S. 1 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $8,538 
27TH AVE S. COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $9,561 
27TH AVE OSLO RD S.R. 60 2 Lane Undivided 2 Lane Divided $12,331 
43RD AVE OSLO RD 8TH ST 2 Lane Undivided 2 Lane Divided $8,311 
58TH AVE S COUNTY LINE/KOBLEGARD RD OSLO RD 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $11,850 
66TH AVE SR 60 C.R. 510 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $36,173 
AVIATION BLVD EXT US 1 INDIAN RIVER BLVD None 4 Lane Divided $14,388 
C.R. 510 C.R. 512 U.S. 1 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $36,369 
C.R. 510 U.S. 1 ICWW 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $3,719 
C.R. 512 FELLSMERE CITY LIMITS I-95 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $19,193 
C.R. 512 I-95 C.R. 510 4 Lane Divided 6 Lane Divided $13,317 
C.R. 512 C.R. 510 ROSELAND RD 4 Lane Divided 6 Lane Divided $6,674 
8TH ST 82ND AVE 74TH AVE None 2 Lane Undivided $3,955 
OSLO RD I-95 58TH AVE 2 Lane Undivided 4 Lane Divided $19,485 
Congestion Management System Projects ($500 thousand per year)   $5,000 

 County Roads $228,507 

C
ou

nt
y 

R
oa

ds
 

 City Roads $0 
  Total All Roads  $363,611 
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Source – IRC MPO, 2007 

Phase 2: 2021 to 2030 
  

On Street From To 2021 Road Type 2030 Road Type Total Cost
(x1,000) 

SR 60 98TH AVE I-95 4-Lane Divided 6-Lane Divided $2,544 
SR 60 6TH AVE INDIAN RIVER BLVD 4-Lane Divided 6-Lane Divided $1,865 
US 1 AVIATION BLVD OLD DIXIE HWY (N) 4-Lane Divided 6-Lane Divided $44,372 
US 1 ROSELAND RD N. COUNTY LINE 4-Lane Divided 6-Lane Divided $5,256 

SIS 

Congestion Management System Projects ($500,000 per year) $5,000,000 
4TH ST 98TH AVE 66TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $16,262 
13TH ST SW 66TH AVE 58TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $4,041 
13TH ST SW 43RD AVE 34TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $1,561 
13TH ST SW 34TH AVE 27TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $3,360 
13TH ST SW 27TH AVE 20TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $1,922 
17TH ST SW 66TH AVE 58TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $4,020 
26TH ST 82ND AVE 74TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $3,850 
43RD AVE S COUNTY LINE OSLO RD 2-Lane Undivided 4-Lane Divided $12,975 
53RD ST 82ND AVE 66TH AVE None 2-Lane Undivided $9,600 
66TH AVE S COUNTY LINE OSLO RD None 2-Lane Undivided $8,562 
66TH AVE OSLO RD 4TH ST 2-Lane Undivided 4-Lane Divided $8,887 
66TH AVE 4TH ST SR 60 2-Lane Divided 4-Lane Divided $8,854 
82ND AVE S COUNTY LINE OSLO RD None 2-Lane Undivided $7,303 
82ND AVE 26TH ST C.R. 510 None 2-Lane Undivided $28,174 
LACONIA ST C.R. 510 C.R.512 None 2-Lane Undivided $2,680 
INDIAN RIVER BLVD ROYAL PALM 37TH ST 4-Lane Divided 6-Lane Divided $8,678 
ROSELAND RD C.R. 512 U.S. 1 2-Lane Undivided 2-Lane Divided $12,848 
SCHUMANN DR C.R. 510 BARBER ST 2-Lane Undivided 4-Lane Divided $3,974 

Congestion Management System Projects ($500,000 per year) 5,000,000 

C
ou

nt
y 

R
oa

ds
 

County Roads Total $381,058 
BARBER ST SCHUMANN DR U.S. 1 2-Lane Undivided 2-Lane Divided $3,622 
BARBER ST C.R. 512 SCHUMANN DR 2-Lane Undivided 2-Lane Divided $7,596 
FLEMING ST EASY ST SCHUMANN DR None 2-Lane Undivided $4,839 

C
ity

 R
oa

ds
 

City Roads Total $16,057 
Total All Roads $591,256 
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Attachment 12. Traffic Counts at County Lines, 1996 – 2006 

 
Highway Location 1996 2006 % Change

A1A  St. Lucie County Line   4,400   6,600 + 50%
US 1 St. Lucie County Line 28,100 27,950 - 1%
27th  Ave St. Lucie County Line   8,400 13,400 + 59%
43rd  Ave St. Lucie County Line   3,600   6,700 + 86%
A1A  Brevard County Line   5,800   6,300 + 9%
US 1 Brevard County Line 20,500 21,000 + 3%
Babcock Street Brevard County Line  1,300  2,100 + 62%
SR 60 Osceola County Line 7,900 6,600 -16%
Total  80,000 90,650 +13%
Source: IRC MPO 

 
Attachment 13.  Traffic Crash Rates by Number of Crashes, 1994 and 2005 

 

Crash Location Number of Crashes Crash Rate per 
MEV* Relative Rate 

East/West Street North/South Street 1994 2005 1994 2005 1994 2005 
17th St US 1 24 23 1.57 1.6 Low Low 
SR 60 58th Av 23 14 1.68 0.59 Low Low 
23rd St US 1 22 7 2.52 0.61 Moderate Low 
SR 60 EB US 1 21 17 2.37 1.13 Moderate Low 
SR 60 27th Av 21 15 2.15 1.01 Moderate Low 
SR 60 10th Av 20 10 2.81 2.76 Moderate Moderate 
12th St Old Dixie Hwy 19 4 2.24 0.45 Moderate Low 
Roseland Rd US 1 18 10 1.61 0.92 Low Low 
8th St US 1 18 6 1.59 0.46 Low Low 
21st St 10th Av 18 6 2.88 4.43 Moderate High 
Oslo Rd US 1 17 10 1.17 0.68 Low Low 
Royal Palm Blvd IR Blvd 17 9 2.86 0.65 Moderate Low 
SR 60 43rd Av 17 11 1.24 0.63 Low Low 
SR 60 WB US 1 16 18 1.76 1.65 Low Low 
CR 510 US 1 14 7 1.32 0.47 Low Low 
17th St IR Blvd 14 20 1.03 1.26 Low Low 
12th St US 1 13 10 0.97 0.77 Low Low 
16th St Old Dixie Hwy 13 3 1.68 0.41 Low Low 
E Causeway SR A1A 12 7 0.93 0.48 Low Low 
15th Pl US 1 11 2 0.91 0.21 Low Low 
CR 512 US 1 10 4 0.79 0.41 Low Low 
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Crash Location Number of Crashes Crash Rate per 
MEV* Relative Rate 

East/West Street North/South Street 1994 2005 1994 2005 1994 2005 
41st St Old Dixie Hwy 10 0 3.75 0 High Low 
SR 60 82nd Av 10 6 1.10 0.5 Low Low 
SR 60 66th Av 10 15 1.02 0.9 Low Low 
16th St 14th Av 10 5 1.22 0.71 Low Low 
SR 60 20th Av 8 10 0.99 1.46 Low Low 
Highland Dr US 1 7 18 0.66 1.31 Low Low 
4th St Old Dixie Hwy 7 4 1.04 0.64 Low Low 
16th St 43rd Av 7 3 0.99 0.4 Low Low 
Oslo Rd 27th Av 7 9 1.18 0.99 Low Low 
16th St 27th Av 7 4 1.04 0.53 Low Low 
45th St US 1 6 6 0.71 0.3 Low Low 
8th St 43rd Av 6 2 1.28 0.4 Low Low 
4th St 27th Av 6 0 1.01 0 Low Low 
12th St 27th Av 6 5 0.98 0.68 Low Low 
Oslo Rd Old Dixie Hwy 5 3 0.83 0.6 Low Low 
8th St Old Dixie Hwy 5 0 0.70 0 Low Low 
*MEV - Million Entering Vehicles (traffic entering the intersection) 
Source – IRC Traffic Engineering Dept., 2007 

 
Attachment 14.  Traffic Crash Rates by Crash Rates, 1994 and 2005 

 

Crash Location Number of Crashes Crash Rate per 
MEV*  Relative Rate  

East/West Street North/South Street 1994 2005 1994 2005 1994 2005 
41st St Old Dixie Hwy 10 0 3.75 0 High Low 
21st St 10th Av 18 6 2.88 3.75 Moderate High 
Royal Palm Blvd IR Blvd 17 9 2.86 0.65 Moderate Low 
SR 60 10th Av 20 10 2.81 2.76 Moderate Moderate 
23rd St US 1 22 7 2.52 0.61 Moderate Low 
SR 60 EB US 1 21 17 2.37 1.13 Moderate Low 
12th St Old Dixie Hwy 19 4 2.24 0.45 Moderate Low 
SR 60 27th Av 21 15 2.15 1.01 Moderate Low 
SR 60 WB US 1 16 18 1.76 1.65 Low Low 
SR 60 58th Av 23 14 1.68 0.59 Low Low 
16th St Old Dixie Hwy 13 3 1.68 0.41 Low Low 
Roseland Rd US 1 18 10 1.61 0.92 Low Low 
8th St US 1 18 6 1.59 0.46 Low Low 
17th St US 1 24 23 1.57 1.6 Low Low 
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Crash Location Number of Crashes Crash Rate per 
MEV*  Relative Rate  

CR 510 US 1 14 7 1.32 0.47 Low Low 
8th St 43rd Av 6 2 1.28 0.4 Low Low 
SR 60 43rd Av 17 11 1.24 0.63 Low Low 
16th St 14th Av 10 5 1.22 0.71 Low Low 
Oslo Rd 27th Av 7 9 1.18 0.99 Low Low 
Oslo Rd US 1 17 10 1.17 0.68 Low Low 
SR 60 82nd Av 10 6 1.10 0.5 Low Low 
4th St Old Dixie Hwy 7 4 1.04 0.64 Low Low 
16th St 27th Av 7 4 1.04 0.53 Low Low 
17th St IR Blvd 14 20 1.03 1.26 Low Low 
SR 60 66th Av 10 15 1.02 0.9 Low Low 
4th St 27th Av 6 0 1.01 0 Low Low 
SR 60 20th Av E/B 8 10 0.99 1.46 Low Low 
16th St 43rd Av 7 3 0.99 0.4 Low Low 
12th St 27th Av 6 5 0.98 0.68 Low Low 
12th St US 1 13 10 0.97 0.77 Low Low 
E Causeway SR A1A 12 7 0.93 0.48 Low Low 
15th Pl US 1 11 2 0.91 0.21 Low Low 
Oslo Rd Old Dixie Hwy 5 3 0.83 0.6 Low Low 
CR 512 US 1 10 4 0.79 0.41 Low Low 
45th St US 1 6 6 0.71 0.3 Low Low 
8th St Old Dixie Hwy 5 0 0.70 0 Low Low 
Highland Dr US 1 7 18 0.66 1.31 Low Low 
*MEV - Million Entering Vehicles (traffic entering the intersection) 
Source – IRC Traffic Engineering Dept., 2007 

 
Attachment 15. Locations with Crash Rates > 2.0 per entering vehicles (By Crash Rate) 

For Intersections with 5 or more Crashes - January 1, 2005 Through December 31, 2005 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Intersections 2005 # of Crashes 2005 Crash Rate 
21st St  8th Ave 10 6.25
21st St 10th Ave 6 3.75
21st St 11th Ave 5 3.12
21st St 5th Ave 7 4.37
SR 60  10th Ave 10 2.76
49th St Old Dixie Hwy 6 2.59
CR 512 I-95 22 2.28
SR 60 20th Ave W/B 10 2.12
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Source – IRC Traffic Engineering Dept., 2007 
Attachment 16.  Bike Crash Locations in Indian River County, 1995 
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Source – IRC EAR, 1995 
Attachment 17.  Pedestrian Crash Locations in Indian River County, 1995 
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Source – IRC EAR, 1995 
Attachment 18.  Bike Crash Locations in Indian River County, 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source – IRC MPO, 2004 BikePed Plan 

Between 1996 and 2002 
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Attachment 19.  Pedestrian Crash Locations in Indian River County, 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO, 2004 BikePed Plan 

Between 1996 and 2002 
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Attachment 20. ROW Acquisition for Road / Intersection Widening Projects  
Roadname From To Percentage of ROW Acquired (2007) Year of Inclusion in Long Range Plan 

Aviation Blvd US1 43rd Ave 100% 2030 
13th St SW 27th Ave 43rd Ave 100% 2030 
13th St SW 43rd Ave  58th Ave 100% 2030 
17th St SW 27th Ave 43rd Ave 100% 2030 
20th Ave SW 17th St SW 25th St SW 100% 2030 
43rd Ave 49th St 53rd St 100% 2030 
66th Ave 12th St 4th St 100% 2020 
5th St SW US1 58th Ave 100% 2020 
CR512 Roseland Rd  I-95 98% 2020 
Oslo Rd Old Dixie Hwy 27th Ave 98% 2020 
Oslo Road  27th Ave 58th Ave 95% 2020 
16th St 66th Ave 74th Ave 85% 2030 
43rd Ave 19th St 8th St 75% 2030 
53rd St US1 58th Ave 75% 2020 
26th St 43rd Ave 66th Ave 50% 2020 
66th Ave CR510 SR60 50% 2020 
66th Ave SR60 12th St 50% 2020 
41st St US1 43rd Ave 40% N/A 
CR510 US1 CR512 10% 2020 
26th St 74th Ave  82nd Ave 10% 2030 
82nd Ave SR 60 CR510 0% 2020 
CR510 Indian River US1 0% 2020 
17th St SW 43rd Ave 58th Ave 0% 2030 
27th Ave 12th St 5th St SW 0% 2020 
27th Ave 5th St SW 13th St SW 0% 2020 
43rd Ave 26th St 19th St 0% 2030 
43rd Ave 8th St Oslo Rd 0% 2030 
43rd Ave Oslo Rd S County Line 0% 2030 
58th Ave/SR60 Intersection - - 0% 2030 
66th Ave Barber St CR510 0% 2020 

 Source: IRC MPO, and IRC Public Works          
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Attachment 21. 2030 Extended Grid Network 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC Comp Plan, Transportation Element, 2006 
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Attachment 22. Roadway Intelligent Transportation Systems in IRC, 1996 and 2006 
 

Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  

1 OSLO @ OLD DIXIE IRC Beacon - Signal -   No Improved 
2 OSLO @ 20 AVE IRC Beacon - Signal -   No NA 
3 OSLO @ 27 AVE IRC Beacon - Signal -   Yes Improved 
4 OSLO @ 43 AVE IRC Beacon - Signal -   No Constant 
5 OSLO @ 58 AVE IRC Beacon - Signal Yes Yes Yes Constant 
6 OSLO @ 74 AVE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
7 OSLO @ 82 AVE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
8 8 ST @ 20 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   No Improved 
9 8 ST @ 27 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes NA 
10 12 ST @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
11 12 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
12 12 ST @ 20 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   No NA 
13 12 ST @ 27 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes Improved 
14 17 ST @ 6 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
15 16 ST @ 20 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Constant 
16 SR60 @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
17 SR60 @ 58 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
18 SR60 @ 82 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
19 SR60 @ 90 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes Yes Improved 
21 37 ST @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
22 38 LN @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes Yes NA 
23 41 ST @ 58 AVE IRC Beacon - Signal -   Yes NA 
24 45 ST @ 58 AVE IRC Beacon - Signal -   * NA 
25 JOHNS ISLAND @ A1A IRC - - Signal -   Yes NA 
28 CR510 @ 64 AVE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
29 CR512 @ CR507 IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
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Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  
30 37 ST @ 10CT IRC  - - Signal Yes   No NA 
31 ROSELAND @ US 1 IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
32 45 ST @ US1 IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes Yes Improved 
33 ST ED @ A1A IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes NA 
34 41 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   No NA 
35 CR512E @ US1 IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
36 17 ST @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Worsened 
37 17 ST @ IR BLVD IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Worsened 
38 21 ST @ IR BLVD ? Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
39 SR60 @ 20 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Worsened 
40 16 ST @ 27 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes Improved 
41 16 ST @ 17 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
42 16 ST @ 14 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
43 16 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
44 17 ST @ 10 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Worsened 
45 8 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
46 15 PL @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes Yes Improved 
47 HIGHLAND @ OLD DIXIE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
48 8 ST @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
49 CR510 @ US1 IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
51 GIFFORD MIDDLE IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
52 CR512 @ SEB. MIDDLE IRC Signal - Signal Radio   Yes - 
53 DODGERTOWN EL IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
54 SEBASTIAN ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
55 ROSEWOOD ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
56 OSLO @ US1 IRC Signal - Signal -   No Improved 
57 4 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
58 4 ST @ 27 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes Improved 
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Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  
59 16 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes Improved 
60 OSCEOLA ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
61 VERO ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
62 FELLSMERE ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
63 THOMPSON ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
64 4 ST @ US1 IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Worsened 
65 8 ST @ 6 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Worsened 
66 12 ST @ IR BLVD IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
67 12 ST @ 6 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
68 12 ST @ COMMERCE AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Improved 
69 GLENDALE ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
70 HIGHLAND ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
71 45 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   No NA 
72 26 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes Worsened 
73 12 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes NA 
74 8 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes Improved 
75 CR510 @ CURVE IRC Beacon - Curve Warning -   * - 
76 45 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
77 CR510 @ 58 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes NA 
78 CITRUS ELEM IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
79 CR510 @ A1A IRC Signal - Signal -   No NA 
80 CR512 @ ROSELAND IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
81 CR512 @ CYPRESS IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
82 41 ST @ 66 AVE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
83 S.CAROLINA @ CR507 IRC Beacon - Stop Beacon -   * - 
84 HIGHLAND @ 6 AV SW IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
85 CR510 @ 66AVE IRC - - Signal -   No NA 
86 CR512 @ BARBER IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
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Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  
87 HIGHLAND @ US1 IRC Signal - Signal -   No Worsened 
88 37 ST @ IR BLVD IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
89 20 ST @ IR BLVD IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
90 SR60 @ 6 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Improved 
91 20 ST @ US1 CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
92 20 ST @ COMMERCE AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
93 19 PL @ 14 AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Improved 
94 20 PL @ US1 CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No NA 
95 20 PL @ COMMERCE AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No NA 
96 20 ST @ 14 AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes NA 
97 CR512 @ FLEMING IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
98 ROYAL PALM @ IR BLVD IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
99 US1 @ 11 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes NA 

100 23 ST @ US1 CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
101 23 ST @ 14 AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Worsened 
102 21 ST @ 14 AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
103 26 ST @ US1 CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
104 20 PL @ 11 AVE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes NA 
107 SEB HIGH MAKO @ CR 510 IRC Signal - Signal Yes   Yes NA 
108 JACKSON @ US1 COS Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
109 CR512 @ CR510 IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
110 20 PL @ 6 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes NA 
111 32 ST @ US1 CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No NA 
112 BEACHLAND @ MOCKINGBIRD CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes NA 
113 21 ST @ 6 AVE IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
114 SR60 @ 27 AVE CVB ? Signal - Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
115 BARBER BRIDGE @ IR BLVD IRC Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes Yes Improved 
116 CR512 @ DELAWARE IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Worsened 
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Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  

117 CR512 @ EASY IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Worsened 
118 BEACHLAND @ OCEAN DR CVB Signal - 4 Way Stop Removed   * - 
119 17 ST @ A1A CVB Signal - Signal -   No Improved 
120 BEACHLAND @ A1A CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes   No Improved 
121 SR60 @ MALL MALL Signal - Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
122 OSLO MIDDLE IRC School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
123 CR512W @ US1 IRC - - Signal Yes   No NA 
124 26 ST @ 66 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
125 BEACHLAND @ RIVER SIDE CVB Signal Yes Signal Yes Yes Yes NA 
126 26 ST @ 58 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes   No Improved 
127 SR60 @ 66 AVE IRC Signal - Signal Yes Yes No Improved 
128 SEB HIGH HAMMER H @ CR 510 IRC Signal - Signal Yes   Yes NA 
129 5 ST SW @ 20 AVE IRC - - Signal -   No NA 
130 8 ST @ FEC IRC - - RR Warning -   * - 
131 4 ST @ 43 AVE IRC Signal - Signal -   Yes NA 
132 BEACHLAND ELEM CVB School Beacon - School Beacon Radio   * - 
133 5 ST SW @ 27 AVE IRC - - Signal -   Yes NA 
134 4 ST @ 20 AVE IRC - - Signal -   No NA 
135 BARBER @ US1 IRC - - Signal Yes   Yes Constant 
136 VISTA @ US1 IRC - - Signal -   Yes NA 
137 SR60 @ 98 AVE IRC - - Signal Yes   Yes Worsened 
138 COLLEGE LN @ 58 AVE IRC - - Signal Yes   Yes NA 
139 SR60 @ 74 AVE IRC - - Signal Yes Yes Yes Worsened 

140 41 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC - - 
Beacon 4 Way 
Re -   * Improved 

141 20 ST @ 10 AVE CVB - - Signal Yes   Yes Improved 
142 20 PL @ 10 AVE CVB - - Signal Yes   Yes NA 
143 FRED TUERK @ A1A IRC - - Fire Signal -   * - 
144 JAYCEE PARK  @ A1A CVB - - Ped Signal -   No - 
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Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  
145 69 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
146 SR60 @ I-95 NB IRC - - Signal Yes Yes No Worsened 
146 SR60 @ I-95 SB IRC - - Signal Yes Yes No   
147 49 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
148 BARBER @ SCHUMANN COS - - Signal -   No NA 
149 AVIATION BLVD @ 27 AVE CVB - - Signal -   Yes NA 
150 12 St @ 58 AVE IRC - - Signal Yes Yes Yes Improved 
151 8 ST @ IR BLVD IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
152 4 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - Signal Yes Yes Yes Improved 
153 65 ST @ OLD DIXIE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
154 8 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - Signal Yes   Yes Improved 
155 BAHIA MAR RD @ A1A CVB - - Signal -   Yes NA 
156 CR512 @ 130 AVE IRC - - Signal -   Yes NA 
159 69 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
160 53 ST @ US 1 IRC - - Signal - Yes Yes NA 
161 65 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
162 45 St @ 66 AVE IRC Beacon - Beacon -   * - 
164 41 ST @ IR BLVD   - - In Design -       
165 1 ST SW @ 27 AVE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
166 CR512 @ I-95   - - Signal -     NA 
167 49 ST @ 51 CT IRC - - Signal - Yes Yes NA 
168 53 ST @ 51 CT IRC - - In Construction -   *   
169 53 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - In Construction - Yes *   
170 WATERWAY VILLAGE @ 58 AVE IRC - - In Construction -   *   
171 49 ST @ 43 AVE   - - In Construction -   *   
172 CR 510 @ BRISTOL BAY   - - In Design -       
173 49 ST @ US 1   - - In Design -       
174 53 ST @ 43 AVE   - - In Construction -   *   
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Conditions in 1996 Conditions in 2007 Intsn 
# Intersection Name Owner 

Device ITS 
Integration Device ITS 

Integration 
Surveillance 

Camera Night Flash 

Changes in Relative 
Crash Rate from 

1994 to 2005  

175 CR512 @ 101 AVE IRC - - Signal -   Yes NA 
176 87 ST @ CR510 IRC - - Signal -   Yes NA 
177 77 ST @ 58 AVE IRC - - Beacon -   * - 
178 81ST @ 66 AVE IRC - - Signal -   * NA 
179 SEA OAKS & A1A   - - In Design -       
180 AVIATION & 34 AVE   - - In Design -       
181 US 1 & 10 AVE   - - In Design -     Worsened 
182 65 ST @ US 1   - - In Future -       
183 69 ST @ US 1 IRC - - Signal Yes Yes Yes Constant 
184 5 ST SW @ 43 AVE   - - In Design -       
184 41 ST @ US 1 IRC - - Signal Yes Yes Yes Worsened 

185 
CR510 @ TREASURE COAST 
ELEM   - - In Design -       

COS1 MAIN @ US1 COS Signal - Signal Yes   No Worsened 
COS2 SCHUMANN @ US1 COS Signal - Signal Yes   No Worsened 

Source: IRC MPO, and IRC Public Works 
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Attachment 23. Comparison of Bicycle Level-of-Service between the Time of the Last 
Major Plan Update and Existing Conditions 

 

 
Source – IRC MPO 2004 BikePed Plan  

 
Attachment 24. Comparison of Pedestrian Level-of-Service between the Time of the Last 

Major Plan Update and Existing Conditions 

 
Source – IRC MPO 2004 BikePed Plan 
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Attachment 25. Major Landscaping Improvements along Transportation Facilities in IRC, 1996 to 2006 

Ownership Section of Road 
Landscaped 

Project 
Purpose 

Length of 
Road 

Landscaped

Type of 
Landscaping 

 Cost of 
Landscaping 

 Total Project 
Costs  

Landscape 
Cost as % 
of Total 

Project Cost

Year of 
Completion Notes 

Royal Palm Pointe from 
Indian River Blvd to Park 
area at east end 

Redevelopment 
and 
Beautification 

.5 Miles Trees, shrubs, 
hardscape, 
irrigation. 

 $         595,574  $      2,853,669 20.9% 2001 Total includes costs for utility 
relocations. Street lights are 
"rented" from VB Utilities. 
Park and Fountain costs not 
included. 

14th Av from 19th Pl to 
20th St 

Downtown 
Redevelopment 
& 
Beautification 

.1 Miles Trees, shrubs, 
hardscape, 
irrigation and 
lighting 

 $           98,886  $         209,905 47.1% 2002 Street lights were purchased 
for this job and equipment 
costs are included.  

21st St from US1 to 
Indian River Blvd. 
Includes island on US1 

  .6 Miles Trees, shrubs, 
hardscape, 
irrigation. 

 $         274,778  $      1,718,520 16.0% 2003 Street lights are "rented" from 
VB Utilities. 

Ocean Dr and Beachland 
Blvd intersection 

Redevelopment 
and 
Beautification 

.1 Miles Trees, shrubs, 
hardscape, 
irrigation 

 $         158,675  $         169,325 93.7% 2005 Project removed existing 
traffic signals and replaced 
with Stop Signs. 

Ocean Dr from Greytwig 
to Mango 

  .3 Miles Trees, shrubs, 
irrigation 

 $           30,085  $         355,531 8.5% 2005 Reconstruct Ocean Dr after 
damage from hurricanes 
Francis and Jeanne. FHWA 
emergency grant paid for this 
project. 

City of 
Vero Beach 

Aviation Boulevard from 
US 1 to 43rd Avenue 

Widening and 
Beautification 

2 Miles Trees, shrubs, 
irrigation 

$2,000,000  $    18,000,000 11.1% 2010 Includes commitments from 
Indian River County, FDOT, 
and the City of Vero Beach 

Schumann Dr. from US1 
to Beach Ln. 

  1 Mile medians,   $           10,000  $           10,000 100.0% 1996   City of 
Sebastian 

CR512 within the 
Sebastian City limits 

Beautification 3 Mile Landscaped 
Medians, Brick 
Crosswalks 

 $    279, 
528.00  

 $         279, 
529  

100.0% 1999   
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Louisiana Av from Main 
St. to CR512 

Beautification 0.75 Mile Retention ponds, 
streetlights, side 
plantings  

 $           30,000  $      1,000,000 3.0% 2004   

Indian River Dr within 
the city limits 

Beautification 1.5 Mile Benches, brick 
paving, lights 

 NA   NA  NA 2004   

Jackson ext. from N 
Central to Indian River 
Dr 

Beautification 0.1 Mile Landscaped 
shoulders, 
medians, and 
retention pond 

 $                600  $           30,000 5.0% NA Developer landscaping, 
contributed to City 

58th Ave and SR60 
Intersection 

Intersection 
Improvement 

0.2 Miles Plantings on 
Median 

 $         100,000  NA  4.5% 2003   

Indian River Boulevard at 
the Main Relief Canal 

Beautification .1 Miles Plantings on 
Medians 

 $         100,000  NA  100.0% 2003 Provided as a service of the 
Womens Garden Club of Vero 
Beach 

CR512 from Roseland Rd 
to Sebastian Middle 
School 

Road Widening 1.53 Miles Plantings on 
Median 

 $         466,995  NA  3.1% 2008   

CR512 from Sebastian 
Middle School to I-95 

Road Widening 2.05 Miles Plantings on 
Median, and 
Ponds 

 $         500,000  NA  3.8% 2008   

Oslo Rd from 43rd Ave 
to 58th Ave 

Road Widening I Mile Plantings on 
Median 

 $         250,000  NA  3.5% 2009   

Oslo Rd from 27th Ave 
Ave to 43rd Ave 

Road Widening 1 Mile Plantings on 
Median 

 $           20,000  $      6,000,000 0.3% 2009 Total Project Cost includes 
Construction cost only. Only 2 
islands will be landscaped as 
medians. This stretch of road 
is mostly 5 lanes. 

Oslo Rd from Old Dixie 
Hwy to 27th Ave 

Road Widening 2 Mile Plantings on 
Median 

 $         316,634  $    10,142,869 3.1% 2008 Total Project Cost includes 
Construction cost only. 

Indian 
River 

County 

Oslo Rd at 27th Ave and 
43rd Ave Intersection 

Intersection 
Improvement 

1.19 Miles Plantings on 
Median 

 $         340,000  NA  3.5% 2009   
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CR510 from US1 to 
CR512 

Road Widening 5.33 Miles Plantings on 
Median 

 $      3,200,000  $  108,100,000 3.0% 2012   

66th Ave from CR510 to 
SR60 

Road Widening 7 Miles Plantings on 
Median 

 $      3,200,000  $  105,000,000 3.0% 2012   

 $         324,871  $      9,282,025 3.5% 1996 
 $           30,250  $         864,276 3.5% 1997 
 $           21,598  $         617,097 3.5% 1998 
 $         228,835  $      6,538,135 3.5% 1999 
 $         239,471  $      6,842,039 3.5% 2000 
 $         369,074  $    10,544,969 3.5% 2001 
 $      1,324,668  $    37,847,664 3.5% 2002 
 $      1,315,068  $    37,573,385 3.5% 2003 
 $         230,715  $      6,591,861 3.5% 2004 
 $             1,076  $           30,750 3.5% 2005 

 -  $                    - - 2006 

FDOT 

A1A from North County 
Line to South County 
Line, S R60 from Merill 
Barber Bridge to 20th St, 
SR 60 from 20th Ave to 
66th Ave, SR 60 from I-
95 to Outlet Mall, 17th St 
Bridge, US 1 from 6th St 
to 2nd St, US 1 from Oslo 
Rd to S Relief Canal, US 
1 from 37th St to 
Roseland Rd, I-95/SR 60 
Intersection 

Road Widening, 
Resurfacing. 
Intersection 
Improvement, 
and 
Beautification 

NA Plantings on 
Median and 
islands between 
ramps, 
streetscaping, 
benches, 
landscaped grass 
shoulders, brick 
paving, 
decorative lights.

 $           24,035  $         686,711 3.5% 2007 

Total Project Cost for FDOT 
projects are available by 
funding year and not on a 
project basis.  

Source: IRC MPO, IRC Public Works, and FDOT 
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Attachment 26. IRC Demographic and Automobile Data for Public Transit, 1996 and 2005 
 

CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF 
LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE  EXISTING CONDITIONS  TRANSIT NEED INDICATORS 

DATA YEAR CITATION DATA YEAR SOURCE
County Population 100,261 1995 US Census 130,043 2005 BEBR 
Urbanized Area Resident & Seasonal Population 
Density 1.4 persons/acre 1995 IRC 1.6 persons/acre 2005 IRC 

Elderly Population 27.3 % 1990 CENSUS 29.2% 2000 CENSUS
Disabled Population 23% 1990 CENSUS 23% 2000 CENSUS
Race       
   Black 8.5% 1990 CENSUS 8.2% 2000 CENSUS
   Latino 3.0% 1990 CENSUS 6.5% 2000 CENSUS
Per Capita Personal Income 
   Indian River County $27,220 1993 BEBR $40,677 2004 BEBR 
   Florida $20,650 1993 CUTR $31,469 2004 BEBR  
Poverty 8.7% 1990 CENSUS 9.3% 2000 CENSUS
Auto Ownership 
    Vehicles Per Household 1.57  1990 CUTR 1.58  2000 CUTR 
    Vehicle Registrations (Car Tags Sold) 59,979  1993 BEBR 88,120  2006 BEBR 
    Households without Vehicles 5.98% 1990 CUTR 6.03% 20 CUTR 

 
• BEBR - Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida 
• CUTR – Center for Urban Transportation Research, University of Southern Florida 
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Attachment 27. Major Trip Generators – Conditions at Time of Last Major Plan Update (1996) 
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Attachment 28. Major Trip Generators and Attractors – Existing Conditions (2006) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 29. Fixed Route Service – Route 1, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source –IRC EAR 1995 
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Attachment 30. Fixed Route Service - Route 1, 2005 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 31. Fixed Route Service - Route 2, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source –IRC EAR 1995 
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Attachment 32. Fixed Route Service – Route 2, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 33. Fixed Route Service – Route 3, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source –IRC EAR 1995 
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Attachment 34. Fixed Route Service – Route 3, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 35. Fixed Route Service – Route 4, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source – IRC EAR, 1995 
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Attachment 36. Fixed Route Service – Route 4, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 

 



EAR Transportation Element - Appendix 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                                                                                                                 PAGE  A52 
 

Attachment 37. Fixed Route Service – Route 5, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC EAR, 1995 
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Attachment 38. Fixed Route Service – Route 5, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP
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Attachment 39. Fixed Route Service – Route 6, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 40. Fixed Route Service – Route 7, 2005 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 41. Fixed Route Service – Route 8, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Source – IRC EAR, 1995 
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Attachment 42. Fixed Route Service – Route 8, 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
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Attachment 43. Fixed Route Service – Route 9, 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP
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Attachment 44. Indian River County Public Transit Trip Characteristics, 1995 and 2006 

 
CONDITIONS AT TIME OF LAST MAJOR 

PLAN UPDATE   EXISTING CONDITIONS  TYPE OF TRIPS 
DATA YEAR SOURCE DATA YEAR SOURCE 

Transit Ridership            
  Paratransit Passenger Trips - yearly 91,741 66,245 2004 
  Fixed-Route Passenger Trips - yearly 8,605 

1995 COA  
318,488 2006 

COA 

Passenger Trips-By Trip Purpose       
  Medical 32% 41% 
  Education 11% 24% 
  Employment 4% 

1995 1999 IRC MPO TDP 
6% 

2006 2005 IRC MPO TDP 

Fixed Route Service Effectiveness and 
Efficiency       

  Passenger Trips Per Capita 0.20 1.27 
  Passenger Trips Per Revenue Mile 0.13 0.68 
  Operating Expense Per Revenue Mile $2.80 

1996 1999 IRC MPO TDP 
$2.83 

2005 2005 IRC MPO TDP 

 
Source – IRC MPO & COA 
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Attachment 45. Zones of Trip Origin, 1996 
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Attachment 46.  Transit System Service Area, 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
\ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Zones of Trip Origin for Fixed Route System –
MPO Planning Area 
Zones of Trip Origin for the Demand Response 
System – IR County 
Source – IRC MPO 2005 TDP  
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Attachment 47. Indian River County Transit/Para-transit Service Providers, 1995 and 2006  
 

CONDITIONS AT TIME LAST MAJOR 
PLAN UPDATE   EXISTING CONDITIONS  

AGENCY NAME YEAR AGENCY NAME YEAR SOURCE 
Able Transport Klub Kar Transportation 2006 
All Florida Medical Transport ACTS of Indian River Estates 2005 
American Cancer Society American Cancer Society 
American Red Cross Association for Retarded Citizens 

IRC MPO 2005 TDP 

City Cab of Vero Beach A Busy Traveler Transportation 
2006 

 
Economic Opportunity Council Economic Opportunity Council 2006 IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
Indian River Association for Retarded Citizens Greyhound Bus Lines 2006   

Indian River County Council on Aging Healthsouth Treasure Coast Rehabilitation Hospital 2005 http://indian-
river.fl.us/health/transportation/index.html

Indian River County School District Indian River County Council on Aging 2005 
Indian River County Veterans Council Indian River County School District 2006 
Indian River Yellow Cab Indian River County Volunteer Ambulance Squad 
New Horizons of the Treasure Coast Indian River Memorial Hospital 

IRC MPO 2005 TDP 

Volunteer Ambulance Squad Indian River Yellow Cab 
2005 

 
Yellow Cab of Sebastian New Horizons of the Treasure Coast 2006 IRC MPO 2005 TDP 

Sebastian River Medical Center    

1995 

Veterans Council of Indian River County 
2005 

IRC MPO 2005 TDP 
Total = 14 Providers Total = 16 Providers 

Source – IRC MPO, 2007 
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Attachment 48. Transit Quality and Level of Service (TQOS) 

 
Existing Level of Service  

TQOS Indicator 
 1996 2006 

Transit Frequency E E 

Hours of Operation E E 

Average Load A A 

Service Coverage D B 

Reliability N/A C 

Vehicle Travel Time N/A B 
 

Source: IRC 2005 TDP Major Update; IRC MPO 
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Attachment 49. Jobs and Housing Balance in IRC, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: IRC MPO and FDOT 
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Attachment 50. Jobs and Housing Balance in IRC, 2005 

 
 
 

Source: IRC MPO, and FDOT 
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Attachment 51. Indian River County Public Transit Grants, 1995 and 2006 
 

CONDITIONS AT TIME OF LAST MAJOR 
PLAN UPDATE  EXISTING CONDITIONS  

TYPE OF GRANTS 
AMOUNT YEAR SOURCE AMOUNT YEAR SOURCE 

Grant for Transit Services           
Transportation Disadvantaged Capital Grants $185,650 1994 -1995 $377,161 2005-2006 
5310 FTA Capital/Operating Grant (prev Sct 16) $180,000 1994-1995 $250,000 2005-2006 

 05/06-09/10 TIP 
  

5311 FTA Capital & Operating Grant (prev Sct 18) $124,200 1994 -1995 $97,528 2005-2006 
5307 FTA Capital & Operating Grant (prev Sct. 9) $300,000 1994 -1995 $1,114,202 2005-2006 
FDOT Corridor Grant for Saturday Service n/a n/a $100,000 2005-2006 

 05/06-09/10 TIP 

FDOT Intermodal – Gifford Health Center n/a n/a $53,000 * 2005-2006 
PTBG Grant n/a n/a $228,846* 2005-2006 
FDOT Urban Transit Grant n/a n/a $50,000 * 2005-2006 

IRC MPO Grant Log 

Service Development Grant – Evening Service n/a n/a $92,000 2005-2006  05/06-09/10 TIP 
Corridor Grant  - Brevard n/a  n/a $134,571 * 2005-2006 IRC MPO Grant Log 

TOTAL TRANSIT SERVICE FUNDING $789,850 1994-1995  

1996 Mass Transit Element 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

$2,497,308 2005-2006   
Grants for Transit Planning           
5303 FTA Grant (prev Sct 7)  n/a n/a   $202,204 2003-2006 IRC MPO Grant Log 
TD Planning $17,691 1994 -1995 1996 Mass Transit Element $18,000 2005-2006   

TOTAL TRANSIT PLANNING FUNDING $17,691     $220,204     
 
Source – IRC MPO, 2007 
n/a – not applicable 
*Average yearly funding is shown where exact funding amounts are not available. 
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Attachment 52. General Characteristics of Public Airports, 1996 and 2006  
 

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1995  EXISTING CONDITIONS IN 2006 

Vero Beach Municipal Airport 

  Ownership City of Vero Beach City of Vero Beach 

  Type of Service Provided Commuter Service General Aviation 

  Land Area 1,707 acres 1660 acres 

  Hours of Service 24 hours; ATCT 7 AM - 9 PM  24 hours; ATCT 7 AM - 9 PM 

  Operations (# of landings and takeoffs) 204,524 179,664 

  Number/Type of Runways 3 asphalt 3 asphalt 

  Length of Longest Runway 7,396 ft 7,314 ft (due to resurvey) 

  Surrounding Land Use Aviation-related commercial, industrial, residential, 
conservation 

Aviation-related commercial, industrial, 
residential, conservation 

  Annual Trips Via Scheduled 
  Airline 

2,500 (Estimated, Service For 4th Quarter 1995) 0 

  Roadway Access Offered See map in Appendix A See map in Appendix A 

Sebastian Municipal Airport 

  Ownership City of Sebastian City of Sebastian 

  Type of Service Provided General aviation, fixed base General aviation, fixed base 

  Land Area 601 acres 601 acres 

  Hours of Service 8 AM till 5 PM Mon-Sat 8 AM till 5 PM Mon-Sun 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1995  EXISTING CONDITIONS IN 2006 

  Number/Type of Runways 2 asphalt 2 asphalt 

  Operations (# of landings & takeoffs) 34,732 48,684 

  Length of Longest Runway 4,000 ft 4,000 ft 

  Surrounding Land Use Residential, limited commercial, agricultural Residential, limited commercial, industrial 

  Roadway Access Offered See map in Appendix A See map in Appendix A 

New Hibiscus Airpark 

  Ownership Private Private 

  Type of Service Provided Agricultural aviation Transient training aircraft, agricultural aviation 

  Hours of Service Daylight hours Daylight hours 

  Operations (# of landings & takeoffs) 37,500 20,300 

  Number/Type of Runways 1 grass 1 grass 

  Length of Longest Runway 3,300 3,120 

  Surrounding Land Use Industrial, agricultural, residential (within 
commercial node) 

Industrial, agricultural, residential (within 
commercial node) 

  Roadway Access Offered 98th Ave off SR 60 98th Ave off SR 60 
  [1] Florida Aviation System Plan, Treasure Coast Region 
Source- IRC MPO, City of Vero Beach Aviation Dept, Sebastian Aviation Dept., FDOT - Florida Aviation Systems Plan 
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Attachment 53. Map Showing Location of Indian River County Aviation Facilities, 1996 
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Attachment 54. Map Showing Location of Indian River County Aviation Facilities, 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cnty/City Rds 
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Attachment 55. Map Showing Surrounding Land Use of Vero Beach Airport, 1996 
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Attachment 56. Map Showing Surrounding Land Use of Vero Beach Airport, 2006 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



EAR Transportation Element - Appendix 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                                                                                                                   PAGE  A73 
 

Attachment 57. Map Showing Surrounding Land Use of Sebastian Airport, 1996 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



EAR Transportation Element - Appendix 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                                                                                                                   PAGE  A74 
 

Attachment 58. Map Showing Surrounding Land Use of Sebastian Airport, 2006 
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Attachment 59. Map Showing Access to Vero Beach Airport, 1996 
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Attachment 60. Map Showing Access to Vero Beach Airport, 2006 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cnty/City Rds
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Attachment 61. Map Showing Access to Sebastian Airport, 1996 
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Attachment 62. Map Showing Access to Sebastian Airport, 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cnty/City Rds 
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Attachment 63. Map Showing Location of Rail & Water Transportation Facilities, 1996  
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Attachment 64. Map Showing Location of Rail & Water Transportation Facilities, 2006 
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Attachment 65. Level of Service on Roadways Providing Airport Access, 1996 and 2006  
 

Existing Level of Service  Airport 
Facility 

Roadway Segments 
Adjacent to Airport 

Facilities  1995 2006 

43rd Avenue (SR 60 to 26th 
St.) B D 

Atlantic Blvd.  (27th Ave. to 
20th Ave.) C C 

27th Ave. (Atlantic Blvd. 
to Aviation Blvd) B D 

US 1 (Royal Palm to 
Atlantic Blvd.) B C 

Vero Beach 
Municipal 
Airport 

Aviation Blvd. (26th St. to 
27th Ave.) N/A C 

Roseland Road (CR 512 to 
Sebastian City Limits) C C 

County Road 512 (US 1 to 
CR 510) C B 

Sebastian 
Municipal 
Airport 

US 1 (CR 512 to Sebastian 
City Limits) B C 

   NA - denotes that data were not available for 1995 
 
Source:  IRC Comp Plan, Table 4.7.1, Traffic Circulation Element, 1995 
Indian River County Concurrency Management System, 2006 
 

 
 

Attachment 66. Energy Efficiency, 1996 and 2005 
 

 
 
 
 
 
  

Source: TCRPM, 1996 Validation; TCRPM 2000 Validation; 2030 LRTP.  
 
 

 1996 2005 (interpolated at 5-
yr intervals from 2030 

data) 

Percent 
Increase 

CO Emissions (kg) 26,485 37,011 15%
HC Emissions (kg) 3,418 4,750 15%
NO Emissions (kg) 4,021 5,515 15%
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Attachment 67. Transportation Costs and Revenues in IRC, 1996 and 2006 
 

Costs & Revenue 1996 2006 Net 
Change 

Costs 
Capital Cost - 25 Year Cost Feasible Plan  $ 135,956,712 $ 619,918,000 356% 
Capital Cost - 25 Year Cost Feasible Plan (1996 Dollars) $ 135,956,712 $ 483,536,000 256% 
Annualized Capital Cost (1996 Dollars) $ 5,438,268 $ 19,341,440 256% 
Annualized External Costs (1996 Dollars) $ 4,573,584 $ 20,327,853 344% 

Accidents/ Injuries* $ 543,827 $ 1,934,144 256% 
Travel Time/Delays** $ 1,468,332 $ 5,609,018 282% 
Pollution* $ 603,648 $ 2,146,900 256% 

  Vehicle Related (Enforcement, Parking, etc)* $ 1,957,777 $ 10,637,792 443% 
Revenues 
5c Local Option Gas Tax  $ 2,581,750 $ 3,228,310 25% 
5c Local Option Gas Tax (1996 Dollars) $ 2,581,750 $ 2,013,765 -22% 
Revenues as Percentage of Costs 
Gas Tax as % of Capital Costs (1996 Dollars) 47% 17% 
Gas Tax as % of All Transportation Costs (1996 Dollars) 26% 5%   

Source: *American Planning Association, 2004; CPI FDOT fuel, United States Department of Energy, Historic 
Gasoline Prices, Lower Atlantic Region, 2004-2006 
**American Planning Association, 2004; %increase in travel time, US Census Bureau, 1999-2000. 
 

Attachment 68.  FDOT Right-of-Way Management System Costs (RMWS) 
Default Inflationary Multipliers 

 

ROW 
Phase 

Phase 
Description County 

10-year Average Just Value 
Change from 1997 to 2007, 

annual percentage rate 
(compounded) 

43 R/W Land Costs Indian River 12.31 
  Martin 13.11 
  St. Lucie 14.45 
  Palm Beach 12.54 
  Broward 13.87 

41 In-House Support Statewide CPI 
45 Relocation Costs Statewide CPI 
46 Utilities Statewide CPI 

CPI: Consumer Price Index 
Source: FDOT Central Office, June 2008        
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Attachment 69.  TCTC Regional Transportation Network  

 
Source: TCTC & IRCMPO, June 2006        
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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 Economic Development Element of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment must examine changes in economic development 
conditions within the county, evaluate achievement of objectives, and identify changes in state 
requirements affecting the economic development element.  Based on this evaluation and 
appraisal report, the economic development element may need to be updated and revised.  This 
assessment contains the following components: 
 

 Economic development conditions within the county at the time of last major plan update 
(1995/1996 data) 

 
 Existing economic development conditions within the county (2006/2007 data) 

 
 Analysis of economic development conditions and efforts within the county 

 
 Identification of major issues related to economic development 

 
 Evaluation of economic development element objectives achievement  

 
 Assessment of economic development policy implementation 

 
 Identification of necessary future actions 

 
 Identification of anticipated amendments 

 
A summary of economic development conditions within the county is provided in Appendix "A". 
These data will enable the county to compare changes in local economic development conditions 
from the time of the last major plan update to the present and make appropriate revisions to the 
economic development element as needed. 
 
The economic development element is not a required element of the comprehensive plan; 
instead, it is an optional element.  Other elements of the Comprehensive Plan must address 
specific data requirements contained in Chapter 9J-5, F.A.C..  There are, however, no specific 
data requirements for optional elements such as the economic development element.  
 
Although the economic development element was prepared in conjunction with the other 
elements of the Comprehensive Plan, this element was originally based on the county's adopted 
Overall Economic Development Plan (OEDP).  The OEDP was adopted in June of 1985. 
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BASELINE CONDITIONS (1998) 
 
This section identifies economic development conditions at the time of the last major plan 
update.  That plan update was adopted in 1998; however, the best available data used within the 
plan update were from 1995/1996.  In the last plan update, the economic development conditions 
analyzed related to population, crime, tourism, employment, income, infrastructure, and building 
permit activity. 
 
Population 
 
According to the U.S. Census, the County’s 1990 population was 90,208.  The Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research (BEBR) had estimated Indian River County's 1995 population 
at 100,375; this was an increase of 10,167 people, or 11.3%, between 1990 and 1995.  The 
median age of the county’s population in 1995 was 43.8, which was 6 years older than the 
median age of Florida's population. 
 
Employment 
 
In 1996, the county's annual average employment was 43,208, about 42.3% of the county's total 
population.  The average annual earnings for those employees was $22,349.  In 1996, the 
county's average annual unemployment rate was 9.2%, while the state's was 5.3%. 
 
In 1996, the service sector (30.96%) and the retail trade sector (23.07%) accounted for over half 
of the employment (54.03%) in the County.  According to the University of Florida, Bureau of 
Economic and Business Research, the fastest growing sector of the economy, in terms of 
employment, was the service sector.  The finance/insurance/real estate sector provided the 
highest average annual wage.   
 
Income 
 
In 1996, the median household income in Indian River County was $42,200, while the per capita 
income was $31,479. 
 
In 1993, Indian River County ranked the 11th highest of Florida’s 67 counties for the cost of 
living in the state, and 5th in buying power and per capita income.  The cost of living index is 
based on the consumer price index. 
 
Wages 
 
The Standard Industrial Classification System (SIC) 2 digit sector that paid the highest average 
annual wage within the County in 1995 was Finance/Insurance/Real Estate. That sector paid an 
average annual wage of $31,690.  The second highest paying 2 digit SIC sector was 
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Government, followed by Manufacturing.  Those sectors paid an annual average wage of 
$29,836 and $28,159, respectively.  
 
The four lowest paying SIC sectors were Retail Trade, Agriculture/Fishing/Forestry, 
Construction and Services.  Those sectors paid between $14,607 and $23,576 in average annual 
wages. 
 
Building Permit Activity 
 
According to County building permit records, 561 single family residential building permits and 
285 multi-family residential building permits were issued in unincorporated Indian River County 
in 1996.  In addition, 75 building permits were issued for commercial businesses.   
 
Tourism 
 
In 1995, there were 44 licensed hotels and motels, containing 2,893 units, within the County.  In 
addition, there were 243 licensed food service establishments, containing 20,456 seats, within 
the County.  Tourist tax revenues for Fiscal Year 1995/96 totaled $873,394. 
 
Target Industries 
 
As part of the last EDE update, the County adopted a list of Targeted Industries.  That list was to 
serve as a focal point for the County’s economic retention and recruitment efforts.  Separately, 
the County also adopted various local financial incentives for the targeted industries.  Those 
incentives included a local jobs grant program, impact fee financing and a utility deposit waiver 
program.  The local jobs grant program was developed in part to serve as a financial match for 
the State’s Qualified Target Industry (QTI) incentive program.  The QTI program provides 
incentives to state designated target industries that create high paying jobs.  That program 
requires a local match of 20% of the state’s total contribution. 
 
In 1998, the County’s target industry list consisted of ten industries listed by Standard Industrial 
Classification System categories.  In addition, a general category titled “Other clean light 
industries that have average annual wages which are above the county-wide average annual 
wage” was included.  This was in recognition of the fact that there may be additional target 
industries that the County would want to consider offering incentives to.  The target industries 
included: 
 

 SIC Code 0273 Animal Aquaculture 
 SIC Code 20 Food and Kindred Products  
 SIC Code 27 Printing and Publishing  
 SIC Code 34 Fabricated Metal Products  
 SIC Code 35 Industrial and Commercial Machinery and Computer Equipment 
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 SIC Code 37 Transportation Equipment 
 SIC Code 47 Transportation Services  
 SIC Code 48 Communications  
 SIC Code 737 Computer Programming, Data Processing, and other Computer Related 

Services  
 SIC Code 80 Health Services  
 Other clean light industries that have average annual wages which are above the 

county-wide average annual wage 
 
Industrial/Business Parks and Areas 
 
In 1998, there were multiple older industrial/business parks and areas within the County 
containing relatively small parcels of land.  These industrial/business parks included the Vero 
Beach Airport Business Park, the 41st/45th Street industrial/warehousing area, the 102nd Terrace 
Industrial Area near the I-95 and CR 512 Interchange, and a small industrial area off from 98th 
Avenue, south of State Road 60.  The Vero Beach Airport Business Park was nearly built out, 
while the remaining industrial/business parks and areas were approximately 50% developed. At 
that time, their development potential was impacted by several limiting factors. 
 
These limiting factors included: 
 
 small parcel/lot sizes; 
 distance of the industrial/business parks and areas from major transportation routes; 
 presence of wetlands; and  
 lack of centralized stormwater retention facilities. 

 
Commercial/Industrial Nodes 
 
In 1998, the County’s Comprehensive Plan designated 34 commercial/industrial (C/I) nodes, 
containing a total of 6,004 acres.  Of those 6,004 acres, only 2,163 acres, or 36% of the total 
acres, were developed with commercial and/or industrial uses.  The remaining 3,841 acres, or 
64%, were undeveloped or developed with other noncommercial or nonindustrial uses. 
 
At that time, seven of the C/I nodes were over 70% developed.  Those nodes and their percent 
developed are listed below. 
 
 C.R. 510 and S.R. A1A – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 66th Avenue – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 74th Avenue – 100% developed 
 U.S. 1/Vero Beach City Limits to 8th Street – 74.9% developed 
 U.S. 1/57th Street to 49th Street – 74.1% 
 S.R. 60 and 58th Avenue – 78.2% developed 
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 43rd Avenue and 1st Street S.W. – 78.6% developed 
 
A chart showing the 1998 percent developed for each of the 34 commercial/industrial nodes is 
provided below. 
 

IRC C/I Nodes - Percent Developed (1998)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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EXISTING ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS (2006-2007) 
 
This section identifies current and recent economic development conditions within the County as 
listed within Appendix A.   
 
Population 
 
According to the U.S. Census, the County’s population in 2000 was 112,947.  In 2007, BEBR 
estimated the County's population to be 139,757.  Of this population, 90,607 (64.8%) resided in 
the unincorporated county. The median age of the county population in 2005 was 47.9 years, 
which was 8 years older than the median age of Florida's population.  
 
Employment 
 
In 2007, Indian River County's average annual employment level was 61,149, about 43% of the 
county's population.  In that same year, the county's average annual unemployment rate was 
approximately 5.5%, while the state's was 3.8%.  In 2006, the average annual wage was $33,915. 
  
In 2006, approximately 16.57% of employees worked in retail related industries.  The health care 
sector and the construction sector rounded out the top three employment sectors in 2006.  These 
sectors had 14.69% and 11.58%, respectively, of county employment as reported by the Florida 
Agency for Workforce Innovation, Labor Market Statistics, “Quarterly Census of Employment 
and Wages”. 
 
Income 
 
In 2006, the median household income in Indian River County was $55,500.  The per capita 
income was $49,305. 
 
In 2005, Indian River County ranked 13th highest in the state for the cost of living, and 5th in 
buying power and per capita income.  The cost of living index is based on the consumer price 
index. 
 
Wages 
 
The North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) 2 digit sector that paid the 
highest average annual wage within the County in 2006 was Management of Companies and 
Enterprises. That sector paid an average annual wage of $106,024.  The second highest paying 2 
digit NAICS sector was Finance and Insurance, followed by Professional, Scientific and 
Technical Services.  Those sectors paid an annual average wage of $59,185 and $55,355, 
respectively.  
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The four lowest paying NAICS sectors were Accommodation and Food Service, Agriculture, 
Other Services (except Public Administration), and Administrative and Support and Waste 
Management and Remediation Services.  Those sectors paid between $16,215 and $24,508 in 
average annual wages. 
 
Target Industries 
 
In 2005, the County updated its target industry list by replacing all references to the old Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) code with the new North American Industry Classification System 
(NAICS) code.  At that time, three new categories and several subcategories were also added to 
the County’s target industries list.  The additional categories included: 
 
 Research and Development in Physical, Engineering, and Life Sciences;  
 Warehousing and Storage;  
 Finance and Insurance; 
 Junior Colleges; 
 Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools; and 
 Business Schools and Computer Management Training 

 
The Research and Development in Physical, Engineering, and Life Sciences category was added 
to the County’s target industries list to be consistent with the region’s “Research Coast” 
marketing theme. The addition of several educational subcategories to the County’s target 
industries list was made with the intent to recruit institutions of higher education. 
 
The complete updated list of target industries is listed within Policy 2.6 of the Economic 
Development Element (see attachment 1). 
  
Tourism 
 
In 2006, there were 31 licensed hotels and motels within the County.  They contained 1,471 
units.  In addition, there were 305 licensed food service establishments within the County.  They 
contained 22,762 seats within the County.   
 
Since 1993, Indian River County has collected a 3% tax on rooms that are rented for less than a 
six-month period.  This tourist tax is used for beach improvement, tourist promotion and 
advertising, and improvement of the arts.  In February 2001, this tax was increased to 4%.  The 
additional 1% of tourist tax is allocated to debt service for the Spring Training Facility Bonds 
(Dodgertown). 
 
For Fiscal Year 2005/06, tourist tax revenues totaled $1,512,513. 
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Industrial/Business Parks and Areas 
 
In 2007, many of the lots/parcels within the older industrial/business parks and areas still were 
undeveloped, and still faced the same development challenges as they did in 1998.  Between 
1998 and 2007, several new industrial/business parks were developed or are in the planning 
stages.  In fact, there are currently four new industrial/business parks within the County that are 
being developed or are in the plan review stages.   
 
The four new industrial/business parks are the Indian River Park of Commerce (infrastructure 
developed), proposed State Road 60 Industrial Park, proposed Vero Business Park, and Indian 
River Industrial Center (developed).  The Indian River Park of Commerce is located on S.R. 60 
west of the I-95/ S.R. 60 interchange, while the State Road 60 Industrial Park will be located 
south of State Road 60 and west of 98th Avenue. The Indian River Industrial Center is located on 
the north side of 41st Street, west of 49th Avenue and the Vero Beach Business Park is planned 
nearby on 41st street in the Gifford Community, between 28th Avenue and 43rd Avenue. 
 
With the addition of the two industrial/business parks on State Road 60, and the two 
industrial/business parks along 41st Street, the County will have an adequate supply of 
development ready sites (approximately 60 lots) for a range of small scale industrial uses.  These 
newer industrial parks will support small buildings, ranging in size from approximately 12,300 
square feet to as large as 61,300 square feet.  Similar sized buildings could also be located in 
older industrial areas within the County.  
 
Commercial/Industrial Nodes 
 
In 2007, the County’s Comprehensive Plan designated 34 commercial/industrial (C/I) nodes 
containing a total of 5,538 acres.  Of those 5,538 acres, only 2,376 acres, or 43% of the total 
acres, were developed with commercial and/or industrial uses in 2006.  The remaining 3,162 
acres, or 57%, were undeveloped or developed with other noncommercial or nonindustrial uses. 
 
At that time, six of the C/I nodes were over 70% developed, and two industrial nodes were over 
60% developed.  Those nodes and their developed percentages are listed below.   
 
 Roseland Neighborhood – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 66th Avenue Neighborhood – 100% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 74th Avenue – 100% developed 
 C.R. 510 and S.R. A1A – 94.2% developed 
 U.S. 1/Vero Beach City Limits to 8th Street – 89.6% developed 
 U.S. 1/8th Street to 1st Street S.W. – 71.4% developed 
 S.R. 60 and 58th Avenue – 78.0% developed 
 Moorings – 74.4% developed 
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 43rd Avenue and 1st Street S.W. – 68.9% developed 
 U.S. 1/Schumann Drive to Breezy Village – 61.5% developed 

 
A chart showing the developed percentage for each of the 34 commercial/industrial nodes is 
provided below. 
 
 

IRC C/I Nodes - Percent Developed (2007)
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ANALYSIS 
 
Comparing economic development conditions at the time of last major plan update with existing 
conditions provides an indication of changes that occurred between 1995/96 and 2006/07.  The 
following analysis provides that comparison. 

Population 
 
From 1995 to 2007, Indian River County grew from 100,375 people to 139,757, an increase of 
39.2% (39,382 people).  This population growth was almost exclusively due to new residents 
moving to the county.  Between 2000 and 2005, the county's population increased by 17,096 
people.  This increase included the addition of 19,667 people to the county due to net migration 
and the loss of 2,571 people due to deaths exceeding births.   
 
Between 1995 and 2007, the state's population increased by 29.6% (4,531,050 people). While 
Indian River County's growth rate outpaced the state's growth rate by 7.4 percentage points 
between 1995 and 2007, Indian River County’s population growth accounted for only 0.87% of 
the state’s population growth between 1995 and 2007.  This higher growth rate within the 
County, as opposed to the state, was due in part to the County’s attraction as a retirement 
community.  Compared to the six adjacent and Treasure Coast counties, Indian River County had 
the 4th fastest growth rate during the 1995 to 2005 period; however, Indian River County’s actual 
population increase was significantly lower than other larger counties (see charts on next page).  
Between 2000-2005, Indian River County’s total population increase was 17,096 people.  During 
that time period, Okeechobee County had the lowest population increase with only 1,855 
additional people, while Palm Beach County had the highest population increase with 134,709 
more people. 
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Indian River County 5 & 10 Year Growth Rates 1995-
2005 Compared to State & Surrounding Counties
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In 1995, the percentage of residents within Indian River County that were age 65 or older was 
28.7%, as opposed to the state as a whole where only 18.7% of residents were over 65.  By 2005, 
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those percentages had shifted to 27.4% and 17.1%, respectively.  These numbers show that there 
was a decreasing percentage of those 65 years old or older both within the State and within the 
County between the two time periods; however, the percentage decrease in both cases was small 
and was likely due in part to the increased jobs in the construction industry that occurred in 2004 
and 2005 which brought construction workers to the County that were younger than 65.  In 2005, 
there was still a significantly higher proportion of older residents within the County than within 
the state.   
 
Even though the percentage of residents within the County that were 65 years old or older 
decreased between 1995 and 2005, the median age of the County actually increased from 43.8 
years to 47.9 years during that same time frame.  This was due to the fact that the 45 year old to 
64 year old age category increased from 21.38% of the county population to 26.76% of the 
county population.  These data suggest that the County is heavily weighted to retirees and those 
approaching retirement age and that the County is getting less diverse. 
 
The continued population growth shows that the County is an attractive place to live, particularly 
for older adults.  Because of this, the County population is expected to continue with a higher 
percentage of older residents than currently are within the County. With respect to economic 
development, population increases generally create more demand for services and, as a result, 
produce more service jobs.  In Indian River County, the high percentage of older residents 
indicates that a large percentage of the county’s economy will remain service oriented to meet 
the needs of these older residents who may be retired, near retirement, or working part-time.  
Some of these older residents may seek employment to supplement their income in retirement, 
providing an additional workforce to the County. 
 
In the coming years, it is expected that the population of the County will continue to increase at a 
similar rate as it has increased since 1995.  In addition, it is also expected that the percentage of 
retired residents within the County will increase.   
 
The expectation that the population will increase is based in large part on the historical trend of 
retirees migrating south and west to the various sunbelt states and the fact that the large “baby-
boom” generation is beginning to enter retirement (first baby boomers become eligible for Social 
Security retirement in 2008).  This trend is also being encouraged by the current housing market. 
With the recent overbuilding of houses within the County and State, there is an excess of 
housing available.  This oversupply has significantly driven down costs, making housing more 
affordable for relocating retirees.  As more retirees continue to move to the County, it is 
expected that younger families will follow to provide service oriented jobs.   
 
Additional population growth will occur as new industries establish and grow within the County 
and as existing industries expand their operations.  It is expected that the new and expanding 
industries will encourage more people from outside the County to re-locate here.  In addition, the 
economic expansion that occurs to the north and to the south of the County will have spill over 
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effects into this county.  It can be expected that some of the workers for new and expanding 
industries in adjacent counties will purchase homes and live within Indian River County.    
 
In conclusion, the county and the municipalities within the County will need to make necessary 
infrastructure improvements to accommodate new population growth and growth of the various 
commercial industries.  With the increase in retirees and an overall aging of the population, the 
County will also see an increase in health care related jobs.  Most of those health care related 
jobs will be created in response to the local demand for their service.  Given the high 
concentration of older residents, however, the County may have an opportunity to attract 
specialty medical facilities that may serve the region or state.  Because of this, and because 
medical jobs are generally high paying, the County should include specialty regional 
medical/health care related industries on the county’s target industries list.  With respect to the 
recent oversupply of housing, the County should aggressively market itself to new industries and 
industries desiring to relocate. Since affordable homes are a major factor in maintaining a low 
cost of living within a community, and attracting businesses desiring to relocate. 
 

Income 
 
Another significant change between 1996 and 2006 was the increase in the county's median 
household income.  Median household income is the sum of money income (total pretax cash 
income earned by persons, excluding certain lump sum payments and excluding capital gains) 
received during a calendar year by all household members.  It includes salary income; net self-
employment income; interest, dividends, or net rental or royalty income or income from estates 
and trusts; Social Security or Railroad Retirement Income; Supplemental Security Income (SSI); 
public assistance or welfare payments; retirement, survivor, or disability pensions; and all other 
income.  From 1996 to 2006, median household income increased by $13,300 (31.5%) within the 
county.  This increase in the county's median household income can be attributed, in part, to 
inflation and increases in salaries.  
  
All except for one year (2001) between 2000 and 2006, the county had higher median household 
incomes than that of the state (see chart below).  This meant that the county's residents, on 
average, were wealthier than those in the state as a whole and had higher disposable income.  
This higher income enhances economic development by increasing the potential for more retail 
sales and higher value services. 
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IRC Florida IRC Florida 

Year 
Median Household 
Income (HUD) Median Household Income Per Capita Income Per Capita Income 

1996 $40,400.00  $40,000.00  $31,479.00  $23,655.00  
1997 $42,200.00  $40,900.00  $32,881.00  $24,502.00  
1998 $42,900.00  $42,400.00  $34,608.00  $25,987.00  
1999 $47,100.00  $45,700.00  $35,788.00  $26,894.00  
2000 $47,700.00 $47,300.00 $37,110.00 $28,509.00 
2001 $48,400.00 $49,400.00 $39,470.00 $29,273.00 
2002 $52,400.00 $51,800.00 $39,683.00 $29,709.00 
2003 $50,900.00 $50,200.00 $40,162.00 $30,128.00 
2004 $52,400.00 $51,900.00 $40,677.00 $31,469.00 
2005 $53,250.00 $52,550.00 $41,560.00 $34,099.00 
2006 $55,500.00 $54,800.00 $49,305.00   

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of 
Economic Analysis 
 
Between 2000 and 2005, Indian River County’s per Capita Income exceeded that of the state.  In 
fact, the difference between the County and state per capita income far exceeded the difference 
between county and state median household income.  The difference between the County’s and 
State’s per capita income was between $7,000 and $11,000 for all six years compared.  This 
suggests that there is greater purchasing power within the County than with the state overall.   
 
This additional purchasing power can benefit the County in a number of different ways.  Those 
with increased purchasing power may buy more expensive homes that will in-turn increase the 
tax base.  The increased purchasing power may also lead to greater purchases of products from 
service based industries; however, if those services are not available within the County, the 
money may end up getting spent elsewhere.  To retain dollars within the County, any leakage of 
potential dollars spent on services outside of the County should be identified, and if possible 
those businesses and services should be encouraged to locate within Indian River County.  

Tourism 
 
Figures indicate that in recent years the number of overnight accommodations within the County 
decreased.  Between 1995 and 2006, the number of hotels in Indian River County decreased 
from 44 to 31, with the number of rooms decreasing from 2,893 to 1,471 (BEBR data).  This 
decrease partly occurred because some hotels were converted into condominiums, partly because 
of hotel damage from hurricanes Jeanne and Francis in 2004, and partly because of a trend of 
smaller and older hotels/motels closing. 
 
In the past few years, several hotels along the beach were converted into new uses.  For instance, 
the Beach View hotel was torn down and replaced with a mixed use development, and the former 
Double Tree Resort is currently being converted into the five star Vero Beach Hotel and Club, a 
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condominium and hotel project that will have at least 50% of its 88 units available for tourism 
rentals (similar to the Reef and Driftwood Resorts).  Other hotels received significant damage 
from the two hurricanes in 2004 and, as a result, were out of service for many months.  In fact, 
the Costa D’Este (formerly known as Palm Court Resort Hotel) is undergoing a complete 
renovation because of the hurricanes of 2004 and will re-open in 2008.  That resort, once 
renovated, will have 94 rooms and 4 suites. 
 
Another reason for the decline in hotel rooms within the County appears to be related to the fact 
that the state inventory of hotels does not include several area hotels.  Both the 56 room Best 
Western in Sebastian and the 212 room Vero Beach Resort on State Road 60 west of Vero Beach 
are not accounted for in the state’s inventory. 
 
Despite the apparent omissions in state data and the recognition that a few hotels are being 
rehabilitated, the number of available hotel rooms within the County has declined.  Further, the 
construction of new hotels has not kept up with the decline in hotels within the County.  In fact, 
the Best Western in Sebastian and the Country Inn and Suites at the SR 60/I-95 interchange are 
the only new hotels that have been constructed in the area since 2004, and those hotels added a 
combined total of only 121 rooms.   
 
Recently, several applications for new hotels were submitted to the County.  This indicates that 
the number of hotels within the County may soon be increasing; two hotels are being considered 
near the State Road 60/I-95 Interchange, and two are being considered along Indian River 
Boulevard, north of the Indian River Medical Center.   
 
Overall, the decline in available hotel rooms within the County decreases the County’s ability to 
provide places to stay for large events that the County, cities, or organizations may desire to host 
(e.g. Dodger Spring Training games, and state swim meets at the North County Aquatic Center). 
 In addition, the decline in older hotels is removing less expensive priced lodging from the 
market and driving the overall price of hotel lodging higher.  Even with the loss of hotel rooms 
within the County, the County has not experienced a decrease in its tourist tax revenues from 
Fiscal Year 1995/96 levels.  In fact, the County has nearly doubled its tourist tax revenues, 
increasing those revenues from $873,394 in Fiscal Year 1995/96 to $1,510,870 in Fiscal Year 
2005/06.  This increase can be attributed to an increase in the average room rate and inflation. 
 
It is expected that future growth in the number of new hotels within the County will be limited in 
the coming years.  This is due in part to the fact that the County is not a major tourist destination 
and does not attract a huge number of business travelers.  It is anticipated that most new hotels 
within the County will cater to a range of target users, including travelers along Interstate 95, 
vacationers looking for beaches and relaxation, guests visiting friends and relatives, tourists 
coming to the area for activities and events, and business travelers.  To increase tourist tax 
dollars, the County should focus its marketing efforts on promoting the County to new areas of 
the Country and world that are seeking the atmosphere and natural assets that the County has to 
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offer.  This includes the County’s beaches, waterways, small town/rural atmosphere, and 
preserved environmental lands (see below for a discussion on eco tourism).  
 
Eco Tourism 
 
In recent years, preservation of environmentally and historically significant sites has become a 
priority of the County.  In 1990, the County initiated its efforts with the formation of the County 
Land Acquisition Advisory Committee and the County Environmental Lands Program.  The 
purpose of the Environmental Lands Program is to protect, restore, and sustain endangered 
ecosystems and associated rare and endangered species.  Secondary objectives for the program 
are to provide public passive recreation; preservation of open space; groundwater quality 
protection; flood protection; protection of historic and cultural resources; and general 
preservation of “quality of life”.  
 
To further the purpose of the program, Indian River County voters approved an environmental 
lands acquisition bond referendum of up to $26 million dollars in 1992.  Through the bond 
program and cost share efforts with other agencies, the County has acquired nearly 10,000 acres 
of environmental land.  Additional land and historical/cultural sites are currently being acquired 
through a $50 million bond approved by County voters in 2004.     
 
From an economic development standpoint, the County, through the County environmental lands 
program, is actively preserving some of its greatest natural assets and helping to position itself 
for maintaining a strong base for eco tourism related activities.  Those activities include 
hiking/walking, bird watching, fishing, bicycling, natural photography, nature appreciation, 
environmental education, wild life viewing, and kayaking/boating.  The County should capitalize 
on its land preservation efforts by: 
 
 continuing to acquire property as a method to preserve the County’s existing character 

that is attractive to residents and tourists alike; 
 making public access improvements to the preserved environmental lands; and 
 marketing the County’s existing and developing environmental assets.  

 
Tourism Tax 
 
As shown in the Tourist Tax revenue chart and the associated table, tourist tax revenue 
collections in Indian River County were lowest in Fiscal Year 1997/1998.  Revenues then rose to 
a high in Fiscal Year 2000/01, declined through Fiscal Year 2002/03, rose through Fiscal Year 
2004/05 to its highest point, and subsequently declined.  This wave pattern is attributed to a 
number of factors.   
 
In Fiscal Years 1997/98 through 1999/2000, the national economy was prospering and people 
were traveling more; thus, tourism tax revenue was on the rise.  In Fiscal Year 2000/01, tourist 
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tax revenue declined due to a slowing economy and the reluctance of tourists to travel after the 
September 11th terrorist attacks on New York City and Washington D.C.  In Fiscal Year 
2004/05, tourist tax revenue again peaked.  This increase in tourist tax revenue can, in part, be 
attributed to Hurricanes France and Jeanne.  After the hurricanes, rooms were being rented on a 
regular basis to house construction workers, clean-up crews, people with substantially damaged 
homes, and others.   
 
Currently, the economy is again slowing, and tourist tax revenues are declining.  Overall, it is 
expected that tourist tax revenues will decline further in Fiscal Year 2007/08 and begin to 
rebound in the next few years as the economy starts to rebound from the most recent economic 
downturn.   
 
One factor that has the potential to slow a rebound in tourist tax dollars is the loss of the L.A. 
Dodgers.  After the 2008 spring training season, the Dodgers are expected to relocate to their 
new spring training facility in Arizona.  Although the County is actively seeking a replacement 
team for the current Dodgers spring training facility within the City of Vero Beach 
(Dodgertown), it is not clear at the time of this writing what team or use will take over the 
facility. 
 
 
Historical Indian River County Tourist Tax Revenue 
Fiscal Year Tourist Tax Revenue % change from Prior Fiscal Year 
1997/98 $ 1,333,446.12 NA 
1998/99 $ 1,411,737.89 5.9% 
1999/2000 $ 1,486,554.55 5.3% 
2000/01 $ 1,419,193.71 -4.5% 
2001/02 $ 1,387,527.07 -2.2% 
2002/03 $ 1,336,775.75 -3.7% 
2003/04 $ 1,482,852.93 10.9% 
2004/05 $ 1,654,413.01 11.6% 
2005/06 $ 1,512,513.78 -8.6% 
2006/07 $ 1,470,131.54 -2.8% 
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Indian River County Tourist Tax Revenue
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In conclusion, the County has not seen a substantial increase in tourist tax dollars since 1998.  
This suggests that there is more to be accomplished in developing the tourism industry within the 
County.  This may involve more targeted efforts in promoting tourism.   

Employment 
 
Employment sector data by type of business for 1996 are not directly comparable to employment 
data by type of business for 2006.  This is because the data for these two time periods were 
collected using two different employment sector classification systems.  Through 2000, the 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) system was used in North America for the purpose of 
reporting wage and employment data.  In 2001, the NAICS replaced the SIC system.  Because 
the two systems are not compatible, the analysis section will focus on the new NAICS data 
starting in 2001, comparing that to NAICS data from 2005. 
 
Between 1996 and 2006, the county's total workforce increased from 43,208 to 61,149.  That 
represented an increase of 17,941 employees. Besides the workforce increase, the percentage of 
county residents who were in the workforce also increased; it grew from 42.3% in 1996 to 43.8% 
in 2007.  Between the two time periods, the county's average annual unemployment decreased, 
changing from 8.90% in 1996 to 4.2% in 2006.  In fact, the unemployment rate within the 
County and State has decreased nearly every year since 1996 (see unemployment table and chart 
below).  The difference between the State’s unemployment rate and the County’s unemployment 
rate has also decreased from a difference of 3.9% in 1996 to a difference of 0.9% in 2006.   
 
The increase in the percentage of county residents in the workforce and the decrease in the 
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unemployment rate can be attributed to several factors.  One such factor was the 2004-2007 
booming housing market and the number of available jobs that were created from it.  With the 
current housing slump, however, there is less construction , fewer construction workers, and 
more unemployment. 
 
 

UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 

Year IRC (%) Florida (%) Difference Year IRC (%) Florida (%) Difference 

1990  11.7  6.3  5.4 1999 7.8 4  3.8 
1991  12.7  7.6  5.1 2000 5.1 3.8  1.3 
1992  13.6  8.4  5.2 2001 5.8 4.7  1.1 
1993  11.5  7.2  4.3 2002 7 5.7  1.3 
1994  11.2  6.7  4.5 2003 6.8 5.3  1.5 
1995  9.7  5.5  4.2 2004 6.7 4.7  2 
1996  9.2  5.3  3.9 2005 4.9 3.8  1.1 
1997  8.4  5  3.4 2006 4.2 3.3  0.9 
1998  8.1  4.5  3.6 2007 5.5 3.8 1.7
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In 2001, the top four employment sectors were retail trade, health care, accommodation and food 
service, and manufacturing (see chart on next page).   By 2006, the manufacturing sector had 
dropped out of the top four employment sectors and was replaced by construction.  In 2006, the 
top six employment sectors were service based.  Consequently, the county's economy lacks 
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balance and diversity.  To maintain a strong economy and provide good paying jobs to residents, 
the County needs to diversify its employment base.  This should be done by focusing on 
industries that bring outside dollars into the local economy (see the “Economic Development 
Inititaitves” section of this report for a discussion of how desired industries are encouraged to 
locate to the County).   
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Wages 
 
Similar to employment data, wage data by type of business from 1996 are not directly 
comparable to wage data by type of business in 2006.  This is because the 1996 data and the 
2006 data were obtained using two distinctly different industry classification systems.  The 2006 
data are categorized by North American Industrial Classification System codes, while the 1996 
data are categorized by the Standard Industrial Classification System.  The wage analysis thus 
focuses on the time period between 2001 and 2006. 
 
Between 2001 and 2006, four NAICS sectors had significant percentage jumps in their annual 
average wages.  The selected sectors, the percentage growth in annual average wage between 
2001 and 2006, and the increase in annual average wage during that time period are as follows: 

Indian River County Average Annual Employment by Major NAICS Group: 2001-2006
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NAICS Sector 2001 Annual 

Average Wage 
2006 Annual 
Average Wage 

$ Increase in 
Annual Average 
Wage 2001-2006 

% Increase in 
Annual Average 
Wage 2001-2006

Real Estate $24,831.00 $31,711.00 $6,880.00 27.7% 
Management of 
Companies and 
Enterprises 

$64,259.00 $106,024.00 $41,765.00 65.0% 

Health Care $31,682.00 $40,596.00 $8,914.00 28.1% 
Professional, 
Scientific, and 
Technical 

$41,982.00 $55,355.00 $13,373 31.9% 

 
During the same 2001 to 2006 time period, several NAICS sectors had minimal percentage 
and/or wage gains.  Those sectors that had minimal growth in annual average wages include: 
 
NAICS Sector 2001 Annual 

Average Wage 
2006 Annual 
Average Wage 

$ Increase in 
Annual Average 
Wage 2001-2006 

% Increase in 
Annual Average 
Wage 2001-2006

Wholesale Trade $59,886.00 $53,270.00 - $6,616.00 -11.0% 
Transportation & 
Warehousing 

$35,852.00 $39,557.00 $3,705.00 10.3% 

Arts, 
Entertainment & 
Recreation 

$22,116.00 $25,623.00 $3,507.00 15.9% 

Educational 
Services 

$32,165.00 $36,208.00 $4,043.00 12.6% 

 
In 2001, the lowest average annual wages were in the Accommodation & Food Service, Utilities, 
Other Services, and Arts, Entertainment and Recreation NAICS sectors.  By 2005, Utilities and 
Entertainment and Recreation had moved out of the bottom four and were replaced by 
Agriculture and Administrative & Support & Waste Management & Remediation Services.  
Major NAICS sectors and their change in wages from 2001 to 2006 within Indian River County 
are shown in the chart on the next page. 
 
When reviewed in conjunction with the total employment data, the average annual wage data 
show that Indian River County is largely a service oriented economy and that those service 
oriented jobs have low annual average wages.  Generally, a service oriented economy will have 
reasonably priced housing; however, when such an economy is impacted by an influx of people 
with wealth, housing prices can increase to the point that they are out of reach of local residents. 
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While affordable housing is discussed in detail within the Housing Element of the Indian River 
County Comprehensive Plan, it is important to recognize that quality high paying jobs can help 
to combat the housing affordability issue.  For instance, a husband a wife living within the 
County may currently be working in low paying service industry jobs and have a combined 
income of $40,000 to $50,000 a year.  If either the husband or wife were able to find 
employment within a higher paying industry, their income could increase, and they could then 
afford to purchase a home that might have previously been out of their reach.  Consequently, the 
County should maintain its existing programs and activities for recruiting high paying industries 
as a means to increase the standard of living for area residents and as a means to combat the 
affordable housing issue.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Target Industries 
 
Policy 2.6 of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan Economic Development Element 
includes a list of “Target Industries” that the County wants to attract and retain.  The Target 
Industries are important to the economic health and well-being of the County in that they provide 
quality jobs for area residents.  Generally, wages are higher in Target Industry jobs than in other 
jobs within the County, and target industries often create products that can be exported to other 
parts of the State, Country, and/or World.  This has the effect of bringing outside dollars into the 
County.  These outside dollars then get spent within the County, producing additional jobs. 

Indian River County Average Annual Wages By Major NAICS Group: 2001-2006
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Similar to the wage and employment data comparison, only employment data by NAICS from 
2001 to 2006 is directly comparable.  In the Total Employment by Target Industry table provided 
within Appendix C, the County’s list of Target Industries and total employment is provided.  As 
shown at the bottom of the Total Employment by Target Industry table, there were 9,674 jobs 
within the County’s targeted industries in 2001.  By the year 2006, the number of targeted 
industry jobs had increased to 11,188.  This is an increase of 1,514 targeted industry jobs over a 
five year period.   
 
While the employment numbers are provided for comparison, it is important to understand that 
the employment numbers are not all inclusive when they are examined at the NAICS sector 
level. The target industry data are obtained from the Quarterly Census of Wages and 
Employment (QCEW/ES-202).  This Quarterly Census summarizes industry employment and 
wage data for all employers covered by state Unemployment Insurance (UI) laws and federal 
workers covered by the Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE) program. 
  If there are a small number of employers within a particular NAICS sector in the County, those 
jobs will be excluded from the list.  This is done to protect the confidentiality of businesses.  For 
Indian River County, this exclusion appears to have at least occurred within the Transportation 
Equipment Manufacturing sector.  The Transportation Equipment Manufacturing sector is where 
Piper aircraft’s data would be listed; however, no data are provided in the table for that sector. 
 
A review of the target industry table reveals that, between 2001 and 2006, the target industries 
that grew the most were service industries, which included Finance and Insurance and 
Healthcare and Social Assistance.  Only minimal gains were made in basic/contributory 
industries (industries that bring money into the local economy by selling their products outside 
of the county), such as Fabricated Metal Products Manufacturing, Wood Products 
Manufacturing, Non-metallic Mineral Product Manufacturing, and Plastics and Rubber Products 
Manufacturing.   
 
While historically manufacturing jobs have been high paying and have as a result been targeted 
by local jurisdictions for recruitment, it is important to acknowledge what is happening to 
manufacturing jobs within the United States.  Economic Policy Institute Paper #149, written by 
Josh Bivens, states that manufacturing within this country is at a competitive disadvantage 
internationally.  As a result, the country has been “hemorrhaging” manufacturing jobs, even 
while the demand for manufactured goods as a total share of demand has been increasing.  The 
paper further states that, between 1998 and 2003, the country lost more than 3,000,000 
manufacturing jobs to other countries. 
 
On a more positive note, recent economic trends have started to head in a better direction for 
manufacturing companies within this country.  With the recent deflating U.S. dollar, goods 
manufactured in the United States are becoming more competitive in global and domestic 
markets.  In addition, major industries such as aerospace manufacturing remain strong within the 
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United States. 
 
With the globalization that is occurring and the loss of manufacturing jobs, it is important that 
the County focus its economic development efforts on new and existing industries that provide a 
competitive advantage, while acknowledging and understanding that there are larger economic 
forces at play that affect the community and this country.  Industries that the County should be 
focusing its economic development efforts towards are those companies within science and 
technology sectors and those established industries within the County and region.  These include 
the existing aerospace industry and the newly developing life sciences/biotech industries.   
 
With the aerospace industry, the County has a competitive advantage over other regions of the 
country because the county is located just south of one of only a few space launch facilities 
within the world and the aerospace cluster that has developed around the launch facility.  This 
existing aerospace cluster serves as a draw to bring in skilled labor to the area, which existing 
aerospace/aviation industries within the County can tap into. 
 
One focus of recruitment should be the science and technology sectors because it is these sectors 
that invent and make new discoveries that can ultimately produce new product that others in the 
world are not currently producing.  It is the spin-off companies from the life science and biotech 
research that the County would need to attract along with the companies that can produce 
components that the primary new industries need.  This is becoming possible along the Treasure 
Coast due to the recent success of the State and counties to the south of Indian River County in 
recruiting several life science/biotech companies (see the “Research Coast” subsection of this 
report for further discussion).   
 
With respect to the life science and biotech industry, it should be recognized that the County will 
be competing with other areas of the Country and world, including areas that have well 
established life science/biotech sectors that already have a competitive advantage over Indian 
River County.  These areas are shown on the map on the next page and within its associated 
table (Source: University of Minnesota Medical School, website: 
http://mbbnet.umn.edu/scmap/biotechmap.html).   
 
Because the County is competing in an increasingly competitive global environment, it is 
important that the County participate in regional partnerships with surrounding jurisdictions, 
schools, and organizations to work cooperatively toward common economic goals.  These 
regional partnerships are necessary because most industries do not look at jurisdictional 
boundaries when considering relocating or establishing a new facility.  Instead, industries look at 
entire regions and the amenities that exist or will exist within those regions.  
 
    
 

http://mbbnet.umn.edu/scmap/biotechmap.html


EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT                          ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT  
 

 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                        PAGE 28  

 
Countries colored in brown rank highly in the Growth Competitiveness Index 2004 - 2005, World Economic 
Forum. Black circles represent select biotechnology and life sciences clusters.  

North America  

Seattle, USA 
San Francisco, USA 
Los Angeles, USA 
San Diego, USA 
Saskatoon, Canada 
*Minneapolis/St. 
Paul/Rochester USA 
Austin, USA 
Toronto, Canada 
Montreal, Canada 
Boston, USA 
New York/New Jersey, USA 
Philadelphia, USA 
Baltimore/Washington, DC, 
USA 
Research Triangle NC, USA 

Central America / South 
America  

West Havana, Cuba 
Belo Horizonte/Rio de 
Janeiro, Brazil 
Sao Paulo, Brazil 

United Kingdom / 
Ireland  

Glasgow-Edinburgh, 
Scotland 
Manchester-
Liverpool, England 
London, England 
Cambridge-SE 
England 
Dublin, Republic of 
Ireland 

Continental Europe  

Brussels, Belgium 
Medicon Valley, 
Denmark/Sweden 
Stockholm/Uppsala, Sweden 
Helsinki, Finland 
Paris, France 
Biovalley, 
France/Germany/Switzerland 
BioAlps, France/Switzerland 
Sophia-Antipolis, France 
BioRhine, Germany 
BioTech Munich, Germany 
BioCon Valley, Germany  

Mideast  

Israel 

Africa  

Capetown, 
South 
Africa  

Asia  

Beijing, China
Shanghai, China
Shenzhen, 
China 
Hong Kong, 
China 
Tokyo-Kanto, 
Japan 
Kansai, Japan 
Hokkaido, 
Japan 
Taipei, Taiwan
Hsinchu, 
Taiwan 
Singapore 
Dengkil, 
Malaysia 
New Delhi, 
India 
Hyderabad, 
India 
Bangalore, 
India 

Oceania  

Brisbane, 
Australia 
Sydney, Australia 
Melbourne, 
Australia 
Dunedin, New 
Zealand  

Definitions  
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Biotechnology: Biotechnology is the use of cellular and biomolecular processes to solve problems or make useful 
products. [Biotechnology Industry Organization - BIO]  

Bioscience/Life Science: pharmaceuticals, biotechnology, medical devices, R&D in the life sciences. [Devol et al., 
2005]  

Clusters: Clusters are a geographically proximate group of interconnected companies and associated institutions in a 
particular field, including product producers, service providers, suppliers, universities, and trade associations. 
[Cluster Mapping Project, Institute for Strategy and Competitiveness, Harvard Business School]  

* Cited no. 8 for Total Life Sciences Current Impact by Devol (2005) defined as pharmaceutical, biotechnology, 
medical devices, and R&D in the life sciences. Minneapolis/St. Paul/Rochester is principally a medical device 
cluster.  

 
Target Industry Recruitment 
 
Between 1996 and 2007, the County was directly involved in assisting several new targeted 
industries to locate to the County.  Those industries included:  
 
 Novuania (boat manufacturing) 
 Macho Products expansion (manufacturing) 
 Syngenta expansion (research and development) 
 Aeroshade Technologies (airline window shade manufacturing) 
 X-Stream Systems (manufacturing) 
 Girard Equipment (manufacturing) 
 CVS warehouse/distribution center 
 Indian River Medical Center Open Heart Surgery expansion 
 M.C. Miller enterprises relocation (research headquarters) 

 
The limited number of recruited target industries is in part due to the county’s locational 
disadvantage. The County’s major disadvantage is that it is not part of a major metropolitan 
center, instead being approximately equidistant from West Palm Beach and Orlando.  Generally, 
major metropolitan centers have economic development advantages because they have 
international airports and established industry clusters.  Despite the locational disadvantage, the 
County should continue to recruit industries that will provide quality jobs for area residents, 
while focusing on new industries that will complement existing established industries within the 
county and within adjacent counties.   While the County’s current target industry incentives and 
marketing activities should be continued, new economic recruitment methods should be 
reviewed and used by the County as appropriate.  
 
 
 
Updating the Target Industries List 
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The Indian River County Chamber of Commerce’s Economic Development Division and the 
County’s Economic Development Council recently discussed refining the target industry list.  
This is in recognition of the fact that the County’s target industry list is inclusive, and that the 
County has only a limited pool of funds to use towards economic development marketing and 
incentives. 
 
One option discussed is to make the County’s target industry list similar to the State’s target 
industry list. That target industry list, however, has seven categories, each with multiple 
subcategories.  The seven categories include: 
 
 Manufacturing Facilities 
 Finance and Insurance Services 
 Wholesale Trade 
 Information Industries 
 Professional, Scientific & technical Services 
 Management Services 
 Administrative & Support Services 

 
The state’s target industry list appears to cover a wide range of potential industries.  This may be 
due to the fact that the state’s target industry list covers the entire state, an area which is much 
more economically diverse than any one county.  Having a large county target industry list that 
is consistent with the State’s target industry list keeps the door open to allowing the potential for 
a diverse mix of businesses to develop within the County.  Having a diverse mix of businesses 
allows a community to weather economic downturns that may occur in one or more business 
categories. 
 
Another option is that the County’s target industry list could be refined to be more in-line with 
specific market niches that exist within the County and that are developing within and around the 
County. This would involve placing an emphasis on hi-tech industries, including aviation, 
aerospace, and biotechnology.  That strategy would be appropriate because the county is 
strategically located between a developing biotechnology cluster to the south in both Palm Beach 
County and St Lucie County and an existing aerospace center to the north in Brevard County.  In 
addition, the County currently has several aviation-related industries that the county can continue 
to target its efforts towards growing.  Specifically targeting a few key industries would allow the 
County to strategically focus all of its marketing efforts and economic incentives on recruiting 
desired industries (similar to what is occurring in St. Lucie County).  A downside with this 
approach is the risk of economic downturn in the key industry and/or industries and what that 
might do to the local economy. 
 
In revising the target industries list, the county needs to consider budgetary issues that will make 
economic development efforts more difficult.  Recently, voters passed a constitutional 
amendment to reduce taxes.  At this time, it is uncertain where budget cuts will be made and 
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ultimately what funds will be available for local economic development incentive programs. 
 
With the potential for limited county funds, the County should revise its target industries list and 
concentrate its recruitment and incentive programs on aviation, aerospace, biotechnology and 
similar high tech industries.   
 

Citrus Industry 
 
In 1996, there were 66,561 acres within the County dedicated to growing citrus.  By 2006, the 
total acres within the County dedicated to growing citrus had declined to 40,191 acres.  This is a 
reduction of 26,370 acres in just ten years (nearly a 40% decline).  With the reduction in citrus 
acreage, the County has also seen a decline in the number of packing houses/facilities during the 
same timeframe.  In the 1996-1997 citrus season, there were 20 packing houses within the 
County.  By the 2006-07 citrus season, the number of packing houses within the County had 
declined to 12.  Due to the spreading of citrus canker and citrus greening, the decline in citrus 
acreage and the decline in packing houses is expected to continue for some years and then level 
off.   
 
Citrus canker is a bacterial disease that causes premature leaf and fruit drop.  Citrus greening, 
also a bacterial disease, causes citrus trees to produce bitter misshaped fruit and kills trees over 
the course of a couple of years.  Citrus canker was widely spread throughout the southern portion 
of the state from the winds of the 2004 hurricanes.  According to USDA, 100% of Indian River 
County citrus acreage will be infected with citrus canker between 2006-2007.  USDA also 
estimates that by 2007-2008 Indian River County will begin to be infected with citrus greening 
and will be completely infected with citrus greening by 2010-2011.  
 
Although citrus canker and citrus greening will be present, it is estimated that the citrus industry 
will remain profitable, although infected trees will have to be removed and replaced on a 
reoccurring basis until cures can be found for the two diseases.   As the two diseases spread and 
as infected trees are removed, production will decline.  This will also result in a reduction of 
citrus jobs and less money coming into the county from selling citrus to others outside of the 
county.  This will also have an impact on other businesses within the County, in that less money 
will be spent on goods and services in the County by the citrus industry and citrus industry 
employees. 
 
In the future, citrus grove owners will continue to face pressure for developing their land with 
alternative uses and permanently removing the land from agricultural production.  With the 
decline in the citrus industry, farmers will need to evaluate the land dedicated to citrus and 
consider other allowed uses for citrus property and how those alternatives will impact the 
County.  This might include growing new types of crops or developing solar farms.   
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Consistent with the analysis results reflected above, the County should support the production of 
farm products that can be exported from the County.  This may include growing farm products 
that may be used for bio-fuel production and the associated establishment of bio-fuel processing 
plants. 

Infrastructure 
 
Providing infrastructure is one of the most significant actions that the County can undertake in 
economic development.  Without appropriate infrastructure, such as roads, and water and sewer, 
new businesses could not locate to the County. 
 
Because of infrastructure improvements, the county can better accommodate growth and 
economic development now than in 1995.  Since the last major plan update, the county has 
increased its potable water and wastewater service areas to encompass a larger portion of the 
county.  At present, the county provides potable water and wastewater services to all three of the 
major commercial/industrial nodes near I-95, thereby allowing future growth within those nodes. 
Since 1995, county and City of Vero Beach Utilities Departments have also increased the 
capacities of their potable water plants by 17% and wastewater treatment plants by 10%.   
 
During the 1995 to 2006 period, demand increased 54% for potable water and 25% for 
wastewater treatment.  The significant increase in the demand for water is due to the County’s 
large increase in commercial square footage along SR 60 and the fact that more of the county's 
population is now being served by municipal water.  Combined, the utility system plant 
capacities exceed present demand, a situation necessary to accommodate future growth.  In 
addition, sewer plant expansions are planned that will increase the County’s sewer capacity by 
5,150,000 gallons per day by 2009, and water plant expansions are planned that will increase 
water capacity by an additional 3.97 million gallons per day. 
 
Since plan adoption, the county has improved its transportation level of service by completing 
various road-widening projects, including the four laning of 58th Avenue from 26th Street to 9th 
Street SW.  In addition, the County is currently widening C.R. 512 from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 
between Roseland Road and I-95 and widening Oslo Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes between Old 
Dixie Highway and 27th Avenue.  While there are major roads that have been or are currently 
being improved, there are also roads that need to be improved due to level of service issues.   
 
Currently, State Road 60, west of 66th Avenue, needs to be widened, while U.S. 1, 27th Avenue, 
and 43rd Avenue also need to be widened to increase capacity.  Progress on improving these and 
other roads has occurred; however, increases in right-of-way acquisition costs and construction 
costs have impacted the county’s road construction program.  In response to the capacity issues 
along State Road 60, the County recently developed a prorated interest fee to finance the 
widening of a portion of State Road 60 in advance of its planned construction.  The interest fee is 
being charged to all developments that impact SR 60 between 66th Avenue and I-95. 
 
Also, the County has long range plans for an Interstate 95 interchange on Oslo Road.  In fact, a 
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preliminary study for that interchange is currently underway by the Florida Department of 
Transportation to determine if the State should pursue its construction in the immediate future.  
If this interchange gets approved and constructed, it will provide direct access to a largely 
undeveloped industrial area of the County. 
  
Although infrastructure is an important component of economic development, it is not addressed 
in detail in this assessment.  Instead, infrastructure issues are addressed in other plan elements or 
sub-elements.  These include the potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, drainage, traffic 
circulation and other appropriate elements or sub-elements of the comprehensive plan. 

Commercial/Industrial Nodes 
 
There are 34 Commercial/Industrial Nodes designated within the Indian River County 
Comprehensive Plan.  Commercial/Industrial Nodes are areas along major roadways that are 
currently developing or that are planned for development with industrial and/or commercial uses. 
Policies 1.18 through 1.25 of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 
Element detail the designation and expansion standards for commercial/industrial nodes.  In 
addition, Policies 1.8 and 2.3 of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan Economic 
Development Element discuss the need to evaluate the land area designated as 
commercial/industrial nodes and the overall land area within the County designated for 
commercial/industrial uses. 
 
Indian River County’s commercial/industrial nodes, their acreage in 1998 and 2006, their 
developed acreage in 1998 and 2007, their percent developed in 1998 and 2007, and their 
remaining acreage in 2007 are provided in the “1998 – 2007 Indian River County 
Commercial/Industrial Nodes” table on page 35 of this report.  In addition, a chart is included 
after the table showing the percentage developed by commercial/industrial node in 2007. 
 
Between 1998 and 2007, the C/I nodes developed at a slow rate.  In 1998, there were 2,163 acres 
of commercial and industrial developed land within the C/I nodes.  By 2007, the developed 
commercial and industrial node land had increased by 231 acres to a total of 2,394 acres.  These 
2,394 acres represent only 43% of the total 5,538 acres within the C/I nodes, suggesting that the 
County has plenty of excess commercial and industrial designated land for years to come. Just 
examining the total C/I node acreage and the percent developed with commercial and industrial 
uses, however, does not provide a complete picture of what is occurring with commercial and 
industrial land within the County. In fact, there are several C/I nodes that are nearly completely 
developed with commercial and industrial uses (discussed within the existing conditions section 
of this report).  In addition, some of the nodes have developed quite rapidly since 1998, and 
some of the node boundaries have changed, thereby altering the nodes’ total acreage and percent 
developed; a discussion of both is provided below.   
 
 
Changes in Commercial/Industrial Node Acreage 
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Since 1998, several commercial/industrial node boundaries have been revised, in some cases 
reducing the overall size of a node and in other cases reducing the amount of developed acreage 
within a node.  The nodes that had their boundaries revised include: 
 

 U.S. 1 from 69th Street to 57th Street 
 U.S. 1 from 57th Street to 49th Street 
 Oslo Road & 74th Avenue 

 
The commercial/industrial node changes increased their efficiency by putting C/I land where it is 
needed. 
 
Fastest Developing Commercial/Industrial Nodes 
 
Several of the commercial/industrial nodes have developed at a faster rate than other 
commercial/industrial nodes within unincorporated Indian River County.  Those 
commercial/industrial nodes that developed at the fastest rate between 1998 and 2007 include: 
 
 U.S. 1 from Schumann Drive to Breezy Village 
 U.S. 1 from 77th Street to 69th Street 
 Gifford 
 Oslo Road & 43rd Avenue 

 
Overall, the fastest growing nodes are retail/service oriented and reflect new commercial square 
footage to accommodate nearby residential development.  The challenge for the County will be 
to maintain large industrial nodes.  Because landowners want to get immediate yield from their 
property, they usually do not want to wait years for new industrial uses to acquire their property. 
 Instead, landowners are more inclined to sell their properties to other buyers, such as retail  
developers and residential developers.
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1998 – 2007 Indian River County Commercial/Industrial Nodes 

Node Location 

Node 
Acreage 
(1998) 

Node 
Acreage 
(2007) 

Change in 
Acreage 
(1998-2007) 

Node 
Developed 
Acreage 
(1998) 

Node 
Developed 
Acreage 
(2007) 

Acreage 
Change 

Percent 
Developed 
(1998) 

Percent 
Developed 
(2007) % Change 

Remaining 
Acreage 
(2007) 

U.S. 1 & Roseland Road 138.17 135.04 -3.13 89.71 74.298 -15.412 64.9% 55.0% -9.9% 44.33 
Gibson Street 14.51 14.51 0 5.72 5.88 0.16 39.4% 40.5% 1.1% 7.58 
U.S. 1/ Sebastian City Limits to Schumann Drive 139.51 139.76 0.25 13.43 25.094 11.664 9.6% 18.0% 8.3% 81.9 
U.S. 1/ Schumann Drive to Breezy Village 145.07 136.22 -8.85 31.99 86.27 54.28 22.1% 63.3% 41.3% 26.74 
U.S. 1 & C.R. 510 (north) 283.27 283.27 0 68.17 74.65 6.48 24.1% 26.4% 2.3% 95.37 
U.S. 1/ C.R. 510 to Hobart Road 180.44 180.77 0.33 38.4 67.215 28.815 21.3% 37.2% 15.9% 76.47 
C.R. 510 & S.R. A1A 16.19 16.19 0 16.19 15.25 -0.94 100.0% 94.2% -5.8% 0.93 
C.R. 510 & 62nd Avenue 5.35 5.35 0 2.07 2.087 0.017 38.7% 39.0% 0.3% 2.08 
C.R. 512 & C.R. 510 45.21 42.16 -3.05 1.97 1.091 -0.879 4.4% 2.6% -1.8% 2.07 
I-95 & C.R. 512 579.22 274.87 -304.35 85.62 96.71 11.09 14.8% 35.2% 20.4% 170.55 
U.S. 1 / 77th Street to 69th Street 196.6 192.44 -4.16 15.21 72.84 57.63 7.7% 37.9% 30.1% 92.84 
U.S. 1/ 69th Street to 57th Street 238.28 90.63 -147.65 99.86 42.34 -57.52 41.9% 46.7% 4.8% 23 
U.S. 1/ 57th Street to 49th Street 187.81 187.75 -0.06 139.21 54.62 -84.59 74.1% 29.1% -45.0% 97.76 
U.S. 1/ 49th Street to 38th Lane 162.41 161.34 -1.07 83.3 91.57 8.27 51.3% 56.8% 5.5% 48.29 
U.S. 1 & 37th Street/ Medical Node 452.55 452.47 -0.08 209.29 217.28 7.99 46.2% 48.0% 1.8% 107.85 
U.S. 1/ Vero Beach City Limits to 8th Street 222.55 217.27 -5.28 166.78 194.61 27.83 74.9% 89.6% 14.6% 15.56 
U.S. 1/ 8th Street to 1st Street S.W. 194.14 188.06 -6.08 106.71 134.31 27.6 55.0% 71.4% 16.5% 44.04 
U.S. 1/ 1st Street S.W. to 9th Street S.W. 114.66 116.04 1.38 63.57 66.222 2.652 55.4% 57.1% 1.6% 37.09 
U.S. 1/ Oslo Road to 17th Street S.W. 64.05 58.94 -5.11 26.86 34.976 8.116 41.9% 59.3% 17.4% 14.31 
U.S. 1/ 17th street S.W. to S. County Line 38.52 39.11 0.59 17.34 19.74 2.4 45.0% 50.5% 5.5% 17.71 
Grand Harbor 31.85 31.85 0 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.48 
Gifford 498.02 498.61 0.59 132.14 174.65 42.51 26.5% 35.0% 8.5% 261.95 
S.R. 60 & 58th Avenue  329.29 329.91 0.62 257.47 257.42 -0.05 78.2% 78.0% -0.2% 55.7 
S.R. 60 & I-95 869.31 866.65 -2.66 261.84 314.67 52.83 30.1% 36.3% 6.2% 524.67 
Oslo Road & 27th Avenue 60.08 61.53 1.45 26.96 29.276 2.316 44.9% 47.6% 2.7% 23.98 
Oslo Road & 43rd Avenue 89.2 90.16 0.96 15.5 49.68 34.18 17.4% 55.1% 37.7% 22.78 
43rd Avenue & 1st Street S.W. 17.78 17.61 -0.17 13.98 12.134 -1.846 78.6% 68.9% -9.7% 2.42 
Oslo Road & 74th Avenue 539.54 558.74 19.2 122.55 88.032 -34.518 22.7% 15.8% -7.0% 194.41 
Oslo Road 126.4 126.33 -0.07 40.86 58.088 17.228 32.3% 46.0% 13.7% 42.76 
Moorings 10.08 10.08 0 3.23 7.496 4.266 32.0% 74.4% 42.3% 0 
Roseland Neighborhood 1.73 1.77 0.04 1 1.77 0.77 57.8% 100.0% 42.2% 0 
S.R. 60 & 66th Avenue Neighborhood 2.77 2.72 -0.05 2.77 2.72 -0.05 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0 
S.R. 60 & 74th Avenue 2.8 2.83 0.03 2.8 2.83 0.03 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0 
County Line & 27th Avenue 6.68 6.72 0.04 0.9 1.016 0.116 13.5% 15.1% 1.6% 1.31 
Total 6,004.04  5,537.70  -466.34 2,163.40  2,376.84  213.44            2,137.93  
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General Industrial/Warehouse Properties & Industrial Parks 
 
Within the County’s commercial/industrial nodes and within the cities near major transportation 
routes/facilities, there are a number of developed general industrial and warehouse properties.  
The map on page 37 shows the locations of the developed industrial/warehouse properties.  As 
shown, there is an extensive number of developed industrial/commercial properties along U.S 1 
and along the Florida East Coast Railroad; historically, these were the two main transportation 
facilities that existed within the County.    
 
There are also concentrations of developed industrial/warehousing properties throughout the 
County.  Those concentrations include, but are not limited to, the Vero Beach Airport Business 
Park, an area along 41st and 45th Street, an area east of 58th Avenue and west of 43rd Avenue, an 
area near the I-95 and CR 512 interchange, and an area near the I-95 and S.R. 60 interchange.   
 
While there is a supply of smaller industrial sites within the referenced industrial areas and 
business parks, challenges will exist if a new large scale industrial user desires to locate to the 
County.  One challenge is that tall industrial buildings are limited by County Land Development 
Regulations.  This has the potential to exclude certain new industrial uses.  For instance, the 
recently constructed CVS distribution center could not be built on another site within the County 
because of height regulations.  Another challenge is that an end user needing large industrial 
buildings (greater than 60,000 square feet) would have trouble finding development ready land 
within new industrial/business parks in the County because lots within the new industrial parks 
are generally intended for relatively small buildings. Additional industrial/business parks should 
therefore be planned that can accommodate both large scale and small scale industrial 
development. 
 
Accordingly, the County should maintain policies to assist with the development of a large scale 
industrial/business park.  The assistance may involve appropriately modifying County Land 
Development Regulations to accommodate large scale industrial uses, and it may involve the 
County assisting with obtaining grant funds to construct infrastructure for such a facility.  In 
general, the best locations for large industrial/warehouse buildings are in close proximity to the 
County’s Interstate 95 interchanges.  This is because industrial uses require easy access to major 
transportation routes. Also, these areas are also somewhat removed from residential areas.   
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Hospital/Medical Areas 
 
In addition to having business/industrial parks, the County contains two hospitals with 
developing medical areas surrounding them.  The two hospitals within the County are the Indian 
River Medical Center and the Sebastian River Medical Center.   
 
Located at the north end of the County just north of the Roseland Road/U.S. 1 intersection, the 
Sebastian River Medical Center is a 129 bed general medical/surgical hospital.   It is part of the 
County’s U.S. 1 and Roseland Road commercial/industrial node.  In 1998, that node was 64.9% 
developed with commercial uses.  By 2006, that node was only 55% developed with commercial 
uses.  This decrease in percent developed was due to changes in land use and loss of acreage due 
to right-of-way acquisitions.  Overall, when the various factors are considered, this node has not 
significantly grown with new uses since 1996 and there is opportunity for additional commercial 
and medical growth. 
 
The Indian River Medical Center is a 335 bed not for profit hospital located on 37th Street 
between U.S. Highway 1 and Indian River Boulevard.  In 2006, the hospital opened a new heart 
center affiliated with Duke University Health System, a world leader in cardiac care.  The 
hospital is part of County’s U.S. 1 & 37th Street Medical commercial/industrial node.  In 1998, 
that node was 46.2% developed with commercial and medical uses.  By 2006, the node 
developed only an additional 1.8% to a total of 48%. 
 
The medical profession brings quality high paying jobs to the community.  Similar to industrial, 
manufacturing, and research and development jobs, medical jobs can, in part, bring money into 
the community from outside areas and can also help to retain money within the County.  That 
money can then turn over in the local economy a number of times as it is spent and re-spent on 
food, products, and services.  When visitors come to the County for medical services, or when 
residents use insurance for medical procedures, money is brought into the local economy via the 
medical profession. Money is also retained in the local economy when residents use one of the 
existing hospitals or surrounding doctors offices for medical procedures, as opposed to traveling 
to other hospitals outside of the area. 
 
Encouraging the development of the medical profession within the County is an excellent way to 
build and retain jobs.  Where possible, the County should assist the medical sector in its 
expansion plans within the County.  Because of the similarity between the medical and biotech 
industries, the County should consider marketing the existing hospital/medical areas to potential 
biotech industries.   

Economic Development Initiatives 
 
When deciding to locate to a community, companies consider a number of criteria.  According to  
“An Economic Development Toolbox: Strategies and Methods”, published by the American 
Planning Association, and written by Terry Morre, Stuart Mech and James Ebenhoh, these 
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criteria include: 
 
 Access to , quality of, quantity of, and cost of needed resources and supplies; 
 Availability of development ready land and/or buildings (appropriately zoned and 

supplied with utilities and services); 
 Cost and productivity of labor (one of the most important factors); 
 Location relative to supplies and markets (less important for knowledge based industries 

such as the software development industry); 
 Availability of public and private infrastructure (roads, water, sewer, airports, cargo 

facilities, energy systems, and telecommunications); 
 Presence of and existing business cluster (available labor pool and access to suppliers that 

service the cluster); 
 Amenities and other quality of life factors (good schools, clean environment, affordable 

and appropriate housing, and diverse and exciting culture); and 
 Government policies (regulations, taxes, and incentives). 

 
As referenced in the preceding pages, the county's economy lacks balance and diversity.  This is 
in part due to the fact that the County does not meet some of the important criteria that 
companies consider when choosing to locate somewhere.  For example, the County does not 
have major industry clusters and hence lacks a large supply of qualified labor for potential 
industries.  In addition, the County is not located near resources and supplies that might be 
utilized within various types of industries (manufacturing, electronics, automotive, etc.) and the 
County is not located directly within a major market for products.  Hence, the county is at a 
competitive disadvantage to other communities that have established industry clusters, have an 
available labor market, and have direct access to resources and markets.  Despite these 
disadvantages, the County has attractive qualities that certain businesses look for.  These 
qualities include an available development ready supply of land and an exceptional quality of life 
(warm weather, beaches, minimal population density, protected environmental land, etc.).   
 
To maintain a strong economy and provide good paying jobs to residents, the County needs to 
diversify its employment base.  To do this, the county must create an appropriate environment 
that encourages desired industries to locate to the County and encourages existing desired 
industries to stay within the County.  Common local economic development practice focuses on 
several activities that together, attempt to do this.  As discussed within the above referenced 
American Planning Association report, these may involve: 
 
 marketing the county to prospective new industries; 
 developing a business incubator;  
 streamlining development reviews; 
 providing venture capital and revolving loan funds; 
 providing workforce training and education; 
 cooperating and coordinating intraregionally on business recruitment and retention; 
 providing infrastructure ready business parks (with the latest technological infrastructure); 
 building strong educational systems and institutions;  
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 establishing desirable level of service standards for various public facilities and 
maintaining those level of service standards through an effective capital facilities 
program;  

 offering local economic development incentives to desired industries to cover initial 
moving costs and/or start up costs for a company; 

 
Creating an appropriate economic environment does not guarantee that desired businesses will 
locate to the County within a set time frame or that desired industries will ever locate to the 
County.  It does, however, set the stage for desired economic development to occur.  If the 
County and/or municipalities were to invest in the development of an industrial/business park 
and/or a business incubator, for instance, it is possible that the incubator or industrial park could 
remain vacant for many years to come.   
 
While the County is at a competitive disadvantage to other communities, it is also possible, that 
with coordinated economic development within the region, new innovative industries will locate 
to the County.  In fact, there are organizations within the area and adjacent areas that are 
currently working to do just that.  For instance, the Workforce Development Board of the 
Treasure Coast provides workforce training and education coordination for existing and 
prospective new businesses.  St. Lucie County is aggressively recruiting new life science 
industries (bio-tech) and energy related industries (see discussion below titled “Research 
Coast”).  Also, Indian River College and Florida Atlantic University are pursuing the 
development of life science and technology education in order to produce students that can work 
in new technology focused industries. 
 
County Economic Development Initiatives 
 
In 1995 and 1996, the Board of County Commissioners created several local financial incentive 
programs to attract industries to Indian River County or to encourage businesses already in the 
county to expand.  Over the years, those incentives were modified to account for changed 
conditions.  The incentives include offering local jobs grant assistance to targeted industries 
under the guidelines prescribed by the state's Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund Program, 
waiving utility deposits for creditworthy industrial businesses, financing impact fees, and 
offering a local jobs grant program.   
 
Overall, it is not clear that the economic development incentives have actually worked to attract 
desired businesses and industries to the County.  Since the inception of the local economic 
development incentives, the County has approved only three local jobs grant applications.  This 
is an average of only one local jobs grant for every four years.  In addition, the County has not 
used any of the other local economic development incentives.  The low utilization of local 
economic development incentives is likely in part due to the location disadvantages associated 
with the County.  It is also likely due to the fact that there are a multitude of factors at play when 
businesses look for a location.   
 
According to the previously referenced American Planning Association report, “Generally, 
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economic research has shown that most types of incentives have had little significant effect on 
firm location between regions.  For manufacturing industries with significant equipment costs, 
however, property or investment tax credits or abatement incentives can play a significant role in 
location decisions”.  That document further states that tax rates are not a primary location factor. 
In fact, tax rates are “usually considered only after corporations have made decisions on labor, 
transportation, raw materials, and capital costs”.  Therefore, the County should continue to offer 
incentives for those targeted manufacturing businesses that would have significant equipment 
costs.  In addition, the County should focus on its partnerships with the Workforce Development 
Board and educational institutions to offer labor training for targeted industries and training 
programs for the local work force and assistance to targeted industries in finding qualified labor. 
 With respect to transportation and capital costs, the County should continue to incorporate 
appropriate transportation improvements within its Capital Improvements Schedule that will 
meet the needs of targeted industries.  Further, the County should continue to pursue grants and 
other funding sources to pay for infrastructure needed for new target industries and existing 
targeted industries that are expanding. 
  
Enterprise Zone 
 
In 2005, Indian River County and the City of Vero Beach jointly established an Enterprise Zone 
encompassing properties in and around the City of Vero Beach Municipal Airport and properties 
within the Gifford Community (see map on next page).  An Enterprise Zone is an area 
designation approved by the state to encourage new economic growth and investment in 
distressed areas.  The state accomplishes this in part by providing tax incentives to residents and 
businesses within Enterprise Zones.  Those tax incentives include: 
 

 Job Tax Credit (Sales Tax and Use Tax Credit or Corporate Income Tax Credit) 
 Sales Tax Refund (Refund of Sales Tax Paid on Certain Business Equipment/Materials) 
 Property Tax Credit (Applied to Corporate Income Tax) 
 Electrical Energy (Sales Tax Exemption on Electrical Energy) 
 Community Contribution Tax Credit (Florida Corporate Income Tax, Insurance 

Premium Tax, or Sales Tax Refund). 
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With the Enterprise Zone, Indian River County and the City of Vero Beach have the ability to 
offer state sponsored incentives to local companies.  These additional incentives are another tool 
that the County and City of Vero Beach have at their disposal to help retain and expand existing 
businesses and help to attract new businesses.  Between October 1, 2005 (start of reporting 
period for the beginning of the City of Vero Beach/Indian River County Enterprise Zone) and 
September 30, 2007, 10 Building Material Sales Tax Refund applications and 25 Business 
Equipment Sales Tax Refund applications were submitted to the state.  The amount of money 
invested in Building Materials and Business Equipment and the total amount of refunds 
requested were as follows:  
 
 $29,936.00 in Building Material Sales Tax Refunds were requested for businesses 

investing a total of $1,500,166.00 in Building Materials used in the Enterprise Zone; and 
 
 33,248.00 in Business Equipment Sales Tax Refunds were requested for a total investment 

of $615,474.00 in Business Equipment.   
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Additional development is anticipated to occur within the Enterprise Zone with a possible 
expansion of the Piper Aircraft facility and the increasingly available industrial land within the 
Enterprise Zone.  In fact, the Indian River Industrial Center located on the north side of 41st 
Street, west of 49th Avenue, recently was constructed.  That industrial/business park consists of 7 
lots on 12.5 acres of land.  In addition, another industrial/business park is in the planning stages 
along 41st street in the Gifford Community, between 28th Avenue and 43rd Avenue (Vero Beach 
Business Park).  That business park is proposed to have a total of 15 lots.  For further 
information about these two business parks, please see the discussion under subsection “New 
Industrial/Business Parks” of this report. 
 
At this time, it is too early to draw conclusions as to the overall effectiveness of the Enterprise 
Zone because it has not been in place long enough. 
 
As part of their Capital Improvement Programs, the County and City of Vero Beach should 
coordinate public infrastructure improvements within the Enterprise Zone so that there is 
adequate access, water, and sewer to vacant developable commercial/industrial lots. The County 
and City should also continue to work together with the Indian River County Chamber of 
Commerce to market the Enterprise Zone’s benefits to prospective industries.   
 
Research Coast 
 
In the late 1990’s, a Memo of Understanding (MOU) was signed by the primary economic 
development organizations in Martin, St. Lucie, Okeechobee and Indian River Counties to 
coordinate economic development efforts as a region (Okeechobee County has since reorganized 
its economic development efforts and opted out of the MOU).  That memo of understanding set 
the foundation for Martin County, St. Lucie County, and Indian River County to form the 
“Florida Research Coast Economic Development Coalition” in 2006 to better promote the 
economic development objectives of the three Counties.   
 
Currently, the Business Development Board of Martin County, the Indian River County 
Chamber of Commerce, the Economic Development Council of St. Lucie County and the 
Workforce Development Board of the Treasure Coast are sharing resources to promote/advertise 
the three counties as a cohesive region. The research coast initiative is building upon recent 
efforts of all three counties and the Workforce Development Board of the Treasure Coast to 
recruit companies involved with the Life Science Industries.  In fact, one life sciences company 
has already located to St. Lucie County and at least two additional life science companies are in 
the process of locating to St. Lucie County. 
 
Torrey Pines Institute for Molecular Studies, a California based biotech company, has 
temporarily moved into the new Florida Atlantic University Marine Science Center within 
Harbor Branch Oceanographic Institution in St. Lucie County.  In late 2008, Torrey Pines will 
re-locate to a permanent 100,000 square foot life sciences research facility that is under 
construction on 20 acres of land within the Town of Tradition in St. Lucie County.  At the time 
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of this writing, two additional life science companies/organizations announced that they will be 
joining Torrey Pines in the formation of a Life Science cluster in the Town of Tradition.  Those 
companies/organizations are the Mann Research Center and Oregon Health and Science 
University’s Vaccine and Gene Therapy Institute (VGTI). 
 
With respect to the life science companies locating in St. Lucie County, they were attracted there 
through a coordinated effort on the part of the business community along with state and local 
governments. Torrey Pines, for instance, received a combined state and local incentive package 
of $88.5 million plus 20 acres of donated land from Tradition developer Core Communities.  
That financial package requires Torrey Pines to provide 189 jobs within ten years.  This equates 
to a direct financial incentive of $468,253.97 per job. 
 
Even with the successful recruitment of Torrey Pines, Mann Research Center, and VGTI, it is 
unclear at this time how much of an impact the Research Coast effort will have upon Indian 
River County.  Coalition partners realize that key bio-tech areas take years, sometimes decades, 
to fully develop.  The efforts of Florida's Research Coast are in the infancy stage, with 
concentration on branding and name recognition rather than heavy recruitment.  The successful 
recruitment of Torrey Pines, Mann Research center, and VGTI to the region, however, could 
eventually attract similar companies, and could encourage development of spin-off companies.  
Even without a major four-year university within its jurisdiction, Indian River County can still 
maintain a positive influence by positioning itself as a location for those businesses that support 
the life sciences industry, such as manufacturers or distributors that supply goods and services 
used within the industry and for those businesses that compliment science and technology.  In 
fact, this process may have already started. 
 
X-Stream Systems Incorporated recently established a research and development facility within 
Indian River County adjacent to the City of Fellsmere and near the County Road 512/I-95 
interchange within the 102nd Terrace Industrial area.  X-Stream Systems is a high-tech company 
that is focused on producing “highly penetrating material identification systems”.  These systems 
identify substances by examining their molecular structure.  The product can be used to identify 
such things as incorrect drugs in containers, and bombs that might be brought through airports. 
 
Overall, Indian River County is in position to recruit potential spinoff companies from the 
developing life science cluster in St. Lucie County and to a certain extent attract manufacturing 
facilities that may be needed to produce the products invented/identified within the life science 
cluster.  The County should ensure that development ready properties are available for the 
potential spinoff biotech companies and potential spinoff manufacturing companies.  Similar to 
what was done with the Indian River Park of Commerce, the County should identify appropriate 
locations for business/industrial parks, provide appropriate infrastructure for those 
industrial/business parks, and expedite project reviews of the industrial/business park(s) and 
proposed businesses within the industrial/business parks and within other appropriately 
identified areas of the County.  
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Changes in the Economic Environment 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the county has encountered several unanticipated 
problems and opportunities.  The following is a brief listing of the problems and opportunities. 
 
 Challenges 
 

1. New Impact Fees 
2. Over Capacity Roads 
3. Citrus Canker/Greening 
4. Hurricanes of 2004  
5. Lack of affordable home insurance/wind storm insurance coverage and 

availability 
6. Lack of affordable housing (between 2004 – 2007) 
7. Property Value and Property Tax Increases 

 
 Unanticipated Opportunities 
 

1. Indian River County/City of Vero Beach Enterprise Zone creation 
2. Research Coast Bio-tech Initiative  
3. Update of Economic Development Incentives 
4. Water and Sewer Capacity Expansion 
5. Indian River Park of Commerce 
6. State Road 60 Corridor Improvements 
7. Possible bio-fuel opportunities 

County Visioning 
 
In July 2004, approximately 180 people participated in a total of seven county visioning 
workshops held in various locations throughout the County.  The workshops were organized as 
part of the development of the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning Organization’s 2030 
Long Range Transportation Plan.   
 
Although the visioning process was ultimately focused on the development of the 2030 Long 
Range Transportation Plan and thus on transportation and land development related issues, input 
was also received from visioning workshop participants on other topics, including economic 
development needs of the County.  A summary of the economic development related issues, 
vision, and discussion items as provided by workshop participants are listed below.   

Key Economic Development Related Issues 
 
Overall, the economic development related concerns of visioning workshop participants focused 
on several key issues, including: 
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 Growth 
 Low/fair taxes 
 Multigenerational consideration to consider jobs 
 Higher paying jobs and jobs where people live 
 Clean Industries and Industrial parks 
 Affordable Housing 
 Business parking issues 
 hi-tech and bio-tech industries 
 access to an international airport 
 access to I-95 via a Micco Road/I-95 interchange and a Oslo Road/I-95 interchange 
 higher education opportunities 
 economic diversification and an inclusive community wide Economic Development 

program 
 focus on the County’s strengths (eco-tourism, citrus industry, fish hatchery etc) 

Effect of Statutory & Rule Changes, & Consistency with the State & Regional Plan 
 
Since the time of plan adoption there have been no changes in Chapter 163, F.S. or rule 9J-5, 
F.A.C. that affect this element. 
 
The county economic development element is consistent with the state comprehensive plan.  

Summary 
 
To improve the standard of living for residents, the County should continue to strengthen and 
diversify its employment base so that the local economy is not primarily reliant upon low paying 
service oriented industries.  To do so, the County should maintain a multifaceted approach to 
economic development, which includes: 
 
 Refining the County’s existing targeted industry list to focus on a few key industries that 

have the greatest potential for long term success in the local economy, which industries 
include the aviation, aerospace, life sciences (biotech), and specialty health care industries; 

 Providing infrastructure to accommodate a growing population base and to accommodate the 
needs of targeted industries; 

 Facilitating the development of large lot industrial parks; 
 Providing appropriately zoned land for development by target industries; 
 Continuing regional cooperation as part of the “Research Coast Initiative”; 
 Promoting the assets of the County to CEOs and CFOs of targeted industries; 
 Recognizing the decline in the citrus industry and the need to identify new farm uses for 

export; 
 Maintaining appropriate economic incentives for key manufacturing and target industries 

(financial incentives, expedited permitting, etc.); 
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 Marketing the County for tourism to areas of the world that that have strong currencies; 
 Preserving environmental assets of the community; and 
 Identifying and stopping any remaining service industry leakages. 
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EVALUATION OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ELEMENT OBJECTIVES 
 
Following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Economic Development Element 
objectives.  Attachment 1 lists the current Economic Development Element’s goals, objectives, 
and policies.  As indicated, Objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 6 were achieved.  Objective 5 was not 
achieved.  Objective 7 cannot be measured. 
 
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.  Then, 
each policy was assessed to determine if it needs to be maintained, revised, or deleted and the 
reason for revision or deletion. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Low Unemployment Rate 
 
By 2000, the county will have an average annual unemployment rate that is within two 
percentage points of the State of Florida’s average annual unemployment rate.  

 
MEASURE  - DIFFERENCE BETWEEN COUNTY’S 2000 UNEMPLOYMENT RATE  AND 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
 
At the time of the last major plan update in 1998, the County’s unemployment rate was 8.1% and 
the state’s unemployment rate was 4.5%, which was a difference of 3.6%.  In 2000, the 
unemployment rate within the County had declined to 5.1%, while the statewide unemployment 
rate had declined to 3.8%, a difference of 1.3%.  Since the year 2000, the unemployment rate 
within the county and the state have both remained relatively low.  In fact, the County’s 
unemployment rate has been within or less than 2% of the state’s unemployment rate since the 
year 2000.  The 2% difference occurred in the year 2004 when two separate hurricanes impacted 
Indian River County. 
 
Objective - ACHIEVED 
 
This is an appropriate objective and should be maintained; however, the objective’s target date 
should be revised.   
 

Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

1.1) Attract and expand Several industrial businesses X  X  X  Revise - 
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

clean, small-scale light 
manufacturing and assembly 
industries 

have been established or have 
expanded, including Xstream 
Systems, Aeroshade 
Technologies, and Macho 
Products.   

replace 
reference to 
“industrial” 
with 
“industrial, 
technology, 
and research” 
and attract 
industries from 
target 
industries list 

1.2) Offer economic 
development incentives and 
assistance for existing and 
new targeted industries 

Local Jobs Grant, Impact Fee 
Financing, Utility Deposit 
Waivers, Expedited 
Permitting, State QTI program 
support, and others. 

X  X  X  Revise – 
replace 
reference to 
IRCC with 
IRSC and 
reference 
workforce 
training 
incentives by 
the WDB 

1.3) The EDD of the 
Chamber of Commerce and 
others designated by the 
BCC  to promote growth of 
targeted industries 

Industrial marketing is 
performed by the EDD 
through their annual 
marketing plan.  The result of 
marketing activities are 
presented to the EDC. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.4) The EDD annually 
survey targeted businesses 
with more than 10 employees 
to identify problems & 
opportunities and report to 
the EDC the result of the 
survey in the first meeting of 
each year. 

There was no formal survey 
conducted by the EDD. 

 X  X X  Maintain 

1.5) The EDD will contact 
businesses as identified in its 
marketing plan and 
encourage them to relocate to 
the county.  The EDD will 
provide a quarterly report to 
the EDC with the number of 
businesses contacted, type of 
businesses contacted, and the 
result of actions taken from 

Economic Development 
Director provides report to 
EDC.  However, the policy 
requires more detailed 
reporting. 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

the contacts. 
1.6) Chamber of Commerce 
must inform businesses of 
job training programs.  
Representative of training 
program shall be invited to 
provide annual report to 
EDC. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Invited community college, 
jobs and education partnership 
program (Workforce 
Development Board of the 
Treasure Coast, now know as 
Workforce Solutions) and 
highschools to provide reports 
to EDC summarizing types of 
 assistance provided.  
Businesses are informed 
through the Manufacturer’s 
luncheon, COC newsletter, 
ED newsletter, NASA visits, 
press releases, etc. 

X  X  X  Revise – 
replace 
reference to 
IRCC with 
IRSC,  
reference the 
role of the 
WDB and 
delete the 
reference to 
the Jobs and 
Ed. 
Partnership 

1.7) County to employ local 
residents and use local 
businesses 

Local businesses are utilized 
as appropriate.  Various local 
contractors were employed 
with the construction of the 
County Adm. Buildings, 
Emergency Services Building, 
and the Jail Expansion (Those 
employed include Complete 
Electric, Miller Elect., Rinker 
Materials, Communications 
International).  

X  X  X  Revise – to 
emphasize the 
use of the 
County 
website for job 
advertisements 

1.8) Semi annually revaluate 
C/I node size and 
locations/update 
commercial/industrial data 
source annually 

A formal semi-annual re-
evaluation was not done.  
There are more than twice the 
C/I lands designated on the 
FLU map than what is needed 
to serve the 2020  population 
projections designated on the 
county’s FLU Map.  
Evaluation of C/I lands are 
being done as part of Future 
Land Use Element EAR 

 X  X X  Revise to 
indicate that 
evaluation of 
CI nodes will 
be done as part 
of EAR or as 
needed and 
that the 
document will 
be placed on 
website 

1.9) County to provide for 
issuance of industrial 
development bonds for new 
industries 

The County has an industrial 
development bond program.  
Industrial bonds were issued 
to Ocean Spray in 1997 ($4 
million, active) and XL Vision 
($6 million, paid off).  No new 
industrial development bonds 
have been issued for industrial 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

properties. 
1.10) Maintain utility line 
extension reimbursement 
policy for oversize lines 

Utility line extension policy 
exists, is being implemented, 
and has been implemented 

X  X  X  Delete 

1.11) Address complaints or 
concerns of business owners 
and report to EDC 

Issues identified by businesses 
have been directed to the 
County Planning Director and 
Economic Development 
Director of the Chamber of 
Commerce.  Issues have been 
brought to the EDC in the past 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under objective 1, except for policies 1.4 and 1.8, were implemented and contributed 
to meeting the objective.  Policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.6, and 1.7 should be revised, while Policy 1.10 should 
be deleted. 
 
While policy 1.4 was not implemented as part of a regular survey, it was addressed through the 
county’s established complaint procedures.  In those procedures, business concerns are discussed 
with the Chamber of Commerce and/or the Indian River County Planning Director and brought 
to the attention of the EDC and EDD as necessary to resolve.  
 
Policy 1.8 should be revised to indicate that the evaluation of all C/I nodes will be done as part 
of the EAR process or as needed and that the C/I node data source document will be placed on 
the County website.  With the overall slow development of commercial/industrial designated 
land within the County and the fact that there is an ample supply of C/I designated land, it is not 
necessary to continuously re-evaluate the entire C/I node database.  It may be more beneficial to 
simply re-evaluate a few key commercial/industrial nodes that contain or are planned for new 
targeted industrial uses to ensure that there is an appropriate amount of land available for those 
targeted industries.   
 
Policy 1.1 should be updated to include “technology and research” as types of broad industries 
that the county should be focusing on in its economic expansion efforts.  This policy should also 
be updated to reference the county’s target industry list (currently policy 2.6).   
 
Both Policies 1.2 and 1.6 should be updated to reflect recent organizational name changes for 
Indian River Community College and the Workforce Development Board of the Treasure Coast 
and the roles that they can play in the county’s economic development efforts.  Policy 1.7 should 
be revised to emphasize the use of the County website for County job advertisements. 
 
The only policy recommended for deletion is Policy 1.10.  That policy should be deleted because 
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all main utility lines are now in place, making a re-imbursement policy for installation of 
oversize utility lines unnecessary.  
New Policy 
 
In addition to modifying policies, a new policy should be added that requires the County to place 
request for proposals on DemandStar.  DemandStar is a well known destination that companies 
check for request for proposals to provide services to the county. 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through implementation of these policies, with the revisions as identified and addition of a new 
policy, objective 1 will continue to be achieved; however, policy 7.5 should be moved under 
objective 1. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2:  Diversified Economic Growth 
 
Between 2005 and 2010, Indian River County will increase the number of jobs in the 
county’s target industries by 800 (the Chamber of Commerce will keep track of new jobs 
created within the target industries list and provide reports annually).  
 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF JOBS IN THE COUNTY’S TARGET INDUSTRIES. 
 
Although this objective is not due until 2010, the number of jobs in the county’s target industries 
increased from 10,808 to 11,188 between 2005 and 2006.  This is an increase of 380 jobs in just 
one year, which suggests that this objective could be met as early as 2008.  The new jobs were in 
the following industries: 
 

Name of Industry Increase in # of Jobs from 
2005 to 2006 

Fabricated Metal Products Manufacturing 16 
Machinery Manufacturing 14 
Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing 15 
Support Activities for Transportation 30 
Finance & Insurance 58 
Computer Systems Design and Related Services 44 
Health Care and Social Assistance 91 
Research and Development in Physical, Engineering, and Life 
Sciences 

23 

Wood Product Manufacturing 59 
Nonmetallic Mineral Product Manufacturing 15 
Plastics and Rubber Products Manufacturing 75 
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Name of Industry Increase in # of Jobs from 
2005 to 2006 

Telecommunications 14 
Specialized Design Services 15 
Computer Systems Design and Related Services 44 
Scientific Research and Development Services 23 

 
With this trend of 380 new jobs per year, it is anticipated that objective 2 will be achieved. 
 
Objective 2 is an important objective and should be retained.  The objective’s target and target 
date, however, should be revised to indicate that, between 2010 and 2015, Indian River County 
will increase the number of jobs in the county’s target industries by 1,000. 
 
 

Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

2.1) Update economic base 
study (EBS) every 2 years 

The Economic Base 
Study was prepared in the 
past, but was not utilized 
by the county or any other 
group; therefore, EBS 
was not updated 

 X  X X  Revise to state 
that the county 
will track the # 
of target 
industry jobs 
annually and 
provide a 
report to the 
EDC 

2.2) Adopt or revise economic 
development plan policies, 
based on economic base study 

The county’s economic 
development policies 
have been revised as 
needed 

X  X  X  Delete 

2.3) Designate land for future 
comm/ind uses & provide 
infrastructure to facilitate dev 
of ind parks 

Over 5,800 acres of land 
have been designated for 
C/I use; 37% of the 
designated land has been 
developed for C/I uses.  
Infrastructure to support 
C/I lands is provided. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.4) Assist developers to 
establish Ind Parks at SR 60/I-
95, CR 512/I-95 and Oslo 
Rd/74th Ave and elsewhere 

Future Land Use Map has 
been amended to provide 
additional C/I lands for 
SR 60/I95 node.  County 
has worked with a 
developer to approve and 
construct the Indian River 
Park of Commerce at the 

X  X  X  Revise to 
replace the 
reference to 
industrial park 
with 
industrial/resea
rch/technology 
parks 
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

SR 60 Interchange.  Most 
of C/I land in C.R. 512/I-
95 was annexed by City 
of Fellsmere. 

2.5) EDD to develop marketing 
plan by March of every year 
specifying actions and budget 
requests 

EDD prepared marketing 
plan yearly, submitted to 
EDC for review and then 
the BCC for approval 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.6) Establish a list of target 
industries & re-evaluate every 2 
years to reflect current 
economic needs 

The Target Industries List 
was last reviewed and 
updated in 2007.  The 
EDD and EDC have 
recently been discussing 
further refining the list. 

X  X  X  Revise 

 
All policies under objective 2, except for policy 2.1 and 2.2, were implemented and contributed 
to meeting the objectives.  Policy 2.1 should be revised to remove the requirement for an 
Economic Base Study because an Economic Base Study has not proven to be a valuable 
economic development tool for the county.  In its place, the County should add text requiring the 
planning division to annually track the number of new jobs created within the County’s target 
industries list and provide a report to the EDC.  Policy 2.2 should be deleted because the 
reference to the economic base study is no longer relevant with the revisions to policy 2.1.  In 
addition, revisions to the Economic Development Element can be made in response to changing 
economic conditions.  It is not necessary for a policy to state this. 
 
Policy 2.4 should be revised to replace the reference to “industrial parks” with 
“industrial/research/technology parks”.  This reflects the rising importance of technologically 
based industries to the economy and the importance of research in generating new industries 
directly within the county.   
 
Policy 2.6 should be revised to include a new more focused target industries list.  That list could 
include technology, aerospace, and biotechnology related industries consistent with recent 
national, regional, and local economic development trends. 
 
New Policies 
 
A new policy is needed that complements policy 2.4 and the county’s desires to encourage new 
industries and potential new industries to locate and grow within the county.  The new policy 
should state that the county will study the feasibility of establishing a research/technology park 
land use designation.   
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Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through implementation of these policies, with the proposed modifications and proposed new 
policy, objective 2 will continue to be achieved.   
 
 
OBJECTIVE 3:   Skilled Labor Force 
 
By 2002, Indian River County will have additional educational facilities offering post-
secondary education and vocational training. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF EDUCATION FACILITIES OFFERING POST-SECONDARY 
EDUCATION AND VOCATIONAL TRAINING. 
 
Since 1998, Indian River Community College (IRCC) has expanded its post secondary 
educational opportunities.  Also, the school board provides vocational training.  In 2006/2007, 
there were 48 job training programs, approved by the Workforce Development Board’s Targeted 
Occupations List, offered within Indian River County by Indian River Community College, the 
School District of Indian River County, and the Vero Beauty and Massage Institute (Note: the 
Workforce Development Board of the Treasure Coast has recently changed their name to 
Workforce Solutions). 
 
Objective 3 was achieved. 
 
This objective, however, should be revised to put emphasis on providing job training programs, 
instead of providing post-secondary education.  The objective could state that, through the plan 
time horizon, there will be at least 50 job training programs, approved by the Workforce 
Development Board of the Treasure Coast, that provide specialized workforce training needed 
for new and expanding businesses (2006-2007 Regional Targeted Occupational List includes 48 
programs within Indian River County and 37 additional programs within Martin and St. Lucie 
County, approved by the Workforce Development Board of the Treasure Coast). 
 

Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

3.1) Contact four-year 
colleges and universities to 
determine probability of 
branch campus or research 
facility 

Not done.  The Indian River 
Community College 
however, is now providing 
certain four-year degrees. 

 X  X  X Revise 

3.2) Support IRCC expansion 
through permit assistance 

Support is provided as 
needed. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
reflect recent 
name change 
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 
for IRCC to 
Indian River 
State College 

3.3) School District will offer 
adult education and 
vocational training 

Adult education programs 
and vocational training are 
provided. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.4) Promote the expansion 
of vocational education 
programs 

Vocational training is 
provided.  Local demand for 
additional programs is 
identified through the 
Workforce Develop. Board. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
make it more 
specific 

 
All policies under objective 3, except for policy 3.1, were implemented and contributed to 
meeting the objective.  Policy 3.1 should be expanded to include other training facilities that 
could support the county’s economic development activities.  Policy 3.2 should be revised to 
reflect IRCC’s recent name change and transition into a 4 year degree offering institution and 3.4 
should be revised to be more specific. 
 
New Policies 
 
New policies for providing specific job training programs should be developed and added under 
this objective. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through implementation of these policies, with deletions and additions as identified, this 
objective will continue to be achieved. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4:   Encourage Economic Development 
 
The county will continue to have policies, regulations, and economic development 
incentives in effect which encourage economic development. 
 
 
MEASURE – EXISTENCE OF INCENTIVES, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS THAT 
ENCOURAGE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES. 
 
Objective 4 was achieved. 
 
The county has policies, regulations and incentives to encourage economic development within 
the county.  This objective, however, is not end result oriented and should be revised to indicate 
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that, by 2015, the county and municipalities within the county shall have at least two additional 
established industrial/business/technology parks with sufficient land and adequate infrastructure 
to accommodate new or expanding businesses.  At least one of these parks should be developed 
for Biotech industries. 
 
 

Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

4.1) The county through its 
Comp. Plan and LDRs shall 
maintain and/or improve its 
characteristics by providing 
protection of environmental, 
cultural, and aesthetic features. 

The county comp. plan 
and LDRs provide 
protection of 
environmental, cultural, 
and aesthetic features. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.2) Review and evaluate the 
county's land development 
regulations for impediments to 
economic develop. 

LDRs are reviewed by 
the Professional Services 
Advisory Committee 
(PSAC) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.3) By 2000, the County shall 
place forms, applications, 
policies and regulations on a 
website 

LDRs, comp. plan and 
other forms are provided 
on the county website. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
indicate that 
county shall 
maintain its 
website. 

4.4) Request that federal and 
state agencies expedite their 
permitting process 

Request submitted. X  X  X  Revise to 
request that 
they expedite 
target 
industries. 

4.5) Provide building inspection 
services on weekends 

Weekend inspections 
service is provided as 
needed. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.6) By 1998, request that the 
City of Vero Beach consider off-
peak rates for industrial utility 
users. 

Request sent to City 
Utility Dept.   

 X  X X  Revise date 

4.7) Reevaluate economic 
development incentives & 
compare to others regularly 

Last review of incentives 
were done in 2007 and 
incentives were revised. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.8) Reassess roadway, water, 
and sewer impact fee rates on a 
regular basis (Reasonable & 
Equitable) 

Water and sewer 
capacity charges have 
not increased for over 10 
years.  Traffic impact 
fees were reassessed in 
2005 and 8 add. Impact 
fees were added.  They 
are now being re-
assessed and are 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

expected to increase as 
cost of providing 
facilities increased. 

4.9) Maintain concurrency 
database & program capital 
improvements for projected 
growth 

County maintains its CIE 
and Concurrency 
database. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.10) IRC Chamber of 
Commerce shall provide 
assistance to relocating 
companies & report actions 
taken to the EDC 

The Chamber of 
Commerce provides 
assistance as needed. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.11) IRC Chamber of 
Commerce shall provide a 
community information package 
for employees of new companies 

Information package is 
available through the 
Chamber of Commerce. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.12)  Provide affordable 
housing through various 
programs 

Affordable housing 
assistance provided 
through housing 
assistance programs. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.13) By 1998, request that the 
Tax Collectors office categorize 
occupational licenses by NAICS 
code. 

Request submitted – tax 
collector’s computer 
system could not change 

 X  X X  Delete 

 
All policies under objective 4, except for policy 4.6, were implemented.  Policies 4.6 and 4.13 
did not contribute to meeting the objective.  Since the Tax Collector’s office could not 
accommodate the requested change, policy 4.13 should be deleted. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through implementation of these policies, with the deletions as noted, this objective will 
continue to be achieved.  Policies 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 should be moved to objective 4. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5:  Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, the county will have a mechanism in place to ensure cooperation from 
municipalities, state, and federal agencies for economic development. 
 
MEASURE – EXISTENCE OF COORDINATION MECHANISMS BETWEEN 
GOVERNMENT AGENCIES. 
 
No formal coordination mechanisms exist.  Objective 5 was not achieved. 
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This objective is not measurable, and therefore should be revised to state that there will be an 
adopted interlocal agreement between the county and the cities and towns, which agreement 
shall provide for coordinated economic development. 
 
 

Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

5.1) The county shall involve 
appropriate parties in economic 
development projects 

Appropriate entities are 
involved. 

X  X   X Maintain 

5.2) Request information from 
all local govt's on possible site 
locations for economic 
development prospects 

Properties are listed in a 
commercial/industrial 
database on the Chamber 
of Commerce Website 
(sales, lease, vacant land, 
and buildings). 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.3) Provide an efficient 
permitting process & assist with 
non-county permit processes 

Assistance is provided as 
needed. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under objective 5 were implemented.  These policies should be maintained because 
they are instrumental to facilitating economic development within the county. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Policies under objective 5 are appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6:  Tourism Development 
 
By FY 2000/01, the County’s annual local option tourist tax revenue will be at least 
$1,400,000. 

 
MEASURE – AMOUNT OF TOURIST TAX REVENUE.   
 
In 2000/01, the county collected $1,419,193 tourist tax.  Objective 6 was achieved. 
 
Overall, this is an appropriate objective, in that setting an objective of reaching a certain amount 
of tourist tax dollars shows that tourism has increased; however, the objective’s target date and 
target value should be revised.  In addition, the wording of the objective should be revised to 
reflect that what the County really desires to accomplish is increased tourism and that the 
tourism tax is one way of measuring whether or not the County has actually increased tourism.   
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Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

6.1) Tourism Division to market 
eco and cultural tourism, publish 
this and present results to 
Tourist Development Council 
(TDC). 

Tourist division prepared 
ads for various 
publications, developed 
informational 
flyers/brochures, and 
maintained a website. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.2) Market the county as a 
vacation/recreation area at travel 
shows & elsewhere, Chamber 
Rep to Report to TDC 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

6.3) Publish advertisement of 
county cross-selling tourism and 
economic development, COC to 
present to EDC and TDC 

Advertisement 
incorporates tourism and 
economic development. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.4) By 2000, County shall have 
a highway beautification plan for 
along SR 60 and US 1 and at 
interchanges 

Corridor plans prepared 
and are being 
implemented. 

X  X  X  Delete and 
move to 
Transportation 
Element 

6.5) Study the possibility of a 
highway beautification program 
with emphasis on private 
participation 

Not done. X   X X  Delete and 
move to 
Transportation 
Element 

6.6) County to Fund Projects 
that Preserve County Beaches 

Various projects were 
completed and funded by 
grants and the tourist 
tax. 

X  X  X  Delete and 
move to Coastal 
Management 
Element 

 
All policies under objective 6, except for policy 6.5, were implemented and contributed in 
meeting the objective.  With respect to policy 6.5, highway beautification was examined as part 
of the development of corridor regulations.  While the potential of establishing a voluntary 
program of businesses beautifying their road frontages was not considered, it should still be 
considered and reviewed with businesses and business associations.  Although policies 6.4, 6.5, 
and 6.6 contributed to meeting the objective, each of these policies would be more appropriately 
placed in other elements of the Comprehensive plan.  Policies 6.4 and 6.5 deal with 
transportation related issues and should be moved to the Transportation Element and policy 6.6 
deals with coastal issues and should be moved to the Coastal Management Element.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through implementation of these policies, with revisions as identified, objective 6 will continue 
to be achieved.  
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OBJECTIVE 7: Improved Pro-Economic Development Perception 
 
By 2000, the county will develop an enhanced reputation regarding its support of economic 
development. 
 
MEASURE - AN ENHANCED REPUTATION.   
 
This objective is not measurable and should be revised to state that, by 2020, at least 50% of the 
County’s population will recognize the importance of and support county economic 
enhancement activities.  The revised objective can be measured through the use of surveys. 
 
 

Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does this Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objective? 

Was the 
Original Policy 
Appropriate? 

Policy Description Action/ Accomplishment 
 

Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Should the 
Policy be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

7.1) Update the 1985 Overall 
Economic Development Plan 
every 5 years and prepare annual 
reports 

The Treasure Coast 
Regional Planning 
Council (TCRPC) 
prepares and updates the 
OEDP. 

X  X  X  Delete 

7.2) Provide speakers to educate 
citizens, service organizations & 
special interest groups of County 
ED strategies 

EDD staff and IRC staff 
have spoken at various 
engagements. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.3) County to promote services 
of Vero Beach, Sebastian, and 
Melbourne Airports in ED 
efforts 

Various ED 
publications/ads have 
been produced.  IRC 
Chamber of Commerce 
website contains useful 
information (links to 
airport websites). 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.4) Actively work with the 
Vero Beach Airport and its 
marketing plan to market 
industrial lots and space 

IRC Chamber of 
Commerce website lists 
properties for sale and 
lease. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.5) Regularly compare IRC 
crime rates with south florida 
crime rates 

Low crime has been 
identified in past 
advertisements. 

X  X  X  Move under 
objective 1 

7.6) Continue to maintain and 
increase level of public and 
private funding support for ED 

The EDD of the 
Chamber of Commerce 
is funded in part by 
private contributions and 
in part by public 
contributions.  Further, 
the private sector 
engages in activities to 
promote ED 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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All policies under objective 7, except for policy 7.1, were implemented and contributed to 
meeting the objective. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Policy 7.1 should be deleted, and policy 7.5 should be move to under objective 1.  Policy 7.1 
should be deleted because the efforts of the Overall Economic Development Plan are duplicated 
by the County’s Economic Development Element and the Treasure Coast Regional Planning 
Council Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy. Policy 7.5 should be moved under 
objective 1 because it more appropriately applies to that objective. 
 

NEW OBJECTIVE AND POLICIES 
 
Since an increase in the county’s annual average wage is an important economic development 
indicator, a new objective should be added to the EDE to state that:  Through the plan time 
horizon, the County’s Annual Average Wage will be within 10% of the Florida annual average 
wage (2006 annual average wage: Florida = $38,497, and Indian River County = $33,910 as 
reported by the Florida Agency for Workforce Innovation, Labor Market Statistics Center, Local 
Area Unemployment Statistics Program, in cooperation with the U.S. Department of Labor, 
Bureau of Labor Statistics). 
 
New policies under this objective should be added.  These policies could state: 
 
 The ED marketing plan shall emphasize attracting industries with high paying jobs 
 The County’s ED incentives should include providing bonuses to high paying industries 

 
In addition, a policy should be added under Objective 4 that focuses on the development of new 
farm related products to replace citrus.  This is in recognition of the fact that the citrus industry 
has been declining and it is in recognition of the fact that the citrus industry has been an 
important export based industry for the County.   

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Economic Development Element, with the proposed revisions, deletions, 
and additions, are sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 

FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, text, and goals, 
objectives and policies of the Economic Development Element.  Much of the update involves the 
inclusion of new data. 
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ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
The following are the anticipated amendments of the Economic Development Element. 
 
 
TABLES AND FIGURES 
 
All of the Economic Development Element’s tables and figures must be updated to reflect 
current conditions. 
 
TEXT 
 
Major portion of the text of the Economic Development Element must be revised with new data 
including existing conditions and analysis.
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OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Economic Development Element 
are summarized below. 
 
Objectives Policies Action (Revision, Deletion, Addition) 
1 ----- Revise objective’s target and target date 
1 1.1 Revise 
1 1.2 Revise 
1 1.6 Revise 
1 1.7 Revise 
1 1.8 Revise 
1 1.10 Delete 
1 New policy Add new policy requiring employment 

opportunities to be placed on DemandStar 
2 ----- Revise objective’s target and target date 
2 2.1 Revise 
2 2.2 Delete 
2 2.4 Revise 
2 2.6 Revise 
2 New policy 2.2 Add new policy to study feasibility of establishing 

a research/technology park land use designation 
3 ---- Revise objective’s target and target date 
3 3.1 Maintain 
3 3.2 Revise 
3 3.4 Revise 
3 New policy Add new policy for job training 
4 ----- Revise the objective 
4 4.3 Revise 
4 4.4 Revise 
4 4.6 Revise date 
4 4.13 Delete 
4 New policy New policy  that focuses on the development of 

new farm industries 
5 ----- Revise to state that there will be an adopted 

interlocal agreement for coordinated ED 
6 ----- Revise objective 
6 6.4 Delete and move to Transportation Element 
6 6.5 Delete and move to Transportation Element 
6 6.6 Delete and move to Coastal Management Element 
7 ----- Revise objective 
7 7.1 Delete 
7 7.5 Move under objective 1 
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Objectives Policies Action (Revision, Deletion, Addition) 
New Obj. ----- New objective for wages 
New Obj. New Policies New policies under wage objective 
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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 

ELEMENT: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 

CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Demographics of Indian River 
County         

     139,757  2007  
    135,215  2006  
Total Population 100,375  130,043   
Population 0-14 years  16,613 16.57% 19,953 15.34% 
Population 15-24 years 9,335 9.31% 13,502 10.38% 
Population 25-44 years 24,082 24.02% 26,221 20.16% 
Population 45-64 years 21,431 21.38% 34,796 26.76% 
Population 65 years and Over 28,800 28.73% 35,571 27.35% 

Note: 2005 data are from the Florida 
Legislature Office of Economic and 
Demographic Research. 

Median Age, Indian River County 43.8  47.9  
Median Age, Florida 37.8  

1995 

University of Florida 
Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

39.7  

2005 

University of Florida Bureau of Economic 
and Business Research 

         

Population Change Due to Natural 
Increase & Net Migration 

Years 1990-1995   
 

Years 2000-2005  
  

Natural Increase 
-715 0%  -2,571 0% 

The Proportion of deaths versus births 
increased between the two time periods 

Net Migration 
10,768 100%  

University of Florida 
Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

19,667 100% 

2005 

Net Migration attributed to a greater 
proportion of population increase than 
natural increase 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Year Population Adjacent and Treasure 
Coast Counties and State 

   
 

2000 2005 

  

Florida 
                  
14,149,317   15,982,824 17,918,227 

 

Indian River County 
                      
100,261   112,947 130,043 

 

Brevard County 
                      
444,992   476,230 531,970 

 

Martin County 
                      
112,036   126,731 141,059 

 

Okeechobee County 
                        
32,855   35,910 37,765 

 

Osceola County 
                      
136,627   172,493 235,156 

 

Palm Beach County 
                      
962,802   1,131,191 1,265,900 

 

St. Lucie County 
                      
171,160  

1995 

University of Florida 
Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

192,695 240,039 

2000 and 2005 as 
noted 

 

         
Crime 

 

% change  
between 

years 
1990-1995 

 

 

 

% change  
between 

years  
2000-2005 

  

Total Crime Index (murder, sexual 
offenses, robbery, aggravated assault, 
burglary, larceny, & motor v. theft) 

5,610 8.96% 4,740 -5.7% 
Total index crimes decreased by 870 
between 1995 and 2005 

Crimes per 100,000 population 
5,595 -1.93% 

1995 

Florida Department of 
Law Enforcement 

3,644.9 -18.1% 

2005 
Crimes per 100,000 population decreased 
by 1,950.1 between 1995 and 2005 

         
Tourism         
Percentage Distribution of Visitors 
Traveling by Air to Florida 

    
 

New York 1 12.5% 

1994 
University of Florida 

Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 1 15.8% 

2005 

Increase of 3.3% 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

California 2 6.1% 2 9.2% Increase of 3.1% 
New Jersey 3 5.7% 3 7.6% Increase of 1.9% 
Pennsylvania 4 5.7% 5 5.8% Increase of 0.1% 
Illinois 5 5.4% 4 6.6% Increase of 1.2% 
Texas 6 5.2% 8 3.5% Decrease of 1.7% 
Massachusetts 7 5.0% NA NA Dropped from list 
Ohio 8 4.3% 6 4.5% Increase of 0.2% 
Michigan 9 3.9% 7 4.1% Increase of 0.2% 
Georgia 10 3.8% 9-tie 1.7% Decrease of 2.1% 
North Carolina NA NA 9-tie 1.7% New to list 
Alabama NA NA 10 0.9% New to list 
South Carolina NA NA 11 0.7% New to list 
      
         

Percentage Distribution of Visitors 
Traveling by Automobile to Florida 

    
 

New York 4 4.9% 3 7.6% Increase of 2.7% 
California NA NA 11 0.7% New to list 
New Jersey NA NA 6-tie 4.1% New to list 
Pennsylvania 10 4.1% 10 3.4% Decrease of 0.7% 
Illinois NA NA 7 3.9% New to list 
Texas 8 4.5% 6-tie 4.1% Decrease of 0.3% 
Ohio 2 5.7% 8 3.8% Decrease of 1.9% 
Michigan 5 4.7% 9 3.6% Decrease of 1.1% 
Georgia 1 16.0% 1 18.6% Increase of 2.6% 
North Carolina 3 5.3% 4 5.8% Increase of 0.5% 
Tennessee 5 4.7% NA NA Dropped from list 
Alabama 7 4.6% 2 7.7% Increase of 3.1% 
South Carolina 9 4.3% 

1994 
University of Florida 

Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

5 5.1% 

2005 

Increase of 1.2% 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Origin of Foreign Visitors to Florida      
Canada 1,855,000  2,033.000  Increase of 178,000  people 
Western Europe 1,849,321  2,103,000  Increase of 253,679  people 
South America 1,135,849  497,000  Decrease of 638,849  people 
Caribbean 477,800  NA  Dropped from list 
Mexico 236,518  NA  Dropped from list 
Central America 230,640  

1994 
University of Florida 

Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

NA  

2005 

Dropped from list 
Other overseas (includes Japan) NA    1,502,000   New to list 
         

Tourist Facilities in Indian River 
County 

    
 

Licensed Hotels and Motels 44  31  Decrease of 13 hotels 
Licensed Hotels and Motels - # of units 2,893  1,471  Decrease of 1,422 units 
Licensed Food Service Establishments 243  305  Increase of 62 food establishments 
Licensed Food Service Establishments – 
Seating Capacity 

20,456  

1995 
University of Florida 

Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

22,762  

2006 

Increase of 2,306 seats 

         

Employment Levels of Tourist Related 
Industries in Indian River County 

    
 

Eating and Drinking Places 2,391  3,260  Increase of 869 jobs 
Hotels & Other Lodging Places 667  430  Decrease of 237 jobs 
Amusement & Recreation Services 1,285  

1995 
University of Florida 

Bureau of Economic and 
Business Research 

1,874  

2005 

Increase of 589 jobs 
         

$1,333,446.12  1997/98  
$1,411,737.89  1998/99  
$1,486,554.55  1999/2000  
$1,419,193.71  2000/01  
$1,387,527.07  2001/02  
$1,336,775.75  2002/03  

Tourist Tax Revenues Collected in 
Indian River County 

$873,394  FY 1995/96 Indian River County 
Office of Management and 

Budget 

$1,482,852.93  2003/04  
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

$1,654,413.01  2004/05  
$1,512,513.78  2005/06  
$1,470,131.54  2006/07  

         
Labor Force/Employment         
Labor Force 43,208  61,149  Increase of 17,941 employees 
Average Annual Unemployment Rate 
for Indian River County 

 9.2%  5.5% 
Decrease of 5% 

Average Annual Unemployment Rate 
for State 

 5.3% 

1996 

Florida Department of 
Labor and Employment 

Security, Bureau of Labor 
Market Information  3.8% 

2007 
Decrease of 2% 

 
 
 

      
  

Indian River County Labor 
Force\Unemployment\Unemployment 
Rate by Month 

Labor 
Force 

Unem-
ployed 

Unemploy
-ment Rate 

Labor 
Force 

Unem-
ployed 

Unemploy-
ment Rate 

 

January 42,102 3,055 7.3% 57,743 2,729 4.5 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 2.8% 
February 41,926 2,464 5.9% 57,888 2,527 4.2 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 1.7% 
March 42,530 2,321 5.5% 58,387 2,524 4.1 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 1.4% 
April 42,425 2,474 5.8% 57,875 2,468 4.1 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 1.7% 
May 42,962 4,094 9.5% 57,963 2,658 4.4 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 5.1% 
June 43,305 5,128 11.8% 57,689 3,491 5.7 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 6.1% 
July 43,503 5,691 13.1% 57,525 4,062 6.6 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 6.5% 
August 43,025 5,356 12.4% 57,356 4,197 6.8 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 5.6% 
September 43,655 5,505 12.6% 57,292 4,305 7.0 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 5.6% 
October 43,749 4,099 9.4% 57,236 3,957 6.5 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 2.9% 
November 44,519 3,268 7.3% 58,001 3,702 6.0 Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 1.3% 
December 44,789 2,849 6.4% 

1996 

Florida Department of 
Labor and Employment 

Security, Bureau of Labor 
Market Information 

58,454 3,759 6.0 

2007 

Decrease in Unemploy. Rate of 0.4% 
Annual Average 43,208 3,859 8.92%   57,784 3,365 5.5  Decrease in Unemploy Rate of 3.4% 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

 8.4% 1997  
 8.1% 1998  
 7.8% 1999  
 5.1% 2000  
 5.8% 2001  
 7% 2002  
 6.8% 2003  
 6.7% 2004  
 4.9% 2005  
 4.2% 2006  

Indian River County Unemployment 
Rate 

 8.92% 1996 
State of Florida, Agency 

for Workforce Innovation 

 5.5% 2007  
         

Indian River County Employment by 
Industry Type (SIC System) 

      
  

Ag/Fishing/Forestry 3,865 10.74%   
Construction 2,591 7.20%   
Manufacturing 2,113 5.87%   
Tpt./Comm./Public Utilities 650 1.81%   
Wholesale Trade 938 2.61%   
Retail Trade 8,304 23.07%   
Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 1,656 4.60%   
Services 11,143 30.96%   
Government 4,602 12.79% 

1995 

Florida Department of 
Labor and Employment 

Security, Bureau of Labor 
Market Information, ES-

202 Program 

  

 

Information NA NA      
        
Indian River County Employment by 
Industry Type (NAICS) 

      
 

Agriculture     2,668  
Mining                                NA  
Utilities                                31  

 
 
 

1995 data is available by Standard 
Industrial Classification Code.  2006 data 
is available by North American Industrial 

Classification System (NAICS).  Data 
from these two classification systems are 

not directly comparable.  Data and analysis 
is therefore provided in the text of the 

document comparing 2001 NAICS data to 
2006 NAICS data.   2001 was the first year 

that the NAICS system was used for 
employment data. 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Construction                                      5,780  
Manufacturing                             2,323  
Wholesale Trade                     914  
Retail Trade                                    8,270  
Transp. & Warehousing     886  
Information                                   629  
Finance & Ins.      1,604  
Real Estate     1,108  
Professional, Scientific & Tech.      2,215  
Management of Companies     121  
Administrative & Support & Waste 
Management & Remediation Services     2,306  

Educational Services            2,908  
Health Care     7,333  
Entertainment & Rec.     2,208  
Accom. & Food Services     3,719  
Other Services     1,731  
Public Administration            3,145  

 
 
 
 
 
 

2006 

         
Indian River County Major 
Employers, # of Employees and %      

 
School District of Indian River County 

 
2,444 

 
6.79% 2,203 19.04% 

Decrease of 241 employees 

 
Indian River Memorial Hospital 
(Indian River Medical Center) 

 
1,297 

 
3.60% 1,300 

11.24% 

Increase of 3 employees 

 
Publix Supermarkets 

 
695 

 
1.94% NA  

NA 

 
Wal-Mart 

 
657 

 
1.83% 449 3.88% 

Decrease of 208 employees 

 
Sun Agriculture, Inc.  

240/650 

 
0.67/1.81

% 

1996 Indian River County 
Chamber of Commerce 

350 
3.03% 

2007 

Decrease of 300 employees 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

 
Indian River County Government  

629 
 

1.75% 1,217 
10.52% 

Increase of 588 employees (2007 data 
includes all County Employees except 
Sheriffs Dept.) 

 
The New Piper Aircraft 

 
617 

 
1.71% 1,000 8.64% 

Increase of 383 employees 

 
Gracewood Fruit Packing  

100/600 

 
0.28/1.67

% 
NA 

 

Note: Press Journal reported on Aug. 2, 
2006 that the company is closing its 
packinghouse business. 

 
City of Vero Beach Government 

 
595 

 
1.65% 600 5.19% 

Increase of 5 employees 

 
Hale Indian River Groves  

75/500 

 
0.21/1.39

% 
NA 

 

NA 

 
Dodgertown Complex  

250/450 

 
0.69/1.25

% 
255 

2.20% 

Decrease of 195 employees 

 
Visiting Nurse Association 

 
408 

 
1.13% 297 2.57% 

Decrease of 111 employees 

 
Graves Brothers  

60/400 

 
0.17/1.11

% 
NA 

 

NA 

 
John’s Island  

210/380 

 
0.58/1.06

% 
446 

3.86% 

Decrease of 66 employees 

 
Sebastian River Medical Center 

 
350 

 
0.97% 530 4.58% 

Increase of 180 employees 

 
Indian River County Sheriff 
Department 

 
347 

 
0.96% 508 

4.39% 

Increase of 161 employees 

 
Indian River Estates 

 
300 

 
0.83% 442 3.82% 

Increase of 142 employees 

 
Winn Dixie 

 
260 

 
0.72% NA  

NA 

 
Disney’s Vero Beach Resort 

 
256 

 
0.71% 315 2.72% 

Increase of 59 employees 

 
Doctors Clinic 

 
250 

 
0.69% NA  

NA 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Grand Harbor Management NA NA   310 2.68%  NA 
St. Edwards School NA NA   237 2.05%  NA 
City of Sebastian NA NA   211 1.82%  NA 
Macho Products, Inc/MDI NA NA   173 1.50%  NA 
Flight Safety International NA NA   180 1.56%  NA 
Indian River National Bank NA NA   100 0.86%  NA 
CVS Warehouse/Distribution NA NA   275 2.38%  NA 
Medical Data System NA NA   171 1.48%  NA 
         

Indian River County Wages by Major 
SIC Division 

 
Annual Average 

Wage 

 
Share of 

Total 
County 
Wages 

 
Annual Average 

Wage 

 
Share of 

Total County 
Wages 

 
Ag/Fishing/Forestry 

 
$17,880 

 
8.59%   

 
Construction 

 
$21,885 

 
7.05%   

 
Manufacturing 

 
$28,159 

 
7.40%   

 
Tpt./Comm./Public Utilities 

 
$24,363 

 
1.97%   

 
Wholesale Trade 

 
$25,840 

 
4.40%   

 
Retail Trade 

 
$14,607 

 
15.08%   

 
Finance/Insurance/Real Est. 

 
$31,690 

 
6.52%   

 
Services 

 
$23,576 

 
32.66%   

 
Government 

 
$29,836 

 
16.09% 

1995 

Florida Department of 
Labor and Employment 

Security, Bureau of Labor 
Market Information, ES-

202 Program 

  

Information NA NA     

 

Average $22,349       
        

1995 data is available by Standard 
Industrial Classification Code.  2006 data 
is available by North American Industrial 
Classification System (NAICS).  Data 
from these two classification systems are 
not directly comparable.  Data and analysis 
is therefore provided in the text of the 
document comparing 2001 NAICS data to 
2006 NAICS data.   2001 was the first year 
that the NAICS system was used for 
employment data. 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Indian River County Wages by Major 
NAICS Division 

      
 

Agriculture      $    23,482.00   
Mining                                 NA  
Utilities                                 $    24,736.00   
Construction                                       $    36,204.00   
Manufacturing                              $    38,436.00   
Wholesale Trade                      $    53,270.00   
Retail Trade                                     $    24,626.00   
Transp. & Warehousing      $    39,557.00   
Information                                    $    48,677.00   
Finance & Ins.       $    59,185.00   
Real Estate      $    31,711.00   
Professional, Scientific & Tech.       $    55,355.00   
Management of Companies      $  106,024.00   
Administrative & Support & Waste 
Management & Remediation Services      $    24,508.00   

Educational Services             $    36,208.00   
Health Care      $    40,596.00   
Entertainment & Rec.      $    25,623.00   
Accom. & Food Services      $    16,215.00   
Other Services      $    24,018.00   
Public Administration             $    40,898.00   

2006 

         
Indian River County Income Levels         

$42,200.00   1997  
$42,900.00   1998  
$47,100.00   1999  
$47,700.00  2000  
$48,400.00  2001  

Median Household Income $40,400.00  1996  
Florida Housing Finance 

Agency and the U.S. Dept. 
of Commerce, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Reg. 

Economic Information $52,400.00  2002  
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

$50,900.00  2003  
$52,400.00  2004  
$53,250.00  2005  

System 

$55,500.00  2006  
         

$32,881.00   1997  
$34,608.00   1998  
$35,788.00   1999  
$37,110.00  2000  
$39,470.00  2001  
$39,683.00  2002  
$40,162.00  2003  
$40,677.00  2004  
$41,560.00  2005  

Per Capita Income 

$31,479  1996 

Florida Housing Finance 
Agency and the U.S. Dept. 
of Commerce, Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, Reg. 

Economic Information 
System 

$49,305.00  2006  
         
Building Permit Activity         
Unincorporated Indian River County 
Building Permit Activity 

    
 

Residential 
561 dwelling units  

2,415 dwelling 
units 

 
Increase of 1,854 dwelling units 

Multi-family 285 dwelling units  180 dwelling units  Decrease of 105 dwelling units 
Commercial 75 permits  

1996 
Indian River County 
Building Department 

90 permits  

2006 

Increase of 15 permits 
        

Unincorporated Indian River County 
Building Permit Estimated Costs     

For 2005 data, the “Other” category 
includes Miscellaneous permits, Modular 
Homes, and Mobile Homes.  It excludes 

numerous other categories, including 
fences, storm damage permits…. 

Residential 
 

$84,165,369  

1996 
Indian River County 
Building Department 

$581,962,544  

2006 

Increase of $497,797,175 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Multi-family 
 

$29,422,993  $47,252,412  Increase of $17,829,419 

Public Buildings 
 

$1,260,645  $0  Decrease of $1,260,645 

Commercial 
 

$61,277,799  $71,776,115  Increase of $10,498,316 

Others 
 

$4,257,584  $25,313,575  Increase of $21,055,991 

         
C/I Nodes Acreage    Acreage   Acreage Change 
U.S. 1 & Roseland Road 138.17  135.04  -3.13 

Gibson Street 14.51  14.51  0 
U.S. 1/ Sebastian City Limits to 
Schumann Drive 139.51  139.76 

 
0.25 

U.S. 1/ Schumann Drive to Breezy 
Village 145.07  136.22 

 
-8.85 

U.S. 1 & C.R. 510 (north) 283.27  283.27  0 

U.S. 1/ C.R. 510 to Hobart Road 180.44  180.77  0.33 

C.R. 510 & S.R. A1A 16.19  16.19  0 

C.R. 510 & 62nd Avenue 5.35  5.35  0 

C.R. 512 & C.R. 510 45.21  42.16  -3.05 

I-95 & C.R. 512 579.22  274.87  -304.35 

U.S. 1 / 77th Street to 69th Street 196.6  192.44  -4.16 

U.S. 1/ 69th Street to 57th Street 238.28  90.63  -147.65 

U.S. 1/ 57th Street to 49th Street 187.81  187.75  -0.06 

U.S. 1/ 49th Street to 38th Lane 162.41  161.34  -1.07 

U.S. 1 & 37th Street/ Medical Node 452.55  452.47  -0.08 
U.S. 1/ Vero Beach City Limits to 8th 
Street 222.55  217.27 

 
-5.28 

U.S. 1/ 8th Street to 1st Street S.W. 194.14  188.06  -6.08 

U.S. 1/ 1st Street S.W. to 9th Street S.W. 114.66  116.04  1.38 

U.S. 1/ Oslo Road to 17th Street S.W. 64.05  58.94  -5.11 
U.S. 1/ 17th street S.W. to S. County 
Line 38.52  

1998 Indian River County 
Commercial/Industrial 

Node Databook 

39.11 
 

2007 

0.59 
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CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE EXISTING CONDITIONS (2005-2006) STATISTIC 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND- 

ING YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPOND

-ING YEAR 

COMMENTS 

Grand Harbor 31.85  31.85  0 

Gifford 498.02  498.61  0.59 

S.R. 60 & 58th Avenue  329.29  329.91  0.62 

S.R. 60 & I-95 869.31  866.65  -2.66 

Oslo Road & 27th Avenue 60.08  61.53  1.45 

Oslo Road & 43rd Avenue 89.2  90.16  0.96 

43rd Avenue & 1st Street S.W. 17.78  17.61  -0.17 

Oslo Road & 74th Avenue 539.54  558.74  19.2 

Oslo Road 126.4  126.33  -0.07 

Moorings 10.08  10.08  0 

Roseland Neighborhood 1.73  1.77  0.04 

S.R. 60 & 66th Avenue Neighborhood 2.77  2.72  -0.05 

S.R. 60 & 74th Avenue 2.8  2.83  0.03 

County Line & 27th Avenue 6.68  6.72  0.04 

Total 6,004.04   5,537.70   -466.34 
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APPENDIX B 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT 
EVALUATING THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES 

 
Objective Achieved? OBJECTIVE Measurable Target Conditions at Time of 

Plan Adoption (1995) 
Existing Conditions 

Yes No Other(s) (Specify) 
Comments/Recommended Action 

Year State County 
2000 3.8% 5.1% 
2001 4.7% 5.8% 
2002 5.7% 7.0% 
2003 5.3% 6.6% 
2004 4.7% 6.5% 
2005 3.8% 4.6% 
2006 3.3% 4.2% 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: Low Unemployment Rate.  
By 2000, the county will have an average annual 
unemployment rate that is within two percentage 
points of the State of Florida’s average annual 
unemployment rate.  
 Unemployment rate 

- 9.8% Average Annual 
County Unemployment  
- 5.5% Average Annual 
State Unemployment 
(Difference = 4.3%) 
Source: Florida Agency 
For Workforce 
Innovation 

2007 3.8% 5.5% 

X    

In 2000, the county had an average annual 
unemployment rate 1.3% above the state of 
Florida. (0.8% above the state of Florida in 
2005). 
 
This objective should be updated to include 
a new target year and new target value.  
This objective should be maintained in its 
current form or a similar form.  The EDC 
recommends that this objective be revised 
to stat that the County’s unemployment rate 
will be no more than 1% point higher than 
the state unemployment rate. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2: Diversified Economic Growth 
Between 2005 and 2010, Indian River County will 
increase the number of jobs in the county’s target 
industries by 800 (the Chamber of Commerce will 
keep track of new jobs created within the target 
industries list and provide reports annually). 
 

Number of jobs in 
the Counties target 
industries 

NA 

In 2005, there were 10,808 
target industry jobs in the 
County.  In 2006, there were 
11,188 target industry jobs in the 
County (difference of 380 jobs). 

  

This Objective was 
revised by the County 
in 2005.  At that time, 
the objective stated 
that manufacturing 
jobs would represent at 
least 8% of total 
county employment in 
2001.  That Objective 
was not achieved.   

The due date for this objective is 2010. 
 
With the trend of 380 new jobs per year, 
this objective will be achieved. 
 
This objective should be updated to set a 
new target date of 2015 and increase the 
number of additional target industry jobs to 
1,000. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3:  Skilled Labor Force 
By 2002, Indian River County will have additional 
educational facilities offering post-secondary 
education and vocational training. 

Addition of post-
secondary 
educational 
opportunities 

Indian River 
Community College 
(IRCC) Mueller 
Campus 

Minor expansions have occurred 
at IRCC X   

This objective must be revised to put 
emphasis on providing job training 
programs instead of post-secondary 
education.  Workforce Solutions maintains 
a Targeted Occupations List that it approves 
and encourages post-secondary institutions 
to use to identify and offer training 
programs/classes. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4:  Encourage Economic Development 
The county will continue to have policies, 

Economic 
Development 
Incentives 

 
 
In September of 1995 

County has several local 
economic development incentive 
programs.  They include: 1) 

X   
Recently, the EDC reviewed and updated 
each incentive to reflect changed 
circumstances. 
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Objective Achieved? OBJECTIVE Measurable Target Conditions at Time of 
Plan Adoption (1995) 

Existing Conditions 
Yes No Other(s) (Specify) 

Comments/Recommended Action 

regulations, and economic development incentives in 
effect which encourage economic development. 
 

the County began 
participation in the 
State’s Qualified Target 
Industry Program (QTI). 
  
 
In 1996, the County 
then adopted all of its 
local economic 
development incentive 
programs. 

Local Jobs Grant Program. 2) 
Traffic Impact Fee Financing 
Program. 3) Utility Deposit 
Waivers. 4) Expedited 
permitting process. 5) Financing 
of water and sewer impact fees.  
Incentive programs have seen 
limited use.  Only three local 
jobs grant agreements have been 
approved since 1998.  None of 
the other incentives have been 
utilized. 
 

 
This objective should be revised to be 
consistent with the definition of an 
objective with an end result determined.  
The objective should be revised to indicate 
that by 2015, the County and municipalities 
within the County shall have a total of at 
least two additional established 
industrial/business/technology parks with 
sufficient land and adequate infrastructure 
to accommodate new or expanding 
businesses with at least one of the parks 
developed for Biotech industries. 

 
OBJECTIVE 5: Intergovernmental Coordination 
By 2000, the county will have a mechanism in place 
to ensure cooperation from municipalities, state, and 
federal agencies for economic development. 
 

Specific 
Mechanisms/ 
Processes for 
intergovernmental 
coordination 

EDC includes 
representatives from all 
municipalities, 
Sebastian Chamber of 
Commerce, and other 
public and private 
agencies and groups. 

Coordination regularly occurs 
between jurisdictions as part of 
normal development review 
processes.  The EDC continues 
to have members from various 
groups, public, and private 
agencies. 

X  This objective is 
vague. 

The County partially achieved this objective 
through its normal development review 
processes and organizations.  No formal 
mechanism, however, has been established. 
 
This objective is not measurable, and it is 
not needed as coordination with other 
jurisdictions occurs through other 
objectives and policies.  Objective 5 should 
be deleted. 

FY Tourist Tax 
Revenue 

2000/01 $1,419,193 
2001/02 $1,387,527 
2002/03 $1,336,775 
2003/04 $1,482,852 
2004/05 $1,654,413 
2005/06 $1,512,513 

 
OBJECTIVE 6: Tourism Development 
By FY 2000/01, the County’s annual local option 
tourist tax revenue will be at least  $1,400,000. 
 

Local option tourist 
tax revenue for FY 
2000/01 

FY 1994/95 = $671,295 
FY 1995/96 = $873,394 

2006/07 $1,470,131 

X   
Since the Tourist Development Council is 
in charge of tourism activities, this objective 
and related policies should be deleted. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7: Improved Pro-Economic 
Development Perception 
By 2000, the county will develop an enhanced 
reputation regarding its support of economic 
development. 
 

Public’s perception 
of county’s 
economic 
development effort 

General support of 
Economic Development 

General support for Economic 
Development  X  Objective is vague and 

not measurable. 

This objective is vague and not measurable 
and should be deleted.  By achieving other 
objectives such as reducing unemployment 
rates, increasing the average wages, and 
building additional industrial parks, the 
County’s economic development perception 
will be enhanced. 
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APPENDIX C 
 

Indian River County  
Total Employment by Target Industry 

2001 - 2006 

Specific Target Industry Categories NAICS Code 
2001 
Employ. 

2002 
Employ. 

2003 
Employ. 

2004 
Employ. 

2005 
Employ. 2006 Employ. 

Animal Aquaculture  11,251   0 0 0 0   
Food Manufacturing 311 237 242 206 0 44 30 
Publishing Industries 511 330 302 316 348 381 376 
Printing and Related Support Activities 323 69 81 86 79 74 50 
Fabricated Metal Products Manufacturing 332 167 282 343 151 158 174 
Machinery Manufacturing 333 190 139 130 137 120 134 
Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing 334 97 19 22 22 19 34 
Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 336 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Support Activities for Transportation 488 0 103 112 105 107 137 
Warehousing and Storage 493 99 0 0 0 25 0 
Broadcasting & Telecommunications 513 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Finance & Insurance 52 1,103 1,161 1,386 1,476 1,549 1,607 
Computer Systems Design and Related Services 5,415 64 65 77 57 83 127 
Data Processing Services 5,142 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Health Care & Social Assistance 62 6,176 6,598 6,798 7,075 7,254 7,345 
Research and Development in Physical, Engineering, and Life 
Sciences 54,171 72 77 18 45 40 63 
Junior Colleges 6,112 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 6,113 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Business Schools and Computer Management Training 6,114 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Technical and Trade Schools 6,115 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL   8,604 9,069 9,494 9,495 9,854 10,077 
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Other clean light industries that have average annual wages 
which are above the county-wide average annual wage 
(Currently Existing Within County) NAICS Code 

2001 
Employ. 

2002 
Employ 

2003 
Employ 

2004 
Employ. 

2005 
Employ. 2006 Employ. 

Wood Product Manufacturing 321 49 56 54 54 85 144 
Nonmetallic Mineral Product Manufacturing 327 101 108 101 106 105 120 
Furniture and Related Product Manufacturing 337 73 76 73 97 92 73 
Plastics and Rubber Products Manufacturing 326 140 113 0 98 96 171 
Motion picture and sound recording industries                     512 89 0 0 0 0 0 
Telecommunications                                                517 304 157 90 0 91 105 
ISPs, search portals, and data processing                         518 36 24 21 38 56 20 
Specialized Design Services 5,414 87 86 84 82 152 167 
Computer Systems Design and Related Services 5,415 64 65 77 57 83 127 
Scientific Research and Development Services 5,417 72 77 18 45 40 63 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 55 55 53 105 119 154 121 
Total Other Industries   1,070 815 623 696 954 1,111 
                

    
Total 
Jobs 

Total 
Jobs Total Jobs Total Jobs Total Jobs Total Jobs 

Total Combined   9,674 9,884 10,117 10,191 10,808 11,188 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: Data is from the Quarterly Census of Wages and Employment (QCEW/ES-202), which summarizes industry employment and wage data for all employers covered by 
state Unemployment Insurance (UI) laws and federal workers covered by the Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE) program.   
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ATTACHMENT 1: GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 
 
 
It is the goal of Indian River County to have balanced and orderly economic growth. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1:  Low Unemployment Rate 
 
By 2000, the county will have an average annual unemployment rate that is within two 
percentage points of the State of Florida’s average annual unemployment rate. 
 
Policy 1.1: The county shall focus its industrial expansion efforts on attracting and expanding 
clean, small-scale light manufacturing and assembly industries. 
 
Policy 1.2:  The county shall encourage the expansion of existing industries and attraction of 
new industries that are within the target industries list (Policy 2.6) by offering the following 
county adopted economic development incentives and assistance: 
 

 Local Jobs Grant Program; 
 Traffic Impact Fee Financing; 
 Utility Deposit Waivers; 
 Expedited permitting process; 
 Water and sewer impact fees financing;  
 Maintenance of sufficient infrastructure capacity (roads, water, sewer); 
 Provision of Industrial Revenue Bonds; 
 Provision of job training through Indian River Community College and the Jobs and 

Education Partnership program; 
 Assistance with federal or state grant applications (such as Community Development 

Block Grants); 
 State Qualified Target Industry Tax Refund Program. 

 
Policy 1.3:  The Economic Development Division of the Indian River County Chamber of 
Commerce and other economic development groups designated by the Board of County 
Commissioners shall promote the growth of industries listed in the target industries list (Policy 
2.6).  The Economic Development Division shall determine the methods to be used to promote 
the growth of those industries and identify these methods in its annual marketing plan.  The 
results will be presented to the Economic Development Council on a quarterly basis. 
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Policy 1.4:  On an annual basis, the Economic Development Division of the Indian River County 
Chamber of Commerce and other economic development groups designated by the Board of 
County Commissioners shall survey local businesses that are included in the county’s targeted 
industries list and have more than ten employees.  The purpose of the survey is to identify 
opportunities and problems associated with local businesses, the type of job training and 
assistance needed by businesses, businesses willing to expand, businesses considering relocation, 
and linked businesses.  The Economic Development Division and other economic development 
groups shall report survey results to the Economic Development Council at the first meeting of 
each calendar year. 
 
Policy 1.5:  The Economic Development Division of the Indian River County Chamber of 
Commerce shall continue to contact businesses, as identified in its marketing plan, to encourage 
those businesses to consider Indian River County as a possible location.  The county’s list of 
targeted industries shall be the Economic Development Division’s guide for the type of 
businesses to contact.  On a quarterly basis, the Economic Development Director of the Chamber 
of Commerce shall report to the Economic Development Council the number of businesses that 
were contacted, the type of businesses that were contacted, the number of persons employed by 
each of the businesses, and the result or actions taken from those contacts.  
 
Policy 1.6:  The county, the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce, and other economic 
development groups designated by the Board of County Commissioners shall continue to inform 
existing and relocating businesses of training programs that are offered by the Indian River 
Community College, the Jobs and Education Partnership Program, and local high schools.  
Representatives from these institutions shall be invited to provide an annual report to the 
Economic Development Council summarizing what type of training assistance was provided to 
local businesses. 
 
Policy 1.7:  As an employer, the county shall notify local residents and local business of any 
employment or service contract opportunities by advertising job opportunities in the local 
newspaper and by sending request for proposals to appropriate local businesses.  To ensure 
proper notification, the county’s General Services Department shall maintain a list of local 
businesses and contractors. 
 
Policy 1.8:  The county shall on a semi-annual basis re-evaluate the size and location of its 
commercial/industrial nodes.  On an annual basis, the county shall update its 
Commercial/Industrial Data Source Book.  This book consists of planning, zoning, and land use 
information helpful to businesses desiring to relocate. 
 
Policy 1.9:  The county shall provide for the issuance of Industrial Development Bonds for new 
industries. 
 
Policy 1.10:  The county shall maintain its utility line extension reimbursement policy for firms 
which oversize utility lines consistent with the Indian River County Utilities Master Plan. 
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Policy 1.11:  The county shall maintain its existing process of addressing complaints or concerns 
by business owners.  This involves designating the County Planning Director and the Director of 
Economic Development of the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce to act as facilitators. 
Both the county and the Chamber of Commerce shall present a report of business complaints and 
concerns as well as proposed solutions to the Indian River County Economic Development 
Council. 
 
OBJECTIVE 2:  Diversified Economic Growth 
 
Between 2005 and 2010, Indian River County will increase the number of jobs in the county’s 
target industries by 800 (the Chamber of Commerce will keep track of new jobs created within 
the target industries list and provide reports annually).  
 
Policy 2.1:  The county shall maintain a current economic base study by updating the study 
every two years. 
 
Policy 2.2:  Based upon the conclusions of each updated economic base study, the county shall 
adopt appropriate or revise existing economic development plan policies. 
 
Policy 2.3:  The county shall designate sufficient land on its Comprehensive Plan Future Land 
Use Map for future commercial/industrial uses and shall provide infrastructure (potable water 
and roads, and to the extent feasible sanitary sewer) for these lands to facilitate development of 
industrial parks within the county. 
 
Policy 2.4: The county shall assist private industrial park developers to establish industrial parks 
at the SR 60/I-95, CR 512/I-95, and Oslo Road/74th Ave. commercial/industrial nodes, and at 
other appropriate locations within the county.  Assistance will include providing pre-application 
meetings to determine needs and requirements of potential industrial park developers, expediting 
the permitting process, assisting with appropriate grant applications, and providing information 
pertaining to available incentives. 
 
Policy 2.5:  By March of every year, the Economic Development Division of the Indian River 
County Chamber of Commerce shall develop a marketing plan that specifies actions that will be 
taken during that year to market the county’s economic development potential.  The marketing 
plan shall provide detailed budget information pertaining to any funds that the Chamber of 
Commerce is requesting from the Board of County Commissioners for the upcoming fiscal year. 
 Before the marketing plan and request for funds is submitted to the Board, the plan shall be 
presented to and approved by the Economic Development Council. 
 
Policy 2.6: The county, in coordination with the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce, 
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shall establish a list of target industries and evaluate this list at least every two years in order to 
reflect the current economic needs of the county as well as the actual marketing results.  The 
following is the current North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) list of the 
county’s target industries: 
 
Industry Description NAICS Code SIC Code 
Animal Aquaculture  11251 0273 
Food Manufacturing 311 20  
Publishing Industries 511 27 
Printing and Related Support Activities 323 27 
Fabricated Metal Products Manufacturing 332 34  
Machinery Manufacturing 333 35 
Computer and Electronic Product Manufacturing 334   35 
Transportation Equipment Manufacturing 336 37  
Support Activities for Transportation 488 47  
Warehousing and Storage 493  
Broadcasting & Telecommunications 513 48 
Finance & Insurance 52    
Computer Systems Design and Related Services 5415 737 
Data Processing Services 5142 737 
Health Care & Social Assistance 62 80 
Research and Development in Physical, Engineering, and Life 
Sciences 

54171  

Junior Colleges 6112  
Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 6113  
Business Schools and Computer Management Training 6114  
Technical and Trade Schools 6115  
Other clean light industries that have average annual wages which are above the county-wide 
average annual wage 
 
OBJECTIVE 3:   Skilled Labor Force 
 
By 2002, Indian River County will have additional educational facilities offering post-
secondary education and vocational training. 
 
Policy 3.1:  The county shall contact four-year colleges or universities to determine the 
probability of a branch campus or research facility being established in Indian River County. 
 
Policy 3.2:  The county shall support the expansion of the local branch of Indian River 
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Community College (IRCC) by providing assistance during the permitting process. 
 
Policy 3.3:  The county, through the school district, shall continue to offer adult education 
classes and vocational training for county residents. 
 
Policy 3.4:  The county shall promote expansion of vocational education programs in the county 
by demonstrating to the educational institutions a definitive local demand for expanded 
programs. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4:   Encourage Economic Development 
 
The county will continue to have policies, regulations, and economic development 
incentives in effect which encourage economic development. 
 
Policy 4.1:  The county, through its Comprehensive Plan and Land Development Regulations, 
shall maintain and/or improve its characteristics which attract businesses to Indian River County 
by providing protection for its environmental, cultural, and aesthetic features. 
 
Policy 4.2:  The county, through its Professional Services Advisory Committee, shall review and 
evaluate the county’s land development regulations on a regular basis.  Any regulations that 
might impede economic development will be considered and evaluated by the Professional 
Services Advisory Committee for possible revision. 
 
Policy 4.3:  By 2000, the county shall make its policies, regulations, information, and application 
forms available for the public to access through a county web site on the Internet. 
 
Policy 4.4:  The county shall request in writing that Federal and State agencies expedite their 
permitting processes by eliminating duplication and streamlining permit processing. 
 
Policy 4.5:  The county building division shall provide weekend inspection services at cost, 
based on employee availability and the commercial/industrial tenant's need. 
 
Policy 4.6:  By 1998, the county shall request in writing that the City of Vero Beach consider the 
possibility of providing off-peak rates and volume discounts to industrial utility users. 
 
Policy 4.7:  The county shall on a regular basis re-evaluate its economic development incentives 
by comparing its incentives with incentives offered by other jurisdictions. 
 
Policy 4.8:  The county shall ensure that impact fees are reasonable and equitable compared to 
the impact that new commercial/industrial development will have on the county's roadways and 
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water and wastewater systems by reassessing impact fee rates on a regular basis. 
 
Policy 4.9:  The county shall continue to maintain its database of capacity and demand 
information for all concurrency related services and facilities.  The county will use this database 
to program capital improvements to ensure that all services and facilities have adequate capacity 
to accommodate projected growth and development. 
 
Policy 4.10:  The Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and other economic development 
groups designated by the Board of County Commissioners shall provide assistance to relocating 
companies during the relocation process and afterwards as needed and report any actions taken 
to the Economic Development Council at their regular meeting. 
 
Policy 4.11:  The Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and other economic development 
groups designated by the Board of County Commissioners shall develop and provide a 
community information package for new employees relocating to Indian River County. 
 
Policy 4.12:  The county, through its Local Housing Assistance Program, Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit Program, and other housing programs, shall continue to provide affordable housing in 
the county. 
 
Policy 4.13:  By 1998, the county shall in writing request that the Tax Collector’s Office 
categorize occupational licenses by NAICS code.  This new categorization of occupational 
licenses will provide employment information that is currently not available through any other 
source. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5:  Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, the county will have a mechanism in place to ensure cooperation from 
municipalities, state, and federal agencies for economic development. 
 
Policy 5.1:  The county shall involve appropriate parties in any economic development project so 
that all entities are properly represented. 
 
Policy 5.2:  The county, through the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and its 
Economic Development Division, shall request that all local governments within the county 
provide information pertaining to possible site locations for economic development prospects. 
 
Policy 5.3: The county, through pre-application meetings and Technical Review Committee 
meetings, shall review procedures, identify needed permits, and provide information and 
feedback to applicants to expedite the permitting process.  The county shall also assist applicants 
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by providing information on non-county required permits or reviews and provide contact 
information. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6:  Tourism Development 
 
By FY 2000/01, the County’s annual local option tourist tax revenue will be at least 
$1,400,000. 

Policy 6.1:  The Tourism Division of the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and other 
tourism groups designated by the Board of County Commissioners shall continue to market eco-
tourism and cultural tourism in relation to the county’s environmental amenities and cultural 
offerings.  The Tourism Division shall publish advertisements, which market the county’s 
environmental amenities and cultural offerings.  A representative of the Chamber of Commerce 
shall present those advertisements and any results to the Tourist Development Council. 
 
Policy 6.2:  The Tourism Division of the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and other 
tourism groups designated by the Board of County Commissioners, in cooperation with local 
resorts and hotels, shall market the county as a vacation/recreation area.  Marketing activities 
shall include advertising, attending travel shows, and maintaining contact with various travel 
organizations at a national level and an international level.  A representative of the Chamber of 
Commerce shall report to the Tourist Development Council on their marketing actions. 
 
Policy 6.3:  The Economic Development Division and Tourism Division of the Indian River 
County Chamber of Commerce and other economic development and tourism groups designated 
by the Board of County Commissioners shall publish advertisements cross-selling tourism and 
economic development.  All such advertisements shall comply with the tourist tax expenditure 
requirements of Section 125.0104(5), Florida Statutes.  A representative of the Chamber of 
Commerce shall present those advertisements to the Economic Development Council and the 
Tourist Development Council. 
 
Policy 6.4:  By 2000, the county shall have a highway beautification plan in place for the two 
major interstate interchanges within the county as well as along SR 60 and US #1. 
 
Policy 6.5:  The county shall study the possibility of a highway beautification program with 
emphasis on private participation. 
 
Policy 6.6:  The county shall fund projects that preserve Indian River County beaches. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 7: Improved Pro-Economic Development Perception 
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By 2000, the county will develop an enhanced reputation regarding its support of economic 
development. 
 
Policy 7.1:  The county shall update the 1985 adopted Overall Economic Development Plan 
(OEDP) every five years and continue to prepare an annual report of the plan.  
 
Policy 7.2:  The county, through the Indian River County Chamber of Commerce, Economic 
Development Council, and other economic development groups designated by the Board of 
County Commissioners, shall provide speakers to educate private citizens, service organizations, 
and special interest groups about the county's economic development positions and strategies. 
 
Policy 7.3:  The Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and other economic development 
groups designated by the Board of County Commissioners shall promote services provided by 
the Vero Beach Municipal Airport, the Sebastian Municipal Airport, and the Melbourne 
International Airport in their economic development and tourism marketing efforts. 
 
Policy 7.4:  The county, in cooperation with the City of Vero Beach Airport, the Indian River 
County Chamber of Commerce and its Economic Development Division, shall actively market 
airport industrial lots and space and coordinate its marketing plans with the airport's marketing 
plans. 
 
Policy 7.5:  On an ongoing basis, the county, through the Indian River County Chamber of 
Commerce and other economic development groups designated by the Board of County 
Commissioners, shall distinguish Indian River County’s location and crime rate from South 
Florida  as part of its marketing efforts. 
 
Policy 7.6:  The Indian River County Chamber of Commerce and its Economic Development 
Division shall continue its efforts to maintain and increase the level of public and private funding 
support for economic development. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section of the Indian River County Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess 
the success or failure of the Capital Improvements Element (CIE) of the Comprehensive Plan.  This 
assessment must examine the capital improvements conditions within the county, evaluate the 
achievement of capital improvements element objectives, and identify changes in state requirements 
affecting the capital improvements element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the capital 
improvements element may need to be updated and revised.  This assessment contains the 
following components: 
 
 
 Identification of capital improvements conditions within the county at the time of last major plan 

update (1998) 
 
 Identification of existing capital improvements conditions within the county (FY2005/06  

Revenues) 
 
 Analysis of capital improvements conditions within the county 
 
 Assessment of the county's ability to fund capital improvements projects 
 
 Evaluation of the achievement of the objectives of the capital improvements element 
 
 Assessment of Capital Improvements Element policy implementation 
 
 Identification of future actions 
 
 Identification of anticipated amendments 
 
A summary of capital improvements conditions within the county is provided in Appendix "A".  
These baseline data will enable the county to identify changes in capital improvements element 
conditions within the county from the time of the last major plan update to the present.  Based on an 
analysis of those changes, the county may need to make revisions to the capital improvements 
element. 
 
The capital improvements element of the comprehensive plan differs from the other elements of the 
comprehensive plan in that the capital improvements element is updated on a yearly basis. As a 
result, new projects are added and completed projects are removed from the element annually 
based on changing conditions and the needs of the community. In addition, the CIE text, tables, 
and figures are revised during each yearly update.   
 
Because of the frequent updates, this EAR element does not contain extensive recommendations for 
changes.  In fact, the objectives and policies evaluated as part of this EAR have been incrementally 
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revised as statutes and conditions have changed.  At the present time, the CIE is undergoing its 
yearly update.  According to state law, the amended CIE must be adopted by the County and 
transmitted to the state by December 1, 2008.  This is the same deadline for the completion and 
submission of the County’s Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report.  As a result, 
many of the recommendations contained within this EAR will already have been addressed in a 
revised CIE. 
 

BASELINE CONDITIONS (1998) 
 
This section identifies capital improvements conditions at the time of last major plan update. That 
plan was adopted on March 17, 1998; however, the best available data used within the plan update 
was from 1995/96. In the last plan update, the conditions analyzed related to facility needs, public 
health and education systems, revenue sources and funding mechanisms, expenditures, level of 
service standards, and outstanding debt. 
 

Facility Needs 
 
When the comprehensive plan was prepared, the capital improvements element was based on the 
public facility needs identified in the other elements of the comprehensive plan.  In the 5-year 
capital improvements program, the costs of each element's public facility needs were identified.  For 
fiscal years 1995/96 through 1999/2000, the capital improvements program totaled $158.70 million. 
At that time, the $70.62 million projected cost for Transportation facility needs was the costliest 
category in the 5-year capital improvements program. The costliest project scheduled was the 
widening of S.R. 60 from I-95 to the Osceola County Line, with a then estimated cost of $18 
million. 
 
In fiscal years 1995/96 through 1999/200, $191.68 million in revenues were projected to be 
available to fund the county's capital improvements program for the five year time period.   
 

Public Health and Education Systems 
 
At the time of last major plan update, the public education district and the health system had 
countywide service areas.  Since both the school district and health system were independent, the 
county did not have jurisdiction over these systems.   
 

Revenue Sources and Funding Mechanisms 
 
The local, state and federal revenue sources for fiscal year 1994/95 are indicated in Appendix "A".  
As shown in Appendix "A", the county received $112,726,000 in revenue from local, state, and 
federal sources in fiscal year 1994/95. 
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Expenditures  
 
The expenditures by category and the level of service standards for fiscal year 1994/95 are identified 
in Appendix "A" of this report.  As indicated, the county's expenditures for fiscal year 1994/95 were 
$94,947,482.  These included expenditures for general government services, public safety, physical 
environment, transportation, economic environment, human services, culture/recreation, debt 
service, and enterprise funds.  
 

Level of Service Standards 
 
Level of service (LOS) standards are indicators of the extent or degree of service provided by, or 
proposed to be provided by, a facility based on and related to the operational characteristics of the 
facility.  LOS indicates the capacity per unit of demand of each public facility. 
 
Indian River County's LOS standards at the time of last major plan update are indicated in Appendix 
"A" of this report.  Those LOS standards address the potable water, sanitary sewer, solid waste, 
traffic, drainage, and recreational facilities. 
 

Outstanding Debt at Time of Adoption 
 
At the time of last major plan update, the county's outstanding debt was $86,730,000.  This debt 
represented obligations incurred through the issuance of revenue supported bonds, assessment bonds 
and anticipatory notes. 
 

EXISTING CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS CONDITIONS (2005-06) 
 
Appendix "A" identifies existing capital improvements element conditions.  Existing conditions are 
represented by fiscal years 2007/08 through 2010/2011 for both revenues and expenditures.  These 
conditions will be compared to the data provided in the conditions at the time of plan adoption 
section to assess changes in capital improvements conditions from the time of plan adoption to the 
present. 
 

Existing Public Facility Needs  
 
The costs of future capital improvements for traffic circulation, solid waste, sanitary sewer, potable 
water, drainage, and recreation/open space facilities are identified in Appendix "A". 
 
For FY 2007/08 through 2011/2012, capital improvements program costs total $525,101,180.  In 
that 5 year period, the projected cost for traffic facility improvements total $288,814,887. The 
costliest project scheduled to be completed is the widening of 66th Avenue from 77th Street to Barber 
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Street, with estimated costs of $28.65 million. 

Existing Public Health and Education Systems. 
 
The location and service area of the public health system and public school system in Indian River 
County are the same as they were at the time of last major plan update.  
 
In 2005, the State Legislature passed SB 360.  A provision of that bill required counties, 
municipalities, and school districts to implement school concurrency by 2008.  As part of school 
concurrency implementation, the County amended the Capital Improvements Element to include the 
School District of Indian River County’s Capital Improvements Schedule in the CIE.   
 
Although the school district’s capital improvements schedule is now included in the County’s 
Capital Improvements Element, the County is not financially responsible for implementation of 
school district projects.  Inclusion of the school district’s capital improvements schedule in the 
County’s CIE is required by statute for the purpose of integrating school and local government 
capital facility planning. 

Existing Revenue Sources and Funding Mechanisms  
 
For fiscal year 2005/06, local, state and federal revenue sources are indicated in Appendix "A". In 
fiscal year 2005/06, local, state, and federal financial sources accounted for $273,476,000 in 
revenue.   

Existing Expenditures  
 
The expenditures by category for fiscal year 2005/06 are identified in Appendix "A" of this report.  
As indicated, the county's general expenditures for fiscal year 2005/06 were $205,448,575.   
 

Existing Level of Service (LOS) Standards 
 
Since the last major plan update, three of the County’s existing LOS categories were updated, and 
six new non-concurrency LOS categories were added. The current CIE incorporates revised level 
of service standards for solid waste, parks and recreation, and transportation, as well as new non-
concurrency level of service standards for libraries, law enforcement, correctional facilities, 
public education facilities, public buildings, and emergency services.  These new non-
concurrency level of service standards were added as a result of the County’s recent impact fee 
study, completed in 2005. 
 

Existing Outstanding Debt 
 
In fiscal year 2005/06, the county's outstanding debt totaled $135,805,000. 
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ANALYSIS 
 
This section of the Capital Improvements Element EAR analyzes the county's fiscal ability to fund 
the needed capital improvements identified in the various elements of the comprehensive plan, 
identifies how the county’s funding techniques and funding levels have changed, lists unanticipated 
challenges and opportunities relating to the county’s capital improvements planning, and addresses 
statutory changes affecting the CIE. 
 

Revenues and Expenditures 
 
Compared to the time of plan adoption, the county now generates more money from local sources, 
and receives more money from state and federal government sources.  As indicated in Appendix 
"A", the county's revenues increased 161.4% between 1994/95 and 2005/06.  From $104,627,000 in 
1994/95, revenues increased to $273,476,000 in 2005/06.  Locally, this can be attributed to the 
increase in the county's population, the increase in residential and commercial development, and the 
increase in property values associated with the building boom which started in 2004. In 2005/06, 
county ad valorem taxes collected totaled more than $84.9 million, an increase of 132.5% from 
fiscal year (FY) 1994/95.  While local ad valorem taxes increased substantially, state and federal 
funding increased even more. 
 
Between the time of last major plan update and FY 2005/06, the county received a 194.6% increase 
in State funding.  In FY 2005/06, state funding was $28,765,000. In that year, the largest source of 
state revenue ($13,765,731) was from grants. Over half of those grants were awarded to the county 
for hurricane recovery and remediation.  According to the County’s FY 2005/06 Comprehensive 
Financial Audit Report, the county, in FY 2005/06, received nearly $3.5 million in state grants for 
hurricane housing recovery and over $4.9 million in state grants for beach restoration and erosion 
control. 
 
The largest percentage increase in revenues received by the county in FY 2005/06 was from Federal 
revenue sources.  This revenue source, consisting of various grants, increased 598.2% to 
$10,731,000 between fiscal years 1994/95 and 2005/06.   This increase was in part attributable to an 
increase in grants that the county received as a result of the 2004 and 2005 hurricanes. In addition to 
traditional federal grants, the county received funding from the Federal Highway Administration, 
the Federal Transit Administration, the Federal Environmental Protection Agency, and others, all of 
which added to the county's revenue. 
 
While the county's FY 2005/06 revenues increased over FY 1994/95 levels, the county's 
expenditures also increased.  Expenditures in FY 1994/95 were $71,207,503, while expenditures in 
FY 2005/06 were $205,448,575, a 188.52% increase.  Between FY 1994/95 and FY 2005/06, the 
largest increases were in General Government Services and Public Safety.  In that period, General 
Government Services increased by $40,229,564, whereas Public Safety increased by $37,453,385.   
 
While the General Government category includes the Board of County Commissioners, the County 
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Administrator, the Personnel Department, and the Purchasing Department as well as all of the 
Constitutional Officers, except for the Sheriff, the Public Safety category includes the Sheriff’s 
Department, Fire Services, Advanced Life Support, Emergency Management, and the Medical 
Examiner.  In the General Government category, a major expenditure was the construction of new 
county administration buildings.  In the Public Safety category, major expenditures included a jail 
expansion/remodel and an expansion of public safety personnel. 
 
From FY 94/95 to FY 05/06, the county's outstanding debt increased from $86,730,000 to 
$135,805,000 (56.5%). In this period, the county issued additional revenue supported bonds to 
finance the acquisition and expansion of the Dodgertown spring training facility as well as to 
finance water and sewer projects. General obligation bonds were also issued for environmental 
lands acquisition.  These bond issues contributed to the increase in the county's outstanding debt. 

Public Facilities 
 
Historically, the county has had the financial capacity to fund the capital improvements needed to 
provide county services at adopted level of service standards.  To ensure that service levels are met, 
the county's adopted concurrency management system monitors public facility capacity and 
demand. When these capacities reach a set limit, expansion of these facilities is initiated. 
 
On an ongoing basis, the county's Utilities Department identifies future needs for water and sewer 
services.  To meet the county's demands, the Utilities Department has expanded its water and sewer 
service areas to encompass larger areas of the county. With respect to water service, the county now 
serves all urbanized areas of the county, including major commercial and industrial nodes. 
Similarly, the county sanitary sewer system service is now available to most of the urbanized area 
of the unincorporated county, including major commercial and industrial nodes.  Although not all 
sewer master plan lines have been installed, the county’s sanitary sewer system has adequately 
met the sanitary sewer demand from new residential and nonresidential development.  Since the 
last major plan update, the county has implemented all potable water and sanitary sewer capital 
improvements identified in the Capital Improvements Element.  
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the projected cost of providing potable water and sewer 
improvements for the FY 1997/98 through FY 2001/02 period was $43,559,060. The projected costs 
of potable water and sanitary sewer improvements for FY 2007/08 through FY 2011/2012 are 
$75,630,005, a 74% increase in costs for utility improvements. This increase can be attributed to 
higher anticipated demand, resulting in increased capital projects and increased costs for 
construction. 
 
In the future, additional potable water and sanitary sewer capital improvement projects will need 
to be undertaken.  These include the extension of main water distribution lines, the expansion of 
water plants and sewage treatment plants, and the construction of new intake surface water lines. 
 
Since the last major plan update, the county's Public Works Department has constructed additional 
roadways and improved existing roadways to maintain adopted level of service standards.  This 
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included the addition of lanes to 58th Avenue south of 26th Street to improve access to the Indian 
River Mall area and improve north/south traffic movement within the county.  For the FY 1997/98 
through FY 2001/02 period, the county had projected the costs of transportation system 
improvements to be $50,328,000. For the five year period from FY 2007/08 through FY 2011/2012, 
the costs of transportation improvements are projected to be 288,814,887, a 474% increase over the 
5 year capital improvements period associated with the last major plan update. The costliest 
proposed transportation project is the widening of 66th Avenue. 
 
Overall, the county has managed its capital improvement program well. During the 1994/95 through 
2005/06 period, the county was able to pay its debt service and fund proposed Capital Improvement 
Program projects.  Through this period, county revenues matched county expenditures. 

Unanticipated and Unforseen Problems and Opportunities 
 
Since the time of last major plan update, the county has encountered several unanticipated problems 
and opportunities.  The following is a brief summary of problems and opportunities. 
 
 Unanticipated Problems   
 
In 2004, Hurricanes Jeanne and Francis damaged various County public facilities and disrupted 
public services.  As a result, public funds that would have otherwise been used for existing facility 
improvement and expansion projects were diverted to repair and rebuild projects.  Eventually, some 
of the county funds used for repair and rebuild projects were reimbursed from insurance claims and 
various state and federal sources. 
 
Between 2004 and 2006, the County was also impacted by a building boom that placed 
unanticipated strain on capital improvements; this was particularly true for roadway improvements. 
As residential and commercial projects were being approved, reserved capacity on roadways 
increased.  This resulted in some of the county’s area roadways reaching capacity sooner than 
anticipated through both real and “ghost” trips. To address the significant amount of roadway 
capacity reserved by developers, the county revised its concurrency management system to limit the 
length of time for which roadway capacity could be reserved.  The County also responded by 
adopting a Proportionate Share ordinance which provides a mechanism for developers to meet 
concurrency by sharing in the cost of roadway improvements. For State Road 60, the county also 
instituted an interest share fee to pay the interest cost of funds that the county loaned to the state to 
expedite improvements to that roadway. 
 
Besides accelerating the need for capital improvement projects, the building boom had the effect of 
increasing land costs and increasing the cost of building materials.  The land costs impacted the 
county’s ability to purchase right-of-way for road improvement projects, while the building material 
costs impacted the county’s ability to construct projects.  As a result, some projects were scaled back, 
while other projects not crucial to maintaining level of service standards were moved further out in 
the CIP schedule. 
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 Unanticipated Opportunities 
 
While Hurricanes Jeanne and Francis presented the County with unanticipated problems in 2004, 
those hurricanes also provided the county with some unanticipated opportunities.  As a result of 
those storms, the County was awarded a $7.5 million Disaster Recovery Initiative Community 
Development Block Grant in 2005.  Through those funds, the County was able to finance the 
removal of an outdated and ineffective sewer system and finance the installation of a new sewer 
system within the Rockridge Subdivision.  That subdivision will now have a safe and reliable sewer 
system which will not be contaminated with sewage during and after future storm events.   
 
With the Disaster Recovery Funds, the County was also able to install new water lines within the 
Wabasso community and finance the partial construction of a new fire station in the Oslo 
community.   In the case of the Oslo fire station, the old fire station was scheduled for demolition 
and replacement within the County’s existing capital improvements program. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the county has experienced an increase in tax revenue.  
That increase helped to offset the increased land and building material costs for the county’s capital 
improvements.  
 
Another unanticipated opportunity related to the downturn in the housing market.  With the recent 
downturn in the housing market there has been less development activity.  This has reduced 
infrastructure demand, thereby providing the county with an opportunity to delay capital projects. 

Effect of statutory and rule changes, and consistency with the state and regional plan 
 
Local government comprehensive plans must be consistent with state and regional growth 
management requirements such as Chapter 163, F.S., the State Comprehensive Plan, Rule 9J-5, 
F.A.C, and the applicable strategic regional policy plan.  As stated in Subsection 163.3191(1), 
F.S., the EAR is the "principal process for updating local comprehensive plans to reflect changes 
in state policy and growth management."  Therefore, this EAR includes an analysis of the effects 
of statutory and rule changes upon the Capital Improvements Element. 
 

Consistency with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C 
 
Section 9J-5.016, F.A.C., constitutes the minimum requirements for the Capital Improvements 
Element.  Since the time of last major plan update, no revisions were made to Section 9J-5.016, 
F.A.C. to incorporate school concurrency requirements and financial feasibility requirements. The 
Capital Improvements Element has been updated already to address these new requirements and 
as a result, the CIE remains consistent with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C. 
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Consistency with State Comprehensive Plan 
 
There has been no change to the State Comprehensive Plan (Ch. 187, F.S.) since Indian River 
County last updated its comprehensive plan that affects the Capital Improvements Element.  The 
Capital Improvements Element of the Indian River County comprehensive plan is consistent with 
the state plan. 

Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan 
 
The Capital Improvements Element is consistent with the Treasure Coast Strategic Regional 
Policy Plan. 

Consistency with Ch. 163, Part II, F.S. 
 
In 2005, SB 360 was passed by the Florida Legislature amending Chapter 163, Part II, F.S. That 
bill has several provisions that affected the County’s Capital Improvements Element, including: 
 
 a requirement that the Capital Improvements Element be updated annually; 
 a requirement that the Capital Improvements Element be financially feasible; and 
 a requirement that the Capital Improvements Element include a copy of the School District’s 

Capital Improvements Program (school concurrency requirement). 
 
In 2006, the County updated the CIE to comply with the financial feasibility and annual update 
requirements.  With respect to the school concurrency requirements, the county amended the CIE 
in 2007 to include a copy of the School District’s capital improvements plan summary.  Because 
that summary is updated annually by the School District, the County must also update its CIE on 
an annual basis to include the revised School District capital improvements plan summary.  This 
update should be accomplished at the same time as the county’s annual update to the CIE. 
 

County's Ability to Fund Capital Improvement Projects, and to Support an Efficient Land Use 
Pattern 
 
As part of its 5-year capital improvements program, the county has identified projected needs, 
revenues, and expenditures for the Traffic Circulation, Stormwater Management, Conservation and 
Aquifer Recharge, Parks and Recreation, Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water, Solid Waste, 
Emergency Services, General Services, and Law Enforcement.  
 
For the FY 2007/08 through 2011/12 capital improvements program, the Traffic Circulation element 
represents the largest funding need and is projected to receive the largest share of projected 
revenues. 
 
The Traffic Circulation element's projected revenues for FY 2007/08 through 2011/12 are 
$288,814,887.  These revenues are to be used for capital improvements to, as well as annual 
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operation and maintenance expenses for, the transportation system.  Estimated revenues consist of 
gas taxes, interest on gas taxes, traffic impact fees, grants, developer contributions, and a portion of 
the adopted one cent local option sales tax.  The projected costs of the Traffic Circulation element's 
identified capital improvements are $288,814,887 for FY 2007/08 through 2011/12. 
 
The Storm Water Management element's projected revenues total $30,902,000 for FY 2007/08 
through 2011/12.  As per the Capital Improvements Element, revenue sources for the Storm Water 
Management Element include, but are not limited to optional sales tax funds, MSTU assessments, 
grants, and license plate revenue.  The projected costs of the Storm Water Management Element's 
identified improvements are $30,902,000 for FY 2007/08 through 2011/12. 
 
The Conservation and Aquifer Recharge elements' projected revenues total $42,135,000 for FY 
2007/08 through 2011/12.  The projected costs of the Conservation and Aquifer Recharge elements' 
identified improvements are $42,135,000 for FY 2007/08 through 2011/12.  $15,567,500 of those 
costs will be paid from grants.  The remaining $26,567,500 will be paid for from environmental land 
bonds.  
 
The Recreation and Open Space element projected revenues total $16,375,000 in revenues for FY 
2007/08 through 2011/12.  Revenues consist of a combination of one cent local option sales tax 
revenues, impact fees, Florida Boating Improvement Program, and grants.  The projected costs of 
the Recreation and Open Space element are $16,375,000 for FY 2007/08 through 2011/12. 
 
The projected revenues for the Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water elements for FY 2007/08 through 
2011/12 are $75,630,005 combined.  These are enterprise funds.  Since enterprise funds are self-
supporting and operate much like a private business, their expenditures cannot exceed their 
revenues.  Therefore, their revenues and expenditures must balance. The expected capital 
improvements costs for Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water for FY 2007/08 through 2011/12 are 
$75,630,005. 
 
As with the above discussed comprehensive plan elements, capital improvement project costs and 
revenues in the remainder of the comprehensive plan elements balance out.  For the FY 2007/08 
through 2011/12 capital improvements program, the projected revenues total $525,101,180, and the 
projected costs total $525,101,180.  Based on these projections, the county will be able to fund all 
projected capital improvements. 
 
The county has utilized capital improvement projects to encourage infill developments to discourage 
urban sprawl, and to support an efficient land use pattern within the county. 
 

EVALUATION OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT OBJECTIVES 
 
Appendix "B" consists of an evaluation of the achievement of the capital improvements element's 
objectives.  As indicated, all of the capital improvements element's objectives were achieved.  The 
goals, objectives, and policies of the capital improvements element are identified in attachment 1. 
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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.  Each policy 
was assessed to determine if it needs to be maintained, revised, or deleted and the reason for revision 
or deletion. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Construction of Capital Facilities (Section 9J-5.016(3)(b)(1), F.A.C.) 
 
By 2012, the county will have eliminated existing deficiencies, accommodated desired future 
growth, and replaced obsolete or worn-out facilities. 
 
Measure – LACK OF DEFICIENCIES IN PUBLIC FACILITIES, CONSTRUCTION OF NEW 
PUBLIC FACILITIES TO ADDRESS DESIRED FUTURE GROWTH AND OBSOLETE OR 
WORN-OUT FACILITIES 
 
The county maintains a 5 year capital improvements program and implements projects within the 
CIP.  This program identifies all needed capital improvements projects with their costs and sources 
of funding.  Since the time of the last major plan update, the County has addressed deficiencies, 
accommodated future growth and replaced obsolete or worn-out facilities through the CIP. 
 
Objective –ACHIEVED 
 
This is an appropriate objective; however, the objective should be revised to state that the county 
will undertake capital improvement projects to prevent deficiencies, to accommodate future growth, 
and to address obsolete or worn-out facilities. 
 

Policy Description (refer to plan for 
actual policy) 

Action/Accomplishment  Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute 
to Meeting 
the 
Objectives? 
 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

1.1 The county shall maintain a 5 year 
CIP which is evaluated and updated 
annually. 

Entire element is updated 
annually (Ongoing) 

X   X   X  Maintain 

1.2 The county and school district shall 
undertake only the capital 
improvements in the CIP. Any delayed, 
deferred, or eliminated capital 
improvement that will cause LOS to 

The County undertakes 
projects within its CIP. 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for 
actual policy) 

Action/Accomplishment  Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute 
to Meeting 
the 
Objectives? 
 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

deteriorate below the min. adopted LOS 
standard shall require a Comp Plan 
amendment in the CIP. 

1.3 The county shall evaluate and 
prioritize its capital improvement 
projects based on the established 
criteria. (Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)1, 
F.A.C.) 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

1.4  The county shall implement the 
Potable Water, Sanitary Sewer, and 
Solid Waste Sub-Element 
recommendations from revenues 
derived from the applicable systems. 
(Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)9, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

1.5 The county shall prioritize and 
implement the programs identified in 
the Traffic Circulation, Recreation and 
Open Space, Drainage, Aquifer 
Recharge, Conservation, and Future 
Land Use Elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan. (Section 9J-
5.016(3)(c)9, F.A.C.) 

Projects are prioritized by 
the various departments 
during the annual CIP 
update.  

X   X   X  Maintain 
 

1.6 The county shall not eliminate or 
reallocate budgeted appropriations for 
road improvement projects required to 
meet the adopted LOS standards unless 
the applicable projects will be 
constructed concurrently by other 
means. (Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)9, 
F.A.C.) 

Implemented through 5-
year CIP 

X   X   X  Maintain 

1.7 The county shall continue to 
allocate funds for the replacement and 
the renewal of infrastructure in an 
amount which will minimize the 
operating costs of the infrastructure and 
maximize the life of the infrastructure. 
(Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)3, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 
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Policy Description (refer to plan for 
actual policy) 

Action/Accomplishment  Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute 
to Meeting 
the 
Objectives? 
 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

1.8 The county shall manage its long 
term general obligation debt in such a 
manner that the ratio of the debt service 
millage to the countywide millage does 
not exceed 20%. (Section 9J-
5.016(3)(c)2, F.A.C.) 

For FY 08-09 the 
budgeted ratio of the debt 
service millage to the 
countywide operating 
millage is 13.75%, and 
for FY 07-08 the 
budgeted ratio is 13.52% 

X   X   X  Maintain 

1.9 The county defines a capital 
improvement as an improvement with a 
cost that exceeds $25,000. 

This definition is used by 
the applicable 
departments in the yearly 
update of the CIP. 

X   X   X  Maintain 

1.10 The 5 year schedule of 
improvements shall contain a mix of 
capital expenditures, including projects 
to eliminate existing deficiencies, 
upgrade and replace existing facilities 
and construct new facilities. (Section 
9J-5.016(3)(c)5, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

1.11 The county shall maintain a 
procedure in its annual budget review 
requiring each county department to 
include in its annual budget request 
applicable expenditures as identified in 
the capital improvements program of 
the appropriate Comprehensive Plan 
Element. (Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)7, 
F.A.C.) 

Procedure is in annual 
budget book. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.12 The county shall adopt the 
“School District of IRC 5 Year CIP 
Schedule” and shall annually update the 
county’s CIP with the Schools CIP.  

Annually updated with 
CIP update (required by 
statute) 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 1 were implemented, contributed to the objective, and should be 
maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
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The policies under objective 1 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 2  Development in Coastal High Hazard Areas (Section 9J-5.016(3)(b)(2), 
F.A.C.) 
 
Through 2020, development in coastal high hazard areas will not increase beyond the density or 
intensity levels indicated on the current Future Land Use Map. 
 
Measure   - NUMBER OF FUTURE LAND USE MAP AMENDMENTS INCREASING LAND 
USE DENSITY WITHIN CHHA. 
 
The gross residential density of the unincorporated portions of the barrier island is 1.8 dwelling 
units/acre, less than the maximum allowed by the comprehensive plan. No increase in density was 
approved in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) between 1995 and 2008. 
 
Objective - ACHIEVED 
 
The intent of this objective, no increase in density on the barrier island to aid in hurricane evacuation 
and to limit financial loss to the County, is appropriate and should be retained. The objective should 
be revised to extend until 2030. As structured, the coastal management and land use elements ensure 
that the density and intensity of uses as designated on the future land use map will not be increased 
in the coastal high hazard area.  By so doing, there will be no need to expand publicly funded 
infrastructure to accommodate increased density or intensity.  The county, however, must maintain 
its adopted level of service standards for existing land uses as identified on the future land use map. 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objectives 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

2.1 Coastal high hazard area is defined 
as the area of the county designated as 
evacuation zones for a category one 
hurricane. 

Definition of Coastal 
High Hazard Area 
Adopted As Part of 
Comp. Plan  

X   X   X  Maintain 

2.2 No increased density or intensity in 
the coastal high hazard area, beyond 
that reflected in the county’s current 
FLU Map. 

No Increase In Land Use 
Densities On Barrier 
Island 

X   X   X  Maintain 

2.3 Appropriations for infrastructure in 
coastal high hazard areas only to 

Implemented through CIP X   X   X   Maintain 
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Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objectives 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

maintain adopted LOS standards. 

2.4 Replacement of infrastructure in 
coastal high hazard area will be limited 
to maintaining adopted LOS standards. 

Ongoing    X   X  Maintain 

2.5 All new developments in coastal 
high hazard areas must pay for 
provision of infrastructure. 

Implemented through 
Impact Fees, capacity 
charges, developer 
dedications, assessments, 
and contributions. 

X   X   X  Maintain 

2.6 The county shall not use public 
funds to subsidize increased density or 
intensity in urban coastal high hazard 
areas; however, public beach, shoreline 
access, resource restoration, or similar 
projects may be constructed. 

Ongoing X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 2 were implemented.  These policies contributed towards meeting the 
objective and should be maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 2 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3  Maintenance of Established Levels-of-Service (Section 9J-5.016(3)(b)(3), 
F.A.C.) 
 
Through 2020, adopted levels-of-service will be maintained for all concurrency facilities. 
 
Measure   - EXISTENCE OF ADOPTED LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 
 
The county has a concurrency management system as part of its Land Development Regulations. 
 
The county's adopted Capital Improvements Program (CIP) projects future public facility needs on a 
5 year basis.  This CIP ensures that the adopted level of service standards will be maintained.   
 
As part of the county's concurrency management system, new development permits are issued only 
if infrastructure is available and county services can be provided at the required level of service 
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standards.  No new development permits can be issued unless the public facilities serving that new 
development have sufficient capacity to maintain the adopted level of service standards. 
 
Objective - ACHIEVED 
 
Objective 3 is an appropriate objective and should be maintained. The objective should, however, 
be revised to extend until 2030. 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment  Is Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objectives 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

3.1 Implementation of concurrency 
management system (maintain 
LDR Chapter 910 and not approve 
projects that would lower the 
existing LOS below adopted LOS) 
(Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)6, F.A.C.) 

Implemented – 
Concurrency 
Management system in 
place. 

X   X   X  Maintain 
 

3.2  Approve development only in 
accordance with the utility 
connection matrix identified in the 
Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water 
Sub-Elements 

Ongoing 

Applied Via Development 
Review Process 

X   X   X  Maintain 

3.3  Provision of infrastructure to 
new development to maintain LOS 
(Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)6, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

3.4 The county shall make land use 
decisions based on the planned 
availability of facilities to maintain 
adopted LOS standards. (Section 
9J-5.016(3)(c)6, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing  X  X  X  Maintain 

3.5  LOS standards adopted from 
other elements of the 
comprehensive plan (Section 9J-
5.016(3)(c)4, and Section 9J-
5.016(3)(c)6 F.A.C.) 

Concurrency 
Management LOS 
standards replicated in 
other Comp Plan 
elements. 

X   X   X  Maintain 

3.6 The county hereby adopts 
level-of-service standards for 
selected public facilities. 

LOS standards were 
added as a result of 2005 
impact fee study 

X  X  X  Maintain, 
unless new 
Impact Fee 
Study 
revises 
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Policy Description Action/Accomplishment  Is Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute to 
Meeting the 
Objectives 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

standards 

 
All policies under Objective 3 were implemented.  As structured, these policies contribute towards 
meeting the objective and should be maintained.  Policy 3.1, however, may need to be updated if 
recommended LOS revisions from an on-going impact fee update are ultimately adopted by the 
Board of County Commissioners (BCC).  Currently, the BCC is considering revisions to several 
impact fee related LOS standards. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 3 are sufficient to achieve the objective. No other policies are needed. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 Future Development's Share of Capital Costs (Section 9J-5.016(3)(b)(4), 
F.A.C.) 
 
Through 2020, new developments will bear a proportionate share of the cost required to 
maintain adopted level-of-service standards. 
 
Measure   - EXISTENCE OF ADOPTED LAND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS  
 
As part of the county's adopted Land Development Regulations, new development in the county 
pays for the provision of public facilities through impact fees. 
 
The county has also adopted a Capital Improvements Program, (CIP), which projects future public 
facility needs on a 5 year basis. This CIP ensures that the adopted level of service standards for 
public facilities will be maintained.   
 
Objective - ACHIEVED 
 
This is an appropriate objective and should be maintained.  The objective should, however, be 
revised to extend until 2030. 
 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment  Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 

Was the 
Original Policy 

Should 
Policy Be 
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Contribute 
to Meeting 
the 
Objectives 

Appropriate Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

4.1  Financing infrastructure 
improvements and services through 
impact fees, capacity charges, 
development dedication, and 
developer contribution to maintain 
LOS standards (Section 9J-
5.016(3)(c)8, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

4.2  Research and identify alternative 
financing for funding capital 
improvements 

Ongoing – Between 2003 
and 2005 the County 
researched possible new 
impact fees.  8 new 
impact fees were 
ultimately adopted by the 
county. 

X   X   X  Maintain 

 
Both policies under Objective 4 were implemented, contributed to the objective, and should be 
maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 4 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5  Local Government's Ability to Provide Required Services and Facilities  
(Section 9J-5.016(3)(b)(5), F.A.C.)       
 
Through 2020, the county will ensure that it is able to fund and provide required services and 
facilities. 
 
Measure   - EXISTENCE OF ADOPTED CONCURRENCY MANAGEMENT 
 
The county's adopted Concurrency Management System was developed to monitor existing 
capacities of the county's park, drainage, traffic, potable water, wastewater treatment, and solid 
waste systems.  This system ensures that required level of service standards are maintained, and that 
capacity exists for new development projects approved by the county.  A computerized permit 
tracking and concurrency management system is in place to monitor capacities for all county 
facilities. 
 
The system enables the county to identify facilities where capacity is reaching a level which requires 
the county to make facility improvements to maintain adopted levels of service. 
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Objective - ACHIEVED 
 
This is an appropriate objective and should be maintained.  The objective should, however, be 
revised to extend until 2030. 
 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment  Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute 
to Meeting 
the 
Objectives 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

5.1  No approved land use change 
requests unless adequate 
infrastructure to support the area 
exists or is programmed 

Ongoing 

Land Use Amendments 
are reviewed for 
Concurrency 

 
X 

  X   X  Maintain 

5.2 In the event that the planned 
capacity of public facilities is 
insufficient to serve all applications 
for development order, the county 
shall schedule capital improvements 
to serve developments according to 
priority. (Section 9J-5.016(3)(c)1, and 
9J-5.016(3)(c)5 F.A.C.) 

Part of yearly CIP update 
process 

X   X   X  Maintain 

5.3  Extensions of facilities and 
services with Urban Service Area or 
as allowed within Potable Water and 
Sewer Subelements 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

5.4 Inter-agency coordination  to 
create an efficient capital 
improvements schedule (Section 9J-
5.016(3)(c)1, F.A.C.) 

Ongoing  

Coordinated With Other 
Entities 

X   X   X  Maintain 

5.5  Utilization of enterprise funds 
for Sanitary Sewer, Potable Water, 
and Solid Waste user fees to pay 
debts 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

5.6 Non-enterprise fund supported 
public facilities are to be financed 
from current revenue, bond issues, 
impact fees, capacity charges, or 
other dedicated revenue sources. 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 
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Policy Description Action/Accomplishment  Is this Policy 
Implemented? 

Does This 
Policy 
Contribute 
to Meeting 
the 
Objectives 

Was the 
Original 
Policy 
Appropriate 

Should 
Policy Be 
Maintained
/Deleted/ 
Revised 

  YES NO YES NO YES 
  

NO  

5.7 The county shall use general 
obligation bonds and other sources to 
raise the funding required to provide 
those public facilities that cannot be 
constructed with user fees, revenue 
bonds, impact fees, capacity charges, 
or other dedicated revenue sources. 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

5.8 Development orders requiring 
public facilities that will be financed 
by debt shall be conditioned on the 
issuance of the debt or the 
substitution of a comparable amount 
of non-debt revenue. 

Ongoing X   X   X  Maintain 

5.9 An adjustment of the Schedule of 
Capital Improvements may be done 
by ordinance when such amendments 
relate to corrections, updates, and 
modifications concerning costs; 
revenue sources; acceptance of 
facilities; Transportation program 
delays to affect the LOS. 

Policy used as needed. X   X   X  Maintain 

5.10 The county shall ensure that all 
capital improvements identified in 
the various elements are completed 
according to schedule.  Only a few 
delay are acceptable (alternative 
projects will provide the needed 
capacity, amendment to temporarily 
reduce the LOS standard etc.) 

Ongoing X  X  X  Maintain 

5.11 Adoption of Appendix B as 
Priority Transportation Capital 
Improvements Schedule 

Ongoing X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 5 were implemented.  As structured, these policies contribute to 
meeting the objective and should be maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
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The policies under objective 5 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
Overall Assessment of Objectives 
 
The Objectives of the Capital Improvements element with the proposed revisions are sufficient to 
meet the overall intent of the element and should be maintained. 

IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The Capital Improvements element of the Comprehensive Plan is based on the projected needs and 
funding sources reflected in other elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  These needs and revenues 
are detailed in the other elements of the plan.  Since the Capital Improvements element ensures 
consistency among all elements of the comprehensive plan, proposed improvements identified in 
those elements must be reflected in the Capital Improvements Element.  
 
Since the last major Comprehensive Plan update, the entire Capital Improvements element has been 
amended five times.  The CIE was amended every two years between 1998 and 2006.  In 2006, the 
CIE was amended to require that the element be updated every year.  The updates to the CIE are 
complete updates in which all tables, charts, graphs and associated text are updated.  Additionally, 
changes required by new state legislation are included in the updates.  
 
Future actions, as identified by this evaluation and appraisal report, consist of required revisions to 
the objectives and their related policies.  The majority of future actions will consist of changing the 
dates of the objectives to reflect the revised 2030 date of the comprehensive plan. 

ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
The Capital Improvements element must be updated to reflect current conditions relating to capital 
improvements.  In doing so, the following tables, figures, and text should be updated with current 
financial information.  In addition, a revised 5 year CIP is required. 

Tables and Figures 
 
All figures need to be revised in order to reflect the most recent financial figures.  Tables 6.1 
through 6.6, 6.9 through 6.17, and 6.21 through 6.22 need to be updated with new data.  Tables 6.7 
and 6.8 need to be deleted because they are no longer applicable.  Both of these tables deal with the 
removal of several transportation projects from the current 5 year CIP and the impact of their 
removal on transportation concurrency. Tables 6.18 through 6.20 need to be retained as they are, but 
need to be renumbered due to the removal of tables 6.7 and 6.8.  

Text 
 
All text contained within the Capital Improvements element that refers to prior financial and 
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expenditure data should be revised to reflect current financial conditions. 
 
The Capital Improvements Element's anticipated amendments to its corresponding objectives are 
summarized below.  These changes should be implemented into the 2008 capital improvements 
element of the comprehensive plan. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE  POLICY  NUMBER REQUIRED REVISION 

 x  1 The objective should be revised to state that the 
county will undertake capital improvement projects to 
prevent deficiencies, to accommodate future growth, 
and to address obsolete or worn-out facilities. 

x  2 The objective should be revised to extend until 
2030. 

x  3 The objective should be revised to extend until 
2030. 

x  4 The objective should be revised to extend until 
2030. 

x  5 The objective should be revised to extend until 
2030. 

 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Capital Improvement Element\2006 EAR\2006 EAR CIE.doc 
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Appendix A - Comprehensive Plan EAR Conditions at the Time of Last EAR Based Amendment (1995) and Existing Conditions (2006) 
 
 
STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 

DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 
Inventory of Existing Revenue Sources 
and Funding Mechanisms 

(Rounded to the 
Nearest $1,000) 

   (Rounded to the 
Nearest $1,000) 

   

Local Funding Sources   
Ad Valorem Taxes $36,520,000 34.90 

1994/95 

 $84,914,000 
31.05 

2005/06 

Increase of $48,394,000 or 132.51%. 
Annual growth rate of 8.80% 

Enterprise Funds $27,869,000 26.64  $49,824,000 
18.22 

Increase of $21,955,000 or 78.78%. 
Annual growth rate of 5.98% 

User Fees and Charges $6,934,000 6.63  $18,205,000 
6.66 

Increase of $11,271,000 or 162.55%. 
Annual growth rate of 10.13% 

Special Assessments $400,000 0.38  $377,000 
0.14 

Decrease of $23,000 or -5.75%. 
Annual growth rate of –0.59% 

Impact Fees $1,728,000 1.65  $24,634,,000 

9.01 

Increase of $22,906,000 or 1325.58%. 
Annual growth rate of 30.44%.  In 
2005 the County adopted 8 new 
impact fees, which substantially 
contributed to this inc. 

Local Discretionary Sales Surtax $7,147,000 6.83  $15,736,000 
5.75 

Increase of $8,589,000 or 120.18%. 
Annual growth rate of 8.21% 

Tourist Development Tax $714,000 0.68 3% Tax, Fund 119 $1,517,000 

0.55 

1 ½% Fund 119, 1 ½% Fund 128, & 
1% Fund 204 (added in 2001).  
Increase of $803,000 or .112.46%. 
Annual growth rate of 7.83% 

Local Option Fuel Tax  $2,308,000 2.21  $3,319,000 
1.21 

Increase of $1,011,000 or 43.80%. 
Annual growth rate of 3.70% 

Franchise Tax $4,388,000 4.19  $9,318,000 
3.41 

Increase of $4,930,000 or 112.35%. 
Annual growth rate of7.82% 

Interest Income $3,012,000 2.88  $16,909,000 
6.18 

Increase of $13,897,000 or 461.39%. 
Annual growth rate of 18.83% 
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STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 
DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 
YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

Other $2,307,000 2.20  $9,227,000 
3.37 

Increase of $6,920,000 or 299.96%. 
Annual growth rate of 14.87% 

State Funding Sources   
Local Government Half Cent Sales Tax $3,752,000 3.59 

1994/95 

 $8,777,000 
3.21 

2005/06 

Increase of $5,025,000 or 133.93%. 
Annual growth rate of8.87% 

County Revenue Sharing $2,144,000 2.05  $3,118,000 
1.14 

Increase of $974,000 or 45.43%. 
Annual growth rate of 3.82% 

Constitutional Fuel Tax $1,193,000 1.14  $1,729,000 
0.63 

Increase of $536,000 or 44.93%. 
Annual growth rate of 3.78% 

County Fuel Tax $474,000 0.45  $780,000 
0.29 

Increase of $306,000 or 64.56%. 
Annual growth rate of 5.11% 

Alcoholic Beverage License tax $34,000 0.03  $44,000 
0.02 

Increase of $10,000 or 29.41%. 
Annual growth rate of 2.61% 

Pari-mutual Tax $447,000 0.43  $447,000 0.16 No change 
Mobile Homes License Tax $155,000 0.15  $105,000 

0.04 
Decrease of $50,000 or -32.26%. 
Annual growth rate of –3.82% 

Various Grants $1,564,000 1.49  $13,765,731 
5.03 

Increase of $12,201,000 or 780.12%. 
Annual growth rate of 24.30% 

Federal Funding Sources   
Various Grants $1,537,000 1.47 

1994/95 
 $10,731,000 

 
3.92 

2005/06 
Increase of $9,194,000 or 598.18%. 
Annual growth rate of 21.45% 

Total $104,627,000   $273,476,000   

         
Overall General Expenditures 
Summary 

        

General Government Services $16,002,950 22.47 

1994/95 

 $56,232,514 
27.4 

20005/06 

Increase of $40,229,564 or 251.39%.  
Annual growth rate of 13.39% 

Public Safety $29,531,035 41.47  $66,984,420 
32.6 

Increase of $37,453,385 or 126.83%. 
Annual growth rate of 8.53% 

Physical Environment $2,543,098 3.57  $9,498,973 
4.6 

Increase of $6,955,875 or 273.52%. 
Annual growth rate of 14.09% 
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STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 
DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 
YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

Transportation $12,105,310 17.00  $31,966,926 
15.6 

Increase of $19,861,616 or 164.07%. 
Annual growth rate of 10.20% 

Economic Environment $157,895 0.22  $1,054,239 
0.5 

Increase of $896,344 or 567.68%. 
Annual growth rate of 20.91% 

Human Services $4,069,066 5.71  $12,470,222 
6.1 

Increase of $8,401,156 or 206.46%. 
Annual growth rate of 11.85% 

Culture/Recreation $5,161,035 7.25  $16,919,464 
8.2 

Increase of $11,758,429 or 227.83%. 
Annual growth rate of 12.61% 

Debt Services $1,637,114 2.30  $4,406,090 
2.9 

Increase of $2,768,976 or 169.14%. 
Annual growth rate of 10.41% 

Court Related NA NA  $5,915,727 2.1 NA 
Total $71,207,503   $205,448,575  Increase of $134,241,072 or 188.52%. 

Annual growth rate of 11.18% 

         
The Costs of Needed Capital 
Improvements (5-year CIP) 

        

Traffic Circulation $70,620,000  

FY 1995/96 through 
1999/2000 

 $288,814,887  

FY 2007/08 through 
2010/11 

Increase of $218,194,887 or 308.97%. 
Annual growth rate of 15.12% 

Solid Waste $19,290,000   $43,362,483  Increase of $24,072,483 or 124.79%. 
Annual growth rate of 8.44% 

Sanitary Sewer & Potable Water $53,410,000   $75,630,005  Increase of $22,220,005 or 41.60%. 
Annual growth rate of 3.54% 

Drainage $1,740,000   $30,902,000  Increase of $29,162,000 or 1675.98%. 
Annual growth rate of 33.33% 

Recreation & Open Space $3,640,000   $16,375,000  Increase of $12,735,000 or 349.86%. 
Annual growth rate of 16.23% 

Conservation/Aquifer Recharge $10,000,000   $42,135,000  Increase of $32,135,000 or 321.35%. 
Annual growth rate of 15.47% 

Emergency Services NA   $15,167,949  NA 
Law Enforcement & Corrections NA   $803,400  NA 
General Services NA   $11,910,456  NA 
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STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 
DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 
YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

Libraries NA    NA 
Total $158,700,000   $525,101,180  Increase of $366,401,180 or 230.88%. 

Annual growth rate of 12.71% 

         

         
How the Community Controls the 
Timing and Location of Infrastructure to 
Further the Goals of the Plan 

Supplies and demands 
are evaluated by 

utilizing computerized 
concurrency 

management system; 5 
to 7 year CIP Sanitary 

Sewer- Policy 5.3; 
Potable Water-Policy 

5.3; Solid Waste-Policy 
1.1 

 

1995 

 Supplies and demands 
are evaluated by 

utilizing computerized 
concurrency 

management system; 5 
year CIP Sanitary 
Sewer- Policy 5.8; 

Potable Water-Policy 
5.7; Solid Waste-Policy 

1.1 

 

2005 

 

         
Maintenance of Established Levels-of-
Service 

        

Traffic Circulation   
Rural principal arterial non-peak season C  

1995 

 D for all roads except 
as follows: 1. E plus 

20% for  part of 27th &  
43rd Avenues* 

2. Florida Intrastate 
Highways LOS B in 

rural areas and LOS C 
in urban areas 

 

2005 

 
Freeway, arterial, collector-peak season D    *LOS E Plus 20% for 27th Avenue 

from South County Line to SR 60 and 
43rd Avenue from Oslo Road to 16th 
Street. 
 
Updates to LOS were made in 2005 
and 2006 
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STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 
DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 
YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

Solid Waste 6.5 lbs per cap. per day 
(2.37 cubic yards per 

capita per year) 

 

1995 

 2.2 tons or 3.67 cubic 
yards per capita for 

permanent + weighted 
peak seasonal pop. per 

year 

 

2005 

 
LOS was revised in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 

Sanitary Sewer (GPD) 250  1995  250  2005 No change 
Potable Water (GPD) 250  1995  250  2005 No change 
Drainage   
No flood encroachment outside existing 
easement & ROW limits 

3 yr./24 hr.  

1995 

By 2010, all existing 
roadways: 1. min road 
crown elev. to 2/24 
storm event 2. two 
center lanes 10/24 storm 
event all drainage basins 
1995 - 2/24, 2000 – 
5/24, 2010 – 10/24 
 
 
 
 

New drainage systems 
shall mitigate the 
impacts of a 25 year/24 
hour design rainfall 
event 
 
For re-built roadways: 

1. min road crown elev. 
to 2/24 storm event 2. 
two center lanes 10/24 

storm event.  3. all 
drainage basins 2010 - 

2/24, 2007 – 5/24, 2010 
– 10/24 

 

2005 

 

Limited encroachment of stormwaters in 
front and rear yards 

10 yr./24 hr.   

Greater encroachment of stormwaters in 
front and rear yards w/no minor street 
flooding (2” max) 

25 yr./24 hr.   

Some street flooding, but no flooding of 
existing or proposed residences 

100 yr./3 day duration   

Recreation  (Acres per 1,000 pop.)        
Urban 5  

1995 

LOS was revised in 
1995 to 3 acres/1000 
pop. for the entire 
county 

6.61 acres per 1,000 
permanent + weighted 

peak seasonal pop. 

 

2005 

LOS was revised in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. Beach 1.5   

River District Community 1.5   
North 3   
South 1.25   
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STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 
DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 
YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

Correctional Facilities NA    Countywide 4.5 
beds/1,000 permanent + 
weighted peak seasonal 

pop. 

 2005 New LOS added in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 

Fire/EMS NA    Countywide (excluding 
Town of IRS) .089 
Stations per 1,000 

permanent + weighted 
peak seasonal pop. 

 2005 New LOS added in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 

Law Enforcement NA    Unincorporated County 
2.09 officers per 1,000 
permanent + weighted 

peak seasonal pop. 

 2005 New LOS added in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 

Libraries NA    Countywide 580 
building sq. ft., 3,200 
library material items, 
0.7 computers, and 0.2 
other library equip.  per 

1,000 permanent + 
weighted peak seasonal 

pop. 

 2005 New LOS added in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 

Public Buildings NA    Countywide 1.99 
building sq. ft. per 

capita for permanent + 
weighted peak seasonal 

pop. 

 2005 New LOS added in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 
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STATISTIC CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST EAR BASED AMENDMENT EXISTING CONDITIONS COMMENTS 
DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 
YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA’S 
CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

Schools NA    School Impact Fees - 
Countywide 

Elementary Schools of 
144.71 building sq. ft. 

per student station 
(Middle Schools = 

117.26, High Schools = 
147.57, Average for all 

schools = 139.07) 
School Concurrency – 
100% of FISH capacity 
for each public school 

type 

 2005 New LOS added in 2005 as part of an 
impact fee study. 

Transit NA    One-hour headways 
shall be maintained on 
all fixed transit routes 

 2005  

         
Outstanding County Debt $86,730,000  September 1995  $135,805,000   September 2006 Increase of $49,075,000 
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Appendix B - EAR Comprehensive Plan Evaluation Matrix Evaluating the Achievement of Objectives 
 
Objective Measurable 

Target 
Baseline Conditions at 
Time of Last Major 
Plan Update (1998) 

Current Condition 
(2006) 

Objective 
Achieved? 

Required Action 

Yes No 
(1) Construction of Capital Facilities: By 
2012, the county will have eliminated 
existing deficiencies, accommodated 
desired future growth, and replaced 
obsolete or worn-out facilities. 

Maintenance of 
Existing and 
Construction of 
New Public 
Facilities 

Public Facilities were in 
place in 1998 

County maintains a 5 year 
CIP and implements the 
CIP – deficiencies are 
addressed 

X  This is an appropriate objective; however, the reference to eliminating existing 
deficiencies should be removed since this has been accomplished.  In addition, the 
objective should be revised with a new target date of 2030 to correspond with the 
duration of the revised Comprehensive Plan date. 
 

(2) Development in Coastal High Hazard 
Areas: Through 2020, development in 
coastal high hazard areas will not increase 
beyond the density or intensity levels 
indicated on the current Future Land Use 
Map. 
 

Number of 
Future Land Use 
Map 
Amendments 
Increasing Land 
Use Density 
Within CHHA 
 

Densities shown on the 
Future Land Use Map. 

The gross res. density of 
the uninc. portions of the 
barrier island is 1.8 
dwelling units/acre, less 
than the max. allowed by 
the comp plan. No 
increase in density was 
approved in the CHHA 
between 1995 and 2008. 
 

X  The intent of this objective, no increase in density on the barrier island to aid in 
hurricane evacuation and limit financial loss, is appropriate and should be retained. 
The objective should be revised to extend until 2030. 
 
 

(3) Maintenance of Established Level-of-
Service Standards: Through 2020, adopted 
levels-of-service will be maintained for all 
concurrency facilities. 
 

Maintenance of 
LOS Standards 

Concurrency 
Management System in 
place – no deficiencies 

Through 2007, this 
objective has been 
achieved. Concurrency 
Management System in 
place – no deficiencies 

X  Revise target date to 2030 to be consistent with time frame of revised 
comprehensive plan 

(4) Future Development's Share of Capital 
Costs: Through 2020, new developments 
will bear a proportionate share of the cost 
required to maintain adopted level-of-
service standards. 

Existence of 
adopted impact 
fee ordinances 

Impact fees for 
infrastructure assessed to 
all new projects 

County expanded impact 
fees from just 
transportation to include 
eight additional public 
services 

X  Revise target date to 2030 to be consistent with time frame of revised 
comprehensive plan 

(5) Local Government’s Ability to Provide 
Required Services and Facilities: Through 
2020, the county will ensure that it is able 
to fund and provide required services and 
facilities. 
 

Existence of 
funding sources 
for required 
services and 
facilities 

Numerous funding 
sources in place 

Additional funding 
sources adopted by 
county, including 8 new 
impact fees 

X  Revise target date to 2030 to be consistent with time frame of revised 
comprehensive plan 
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ATTACHMENT 1– Goal, Objectives and Policies 
 
 
Goal, Objectives and Policies 
 

Goal 
 
It is the goal of Indian River County to provide needed capital improvements through the use of sound 
fiscal decision making. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Objective 1: Construction of Capital Facilities 
 
By 2012, the county will have eliminated existing deficiencies, accommodated desired future growth, 
and replaced obsolete or worn-out facilities.  
 
Policy 1.1:  The county shall maintain a five-year capital improvement program and pursuant to 
Section 163.3177(3)(b) F.S. evaluate and update that program every  year to reflect existing and future 
public facility needs of the county.  This capital improvement program will ensure that the plan is 
financially feasible and that the adopted level-of-service standards are achieved and maintained. 
 
Policy 1.2: The county and the School District shall undertake only those capital improvements 
included within this element’s adopted capital improvements program.  Pursuant to Section 
163.3177(3)(b) F.S., the Capital Improvements Element will be reviewed every  year.  Consistent with 
Section 9J-5 of the Florida Administrative Code, if any facility identified in the Schedule of Capital 
Improvements is delayed or deferred in construction, or is eliminated from the capital improvements 
program, and this delay, defer, or elimination will cause the level-of-service to deteriorate below the 
adopted minimum level of service standard for the facility, a comprehensive plan amendment will be 
required to adjust the Schedule of Capital Improvements.  The annual update of the capital 
improvement element shall be done with a single public hearing before the Board of County 
Commissioners and a copy of the ordinance amending the Capital Improvements Element shall be 
transmitted to DCA. 
 
Policy 1.3:  The county shall evaluate and prioritize its capital improvement projects based on 
following criteria.  These criteria are ranked in order of importance. 

 Preservation of the health and safety of the public by eliminating public hazards; 
 Compliance with all mandates and prior commitments; 
 Elimination of existing deficiencies; 
 Maintenance of adopted level-of-service standards; 
 Provision of infrastructure concurrent with the impact of new development; 
 Protection of prior infrastructure investments; 
 Consistency with the county plan and plans of other agencies; 
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 Accommodation of new development and redevelopment facility demands; 
 Consistency with plans of state agencies and water management districts that provide 

public facilities within the local government's jurisdiction; 
 Promotion of compact development by discouraging growth outside of urban service 

areas; 
 Demonstration of linkages between projected growth and facility location; 
 Utilization of the economies of scale and timing of other improvements; 
 Reduction of operating costs; 
 Adjustment for unseen opportunities, situations, and disasters. 

 
Policy 1.4: The county shall implement the policies of the Potable Water, Sanitary Sewer, and Solid 
Waste sub-elements of the Comprehensive Plan.  Since these are enterprise account funded elements, 
capital expenditures identified in these elements shall be funded principally from revenues derived 
from the applicable systems. 
 
Policy 1.5: The county shall prioritize and implement the programs identified in the Transportation, 
Recreation and Open Space, Stormwater Management, Conservation, and Future Land Use Elements 
of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Policy 1.6:  The county shall not eliminate or reallocate budgeted appropriations for road 
improvement projects required to meet the adopted level-of-service standards unless the applicable 
projects will be constructed by other means and remain concurrent with the county’s Schedule of 
Capital Improvements. 
 
Policy 1.7: The county shall continue to allocate funds for the replacement and the renewal of 
infrastructure in an amount which will minimize the operating costs of the infrastructure and 
maximize the life of the infrastructure. 
 
Policy 1.8: The county shall manage its long-term general obligation debt in such a manner that the 
ratio of the debt service millage to the countywide operating millage does not exceed 20%. 
 
Policy 1.9:  The county hereby defines a capital improvement as an improvement with a cost that 
exceeds $25,000. 
 
Policy 1.10:  The Schedule of Capital Improvements shall contain a mix of capital expenditures, 
including projects to eliminate existing deficiencies, to upgrade and replace existing facilities, and to 
construct new facilities. 
 
Policy 1.11:  The county shall maintain a procedure in its annual budget review requiring each county 
department to include in its annual budget request applicable expenditures as identified in the capital 
improvements program of the appropriate Comprehensive Plan Element as well as department’s 
capital improvements. 
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Policy 1.12:  The county shall adopt “School District of Indian River County Five-Year Capital 
Improvement Schedule” from the School District’s adopted Five Year Capital Plan pursuant to 
Section 163.3177(3)(a)(5) F.S. The Capital Improvement Schedule with be evaluated and updated 
annually to reflect existing and future public school facility needs of the county.  This will ensure that 
the School District’s Five-Year Capital Plan is financially feasible and that the adopted level-of-
service standard for public schools is achieved and maintained. 
 
Objective 2: Development in Coastal High Hazard Areas 
 
Through 2020, development in coastal high hazard areas will not increase beyond the density or 
intensity levels indicated on the current Future Land Use Map. 
 
Policy 2.1:  The coastal high hazard area is defined as the area of the county designated as evacuation 
zones for a category one hurricane. 
 
Policy 2.2:  The county shall not increase land use density and intensity, in the coastal high hazard 
area, beyond that reflected in the county’s current Future Land Use Map. 
 
Policy 2.3:  The county shall make appropriations for infrastructure in coastal high hazard areas only 
to maintain the adopted level-of-service standards. 
 
Policy 2.4: The county shall ensure that the replacement of infrastructure in the coastal high hazard 
area will be limited to maintaining the adopted level-of-service standards. 
 
Policy 2.5:  The county shall require that all developments and all single-family units in coastal high 
hazard areas fully pay the cost for required infrastructure improvements through impact fees, capacity 
charges, developer dedications, assessments, and contributions. 
 
Policy 2.6:  The county shall not use public funds to subsidize increased density or intensity of urban 
development in coastal high hazard areas; however, public beach, shoreline access, resource 
restoration, or similar projects may be constructed. 
 
Objective 3: Maintenance of Established Level-of-Service Standards 
 
Through 2020, adopted levels-of-service will be maintained for all concurrency facilities. 
 
Policy 3.1: The county hereby adopts the concurrency management system as described within this 
element.  The county shall maintain Land Development Regulation (LDR) Chapter  910, Concurrency 
Management System, which implements the plan’s concurrency management system. In accordance 
with the concurrency management system of this plan and LDR Ch.  910, the county will not approve 
any development project where the impacts of such a project would lower the existing level-of-service 
on any facility below that facility’s adopted minimum level-of-service standard. 
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Policy 3.2: The county shall approve development only in accordance with the utility connection 
matrix identified in the Sanitary Sewer and Potable Water Sub-Elements. 
 
Policy 3.3: The county shall, concurrent with the impact of new development, provide the 
infrastructure necessary to maintain the levels-of-service identified in the various elements of the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Where development is proposed and is consistent with all applicable regulations 
but one or more public facilities is/are operating at an inadequate service level, the applicant may at 
his expense make facility improvements to increase facility capacity when such improvements are 
consistent with county plans and receive county approval. 
 
Policy 3.4: The county shall make land use decisions based on the planned availability of facilities to 
maintain adopted level-of-service standards. 
 
Policy 3.5: The county hereby adopts Concurrency Management level-of-service standards for public 
facilities that are established in the other Comprehensive Plan Elements and which are stated below: 

 
 Stormwater Management: 
 
The county hereby adopts the following level-of-service standard for all new drainage systems within 
the unincorporated county:   

 New development requiring major site plan approval or subdivision platting shall 
construct a complete drainage system to mitigate the impacts of a 25 year/24 hour 
design rainfall event using the soil conservation service type 2 modified rainfall curves. 
 

 Post development runoff for any drainage basin shall not exceed pre-development 
runoff unless a maximum discharge rate has been adopted and the discharge does not 
exceed that rate.  If a maximum discharge rate has not been adopted for a basin, post 
development discharge may not exceed pre-development discharge. 

 
By 2010, all existing roadways in the county shall be improved to meet the following level-of-service 
standards: 

 Minimum road crown elevation for existing roads shall be raised during 
resurfacing/rebuilding to the flood elevation resulting from the 2 year/24 hour storm 
event on local streets. 

 
 The center two lanes of rebuilt roads must be at or above flood levels resulting from a 

10 year 24 hour storm event on Arterial and Collector roads. 
 All drainage basins will meet the following level of service standards: 

By 2007 5-Year/24 Hour Storm Event 
By 2010 10-Year/24 Hour Storm Event 

 
The county hereby adopts the following water quality level-of-service standard: 

 As a minimum, retention of the first one inch of rainfall is required prior to offsite 
discharge.  An additional 50% treatment is required for all direct discharge into the 
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Sebastian River and into the Indian River Lagoon due to its designation as an 
outstanding Florida water, as required by state law. 

 
 Potable Water 
 
The following level-of-service standard is adopted for the county's potable water facilities, and shall 
be utilized for determining the availability of facility capacity and demand generated by a 
development: 

 Countywide level-of-service standard of 250 gallons per day per equivalent residential 
unit. 
 

 Solid Waste 
 
The following level-of-service standard is adopted for solid waste facilities in the county, and shall be 
used as the basis for determining the availability of facility capacity and demand generated by a 
development: 

 Countywide level-of-service standard of 2.2 tons or 3.67 cubic yards per capita for 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population per year. 

 
 Sanitary Sewer 
 
The following level-of-service standard is adopted for the county's sanitary sewer facilities, and shall 
be utilized for determining the availability of facility capacity and demand generated by a 
development: 

 Countywide level-of-service standard of 250 gallons per day per equivalent residential 
unit with a peak monthly flow factor of 1.25. 

 
 Recreation & Open Space 
 
The county adopts the following recreation level-of-service standard: 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 6.61 recreation acres/1,000 permanent plus 
weighted peak seasonal population. 

 
 Transportation 
 
The county adopts traffic circulation level-of-service standards as follows:   

 Level-of-Service “D” during peak hour, peak season, peak direction conditions, on all 
TRIP grant funded roads as well as all freeway, arterial, and collector roadways, with 
the exception of the following two, which will operate at level of service  “E” plus 
20%. 

 
 27th Ave – South County Line to SR 60 
 43rd Ave – Oslo Road to 16th Street  
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For SIS/Florida Intrastate Highway System roadways, level of service “B” is adopted for rural areas, 
and level of service “C” is adopted for urban areas. 
 
Policy 3.6: The county hereby adopts level-of-service standards for selected public facilities as 
follows: 
 
 Correctional Facilities 
 
The county adopts the following correctional facilities level-of-service standard: 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 4.5 beds/1,000 permanent plus weighted peak 
seasonal population 

 
 Fire/EMS 
 
The county adopts the following Fire/EMS level-of-service standard: 

 County wide (excluding Indian River Shores) level-of-service standard of .089 Stations 
per 1,000 permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 
 Law Enforcement 
 
The county adopts the following Law Enforcement level-of-service standard: 

 Unincorporated County level-of-service standard of 2.09 officers per 1,000 permanent 
plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 
 Libraries 
 
The county adopts the following Libraries level-of-service standards: 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 580 building square feet per 1,000 permanent 
plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 3,200 library material items per 1,000 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 0.7 computers per 1,000 permanent plus 
weighted peak seasonal population 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 0.2 other library equipment items per 1,000 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population 

 
 Public Buildings 
 
The county adopts the following Public Buildings level-of-service standard: 

 County wide level-of-service standard of 1.99 building square feet per capita for 
permanent plus weighted peak seasonal population. 

 
 Schools 
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The county adopts the following Schools level-of-service standards: 
 
School Impact Fees (Countywide): 

 County wide level-of-service standard for Elementary Schools of 144.71 building 
square foot per student station 

 County wide level-of-service standard for Middle Schools of 117.26 building square 
foot per student station 

 County wide level-of-service standard for High Schools of 147.57 building square foot 
per student station  

 County wide weighted average level-of-service standard for all schools of 139.07 
building square foot per student station 

 
School Concurrency (School Service Areas): 
 
 100 percent of Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) capacity for each public school type 

(elementary, middle, and high). 
 
 Transit 

 
The County adopts the following transit level-of-service standard: 

 One-hour headways shall be maintained on all fixed transit routes. 
 
Objective 4:  Future Development's Share of Capital Costs 
 
Through 2020, new developments will bear a proportionate share of the cost required to maintain 
adopted level-of-service standards. 
 
Policy 4.1:  The county shall use impact fees, capacity charges, assessments, developer dedications 
and contributions, to pay for infrastructure improvements and services needed to satisfy future needs 
while maintaining adopted level-of-service standards. 
 
Policy 4.2: The county shall conduct research to identify new sources of revenue for funding capital 
improvement projects. 
 
Objective 5: Local Government’s Ability to Provide Required Services and Facilities 
 
Through 2020, the county will ensure that it is able to fund and provide required services and 
facilities. 
 
Policy 5.1: The county shall not approve land use amendment requests unless those requests are 
consistent with the concurrency management system requirements of this element. 
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Policy 5.2:  In the event that the planned capacity of public facilities is insufficient to serve all 
applicants for development orders, the county shall schedule capital improvements to serve 
developments in the following order of priority: 
 Single-family units in existing platted subdivisions or on existing legal, buildable parcels 
 Affordable housing projects 
 New development orders permitting redevelopment 
 New development orders permitting new developments where the applicant funds the 

infrastructure expansion in exchange for future reimbursement 
 New development orders permitting new developments without developer participation 
 
Policy 5.3:  The county shall extend facilities and services to serve areas only within the existing 
Urban Service Area or as allowed by Policy 5.7 of the Potable Water Sub-Element and Policy 5.8 of 
the Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Policy 5.4:  The county shall coordinate with other local, state, and federal agencies as well as private 
entities to create an efficient capital improvements schedule that provides the following general 
benefits while minimizing the financial burden of providing facilities and services: 
 Reduction of overall capital and operating expenditures by the development of multi-use 

facilities; 
 More efficient land use patterns and phasing; 
 Reduction of overlapping, duplicating, and administrative procedures; 
 Implementation of adopted physical, social, and economic goals and policies in a least-cost 

manner; 
 Better coordination of public capital investment with private capital expenditures. 
 
Policy 5.5: The county shall continue utilizing enterprise funds for the provision of Sanitary Sewer, 
Potable Water, and Solid Waste facilities.  The debt for enterprise funds is to be paid by user fees, 
capacity charges, and other appropriate sources. 
 
Policy 5.6:  The county shall finance the capital cost of non-enterprise fund supported public facilities 
(e.g., roads, stormwater management, and parks) from current revenue, bond issues, impact fees, 
capacity charges, assessments, and other appropriate sources. 
 
Policy 5.7:  The county shall use general obligation bonds and other sources to raise the funding 
required to provide those public facilities that cannot be constructed with user fees, revenue bonds, 
impact fees, capacity charges, or other dedicated revenue sources. 
 
Policy 5.8:  Developments, which require public facility infrastructure improvements that will be 
financed by county debt, shall have their development orders conditioned on the issuance of the 
county debt or the substitution of a comparable amount of non-debt revenue. 
 
Policy 5.9:  Pursuant to state law, the Schedule of Capital Improvements may be adjusted by 
ordinance and not deemed to be an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan when the amendment 
relates to corrections, updates, or modifications concerning costs, revenue sources, acceptance of 
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facilities pursuant to dedications which are consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, or the date of 
construction of any facility except transportation facilities enumerated in the Schedule of Capital 
Improvements.  For transportation facilities, a delay in construction of a facility which causes the 
level-of-service of that facility to deteriorate below the adopted minimum level-of-service standard for 
the roadway will require a comprehensive plan amendment. 
 
Policy 5.10: The county shall ensure that all capital improvements identified in the various elements of 
the Comprehensive Plan are completed according to schedule.  The only acceptable delays will be 
those which are subject to one of the following: 
 Projects providing capacity equal to, or greater than, the delayed project are accelerated within 

or added to the Schedule of Capital Improvements; 
 Modification of development orders issued conditionally or subject to the concurrent 

availability of public facility capacity provided by the delayed project.  Such modification shall 
restrict the allowable amount and schedule of development to that which can be served by the 
capacity of public facilities according to the revised schedule; or 

 Amendment of the plan to reduce the adopted standard for the level-of-service for public 
facilities until the fiscal year in which the delayed project is scheduled to be completed. 

 
Policy 5.11:  The county hereby adopts Appendix B as the County’s Priority Transportation Capital 
Improvements Schedule.  This schedule provides the project description, estimated date of 
commencement of actual construction, estimated date of completion, and estimated cost for projects 
that will increase roadway capacity on priority facilities. 
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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 of last 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 AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE  
 
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 
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units had been built after 1960. 
 
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, 1.4% 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 1.1 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, 131 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, 108 units in the county were lacking complete plumbing facilities; 
477 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. 
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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. 
 
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 in s. 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). 
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• 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 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 10 
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). 
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• 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. 
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ANALYSIS 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 of 27.45%.  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 
Indian River County Residential Units (2006) 

 
Residential Unit Type Total Housing Units – Census 

2000 (April 1, 2000) 
April 1, 2000-Dec. 31, 2005 
Permits * 

Total Residential 
Units (Year 2005) 

April 1, 2000-Dec. 
31, 2006 Permits 

Total Residential 
Units 
(year 2006) 

Total Single Family Units 36,240 12,398 48,638 15,211 51,451 
Total Multi-Family Units 14,792 3,175 17,967 3,357 18,149 
Total Mobile Home Setups 6,870 323 7,193 335 7,205 
Total Housing Units 57,902 15,896 73,798 18,903 76,805 

* These building permits do not include 337 building permits for units that were demolished 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 
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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 
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 of 32%. Also, median monthly rent 
increased from $505 per month in 1989 to $615 per month in 1999, an increase of 28%.  During that 
same period, median household income increased from $28,961 to 39,635, an increase of 26%.  
(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 
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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. 
 
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 January 2008, the sale price for homes further decreased to $175,300, a 
27% reduction from January 2006.  From 2006 to 2008, median household income for the county 
increased from $55,500 to $57,000.   
 
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 of 2,301 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 
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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. 
 
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 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Central Florida Workforce Housing Toolkit  
 
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 2008, however, median 
housing prices decreased, and now housing prices are affordable again. 
 
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 cannot 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. 
 
 

Table 3 

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

Severely Unaffordable 5.1 and more 51% or higher 
Seriously Unaffordable 4.1 to 5.0 41% to 50% 
Moderately Unaffordable 3.1 to 4.0 31% to 40% 
Affordable 3.0 or less 30% or less 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Indian River County    13

Indian River County Housing Affordability Ratings 
 

Year Median Household Income Median Home Price (January) Home Price / 
Income Ratio 

2000 $47,700 $79,200 1.66
2001 $48,400 $98,200 2.03
2002 $52,400 $109,200 2.08
2003 $50,900 $141,600 2.78
2004 $52,400 $171,200 3.27
2005 $53,250 $228,800 4.30
2006 $55,500 $261,500 4.71
2007 $54,100 $241,000 4.45
2008 $57,000 $175,300 3.07
2008 August $57,000 $153,900 2.70

 
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 of less 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. 
 
- Operation and Maintenance Cost 
 
One way to make housing more affordable is to reduce ongoing housing operation and maintenance 
costs by making housing units more energy efficient.  The “Green Building” program is designed to 
make houses more energy efficient. 
 
Green Building is the practice of creating and using processes that are environmentally responsible 
and resource-efficient throughout a building’s life cycle from siting to design, construction, 
operation, maintenance, renovation and deconstruction.  Overall, the green building program has 
several major benefits.  These include: 
 

• Environmental Benefits 
 

o Enhance and protect biodiversity and ecosystems 
o Improve air and water quality 
o Reduce waste streams 
o Conserve and restore natural resources 
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• Economic Benefits 

 
o Reduce operating costs 
o Create, expand, and shape markets for green produce and services 
o Improve occupant productivity 
o Optimize life-cycle economic performance 

 
• Social Benefits 

 
o Enhance occupant comfort and health 
o Heighten aesthetic qualities 
o Minimize strain on local infrastructure 
o Improve overall quality of life 

 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has extensive programs and information on green 
building issues, including: 
 

- Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
- Water Efficiency 
- Environmentally Preferable Building Materials and Specifications 
- Waste Reduction 
- Toxics Reduction 
- Indoor Air Quality 
- Smart Growth and Sustainable Development 

 
EPA provides several programs under Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy.  These programs 
are: 
 
EPA and U.S. Department of Energy’s Energy Star® program promotes partnerships with 
homebuilders, office building managers, product manufacturers, and many other organizations to 
improve the energy efficiency of homes, buildings, and various building components and appliances. 
 

o Energy Star for New Homes is a partnership focused on new home construction 
o Energy Star for Home Improvement provides information and resources for energy-efficient 

home renovation 
o Energy Star for Business is a program to help businesses improve their buildings’ energy 

performance 
 
EPA’s Green Power Partnership provides information about renewable power sources, benefits of 
using them, and how to participate in the Partnership. 
 
EPA’s Heat Island Reduction Initiative works with communities and other partners to reduce the 
heat island effect caused by urban patterns of development. 
 

o Cool Roofs provides information about energy saving roofs 
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o Green Roofs provides information about water and energy saving vegetated roofs 
 
- 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 (Owner and Renter) 

 

Source: Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing 
 
 
 Table 5 provides a breakdown of cost burden by income group. 

 

 Households paying between 30-
50% of income for housing  

Households paying more 
than 50% of income for 
housing 

Total 

Owner households 5,747 3,113 8,860 
Renter households  2,764 1,953 4,717 
Total  8,511 5,066 13,577 
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Table 5 

Indian River County  
2005 Cost Burden by Income Group 

ELI: Extremely Low Income, VLI: Very Low Income, LI: Low Income, MI: Moderate Income 
Source: Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing 
 
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 

Household income as 
percentage of Area Median 
Income (AMI) 

Households paying 
between 30-50% of 
income for housing 

Households paying 
50% or more of 

income for housing 

Total 

(ELI) Less than 30% AMI 764 2,178 2,942 
(VLI) 30 – 50% AMI 2,531 1,970 4,501 
(LI) 51 – 80% AMI 1,796 434 2,230 
(MI) 81-120 % AMI 3,420 484 3,904 
Total  8,511 5,066 13,577 
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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. 
 

Table 6 
Housing Need 

Indian River County 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
A. BEBR Population Projections* 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 (pop. ÷ 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 
units 

55,831 55,831 55,831 55,831 55,831 

Existing 2005 Multi-family 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 
number of units) 

2,867 11,454 19,427 26,482 33,023 

*Source: University of Florida Bureau of Economic and Business Research (BEBR) 
 
• 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. 

 
Table 7 

Percentage of Elderly Head of Households 
Indian River County 

 
 1990 Census 2000 Census 2005 Shimberg 
Percentage of Households 
headed by a person of 65 or 
older 

 
28.75% 

 
36.09% 

 
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 
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elderly person.  The following table shows the projected number of elderly households within the 
county. 

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

(41% of Total Housing Units) 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
Elderly households 
(County Total) 

31,432 34,953 38,222 41,115 43,797 

 
Many of these elderly households, however, are affluent retirees who do not have housing 
affordability problems.  Consequently, the county 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 county also provides assistance to elderly households 
which fall in those income categories and need assistance.  Based on the county’s SHIP program 
having assisted 169 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 County 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 10% 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 county 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. 

Table 9 
Projected Number for Low-Income Disabled Households 

(10% of Total Housing Units) 
 

 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
County Total 7,666 8,525 9,322 10,028 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 County in 2002.  These 2,622 farmworker households 
represented 4,271 persons. Currently, there are 2 farmworker housing camps having a capacity of 
835 units within the county.  Also, there are two rural development farmworker housing projects 
(Orangewood Park and Victory Park) with 100 units each.  A majority of the county’s farmworkers, 
however, live in single-family units or mobile homes within or around the City of Fellsmere. Due to 
the decline in citrus production within the county, it is estimated that farmworker housing needs will 
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decline over time.  Therefore, no shortage of farmworker housing is anticipated. 
 
As part of its overall housing strategy, the county targets some of its housing assistance funds for 
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 477.  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 
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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 sources is the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program.  Currently, the county 
has a 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. 
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*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 in all agricultural and residential zoning 

districts. 
 
*Allowance for multi-family dwelling units, such as apartments over commercial buildings, in 

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. 
 
 
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 
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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. 
 
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 1, 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, 472 
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.   
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The following tables provide a summary of SHIP and HHR assistance as of January 1, 2008 

 
Table 10 

SHIP Program Summary 
 

Number and % of Loans Approved by Income Category by 
FY 

State FY 
(July 1-June 
30) 

Amount of SHIP 
Allocations 
(State funding 
only) 

SHIP 
Repayments 
and other 
Program 
Incomes 

Number of 
Loans 
Approved by 
FY VLI % LI % MI % 

          
92-93 $250,000.00  41 13 31.71% 17 41.46% 11 26.83% 
93-94 $250,000.00  37 12 32.43% 18 48.65% 7 18.92% 
94-95 $250,000.00  30 11 36.67% 13 43.33% 6 20.00% 
95-96 $565,773.00 $14,358.95 58 19 32.76% 35 60.34% 4 6.90% 
96-97 $632,136.00 $29,887.06 74 34 45.95% 35 47.30% 5 6.76% 
97-98 $622,455.00 $50,489.83 65 22 33.85% 36 55.38% 7 10.77% 
98-99 $903,723.00 $76,289.63 64 23 35.94% 37 57.81% 4 6.25% 
99-2000 $749,773.00 $62,361.43 45 19 42.22% 21 46.67% 5 11.11% 
2000-01 $1,205,592.00 $94,288.47 74 27 36.49% 35 47.30% 12 16.22% 
2001-02 $1,023,335.00 $117,946.26 70 26 37.14% 34 48.57% 10 14.29% 
2002-03 $1,195,168.00 $263,472.59 84 40 47.62% 36 42.86% 8 9.52% 
2003-04 $955,048.00 $429,002.84 66 32 48.48% 22 33.33% 12 18.18% 
2004-05 $916,659.00 $780,843.50 54 23 42.59% 17 31.48% 14 25.93% 
2005-06 $930,319.00 $776,332.65 46 22 47.83% 17 36.96% 7 15.22% 
2006-07  $1,209,521.00 $571,296.01 41 11 26.83% 15 36.59% 15 36.59% 
2007-08 
YTD 

$1,231,134.00 $267,308.54 6 2 33.33% 1 16.67% 3 50.00% 

          
TOTAL $12,890,636.00 $3,533,877.76 855 335 39.18% 390 45.61% 130 15.20% 

ELI – Extremely Low Income 
VLI – Very Low Income 
LI – Low Income 
MI – Moderate Income 
 

 
 

Table 11 
HHR Program Summary  

 
 
Number and % of Assisted Units for Approved Loans by Income Category 

State FY 
(July 1-June 
30) 

Amount of 
HHR 
Allocations 
(State Funding 
Only) 

Number of 
Assisted 
Units for 
Approved 
Loans YTD 

ELI % VLI % LI % MI % 

2005/06- 
2007/08 YTD 

$14,563,228.00 472 98 20.76% 176 37.29% 163 34.53% 35 7.42% 
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  • 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). 

Table 12 
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING PROJECTS 

UNINCORPORATED INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 

 
PROJECT NAME 

 
PROJECT # 

 
NUMBER OF 
UNITS SET-
ASIDE 

 
TYPE OF SUBSIDY 

 
YEAR 

APPROVED 

 
DATE 

RESTRICTED 
PERIOD BEGAN 

 
LENGTH OF 
RESTRICTED 
PERIOD 

 
Victory Park 

 
 

 
100 

 
Farmers Home 
Administration 

 
1989 

 
11/4/88 

 
20 years 

 
Sunset Apartments 

 
96110114 

 
36 

 
LIHTC* 

 
1997 

 
3/25/98 

 
50 years 

 
Orangewood Park 

 
 

 
100 

 
Farmers Home 
Administration 

 
1992 

 
9/5/91 

 
20 years 

 
Gifford Grove 

 
94010142 

 
61 
(single-
family   
rental) 

 
LIHTC 

 
1993 

 
6/13/96 

 
30 years 

 
Indian River 
Apartments 

 
94110154 

 
180 

 
LIHTC 

 
1994 

 
2/9/96 

 
50 years 

 
Kyles Run 

 
95110062 

 
200 

 
LIHTC 

 
1996 

 
12/11/97 

 
50 years 

 
Gardenia Gardens 

 
96040048 

 
80 

 
HUD 
Project/Elderly 
Housing Project 

 
1998 

 
3/26/98 

 
40 years 

 
River Park Place 

 
97080124 

 
144 

 
LIHTC/Elderly 
Housing Project 

 
1997 

 
6/24/99 

 
50 years 

 
Lindsey Gardens Ph. 
I 

 
96030057 

 
96 

 
LIHTC 

 
1997 

 
6/17/99 

 
50 years 

 
Lindsey Gardens Ph. 
II 

 
2002040003 

 

72 

 
State Bond 
Program 

2002  
4/27/04 

 
30 years 

 
The Club at Vero 

 
96030057 

 
184 

 
State Bond 
Program/ Elderly 
Housing Project 

 

 
1998 

 
8/15/01 

 
30 years 

 
Woods of Vero 

 
98010133 

 
176 

 
State Bond 
Program 

 
2000-01 

 
9/4/01 

 
38 years 

 
The Walker Avenue 
Club 

 
96120101 

 
172 

 
State Bond 
Program 

 
2000 

 
9/4/02 

 
30 years 

B Briar Wood of Vero 
Beach 

  
45 

 
LIHTC 

 
1989 

 
9/14/89 

 
15 years 

 
Pinnacle Groves 

 
2001120128 

 
234 

 
State Bond 
Program 

 
2003 

 
1/18/05 

 
30 years 

 
The Palms of Vero 
Beach 

  
259 

 
State Bond 
Program 

 
2003 

 
5/31/05 

 
30 years 
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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 
 
 
 

Table 13 
SUBSIDIZED HOUSING PROJECTS 

IN MUNICIPALITIES WITHIN INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 
 
 

 
PROJECT 
NAME 

 
MUNICIPALITY 

NAME 

 
NUMBER 
OF 

UNITS 

 
TYPE OF 
SUBSIDY 

 
YEAR 

APPROVED 

DATE 
RESTRICTED 
PERIOD 
BEGAN 

 
LENGTH OF 
RESTRICTED 
PERIOD 

 
Sandy 
Pines 

 
City of 
Sebastian 

 
45 

 
LIHTC 

 
1993 

 
6/12/96 

 
30 years 

 
Grace 
Landing 

 
City of 
Sebastian 

 
69 

 
LIHTC 
(Elderly) 

 
1996 

 
4/29/98 

 
50 years 

 
Pelican 
Isles 

 
City of 
Sebastian 

 
150 

 
LIHTC 

 
2003 

 
8/16/2005 

 
50 years 

 
Sonrise 
Villas 

 
City of 
Fellsmere 

 
160 

 
LIHTC 
(farmworkers 
housing) 

 
2003 

 
8/16/2004 

 
50 years 

 
Whispering 
Pines 

 
City of 
Fellsmere 

 
71 

 
HUD and U.S. 
Dept. of 
Agriculture 
(farmworkers 
housing) 

 
2003-04 
 

 
9/24/01 
 

 
20 years 

 
Total Multi-Family Rental Units: 495 Units 

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

 

• Foreclosures 
 
With the downturn in the housing market that began in late 2006, sales of new housing units 
declined, and housing values fell.  Combined with the sub-prime mortgage problem, re-setting 
adjustable rate mortgages, and lowered housing demand, the number of foreclosures began to 
increase at about that time. 
 
In the last year, the number of foreclosures increased significantly throughout the country. 
According to Realty Trac, Inc., Florida had the second highest number of foreclosure filings in 
the nation in July 2008.  Generally, foreclosures occur in stages. These stages are: 
 
 

• Notice of Default (NOD) 
• Lis Pendens (LIS) 
• Auction Notice of Trustee Sale (NTS) 
• Notice of Foreclosure Sale (NFS) 
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• Real Estate Owned (REO)  
 
Table 14 shows the July, 2008 foreclosure activity levels in the Nation, State, and Indian 
River County. 
 
 

Table 14 
Foreclosure Activities 

July 2008 
 

Juris-
diction 

NOD LIS NTS NFS REO 
(fore-
closed 
proper-
ties 
owned 
by a 
bank) 

Total 1 of every 
X number of 
households 
received 
foreclosure 
filing 
(rate) 

State or 
IRC/ 
National 
Average 

IRC/State 
Average 

U.S. 55,601 55,042 57,145 27,088 77,295 272,171 464 N/A N/A 
Florida 0 29,708 91 9,818 6,267 45,884 186 2.5 N/A 
IRC 0 170 0 62 3 235 316 1.47 0.59 

Source: Realty Trac, Inc. 
 
 
As indicated in this table, one out of every 464 households nationwide was in some stage of 
foreclosure during the month of July, 2008.  During that same time period, the state’s foreclosure 
rate was one out of every 186 households, while Indian River County’s foreclosure rate was one 
out of every 316 households.  According to the Table 14 information, the July, 2008 foreclosure 
filing notice rate for Indian River County was 1.47 times the national rate and 0.59 times the 
state rate.  That indicates that Indian River County’s foreclosure filing rate is higher than the 
national rate, but lower than the state rate.   
 
Generally, a high number of foreclosures creates several problems.  First, foreclosures create 
housing affordability problems for those households whose homes are foreclosed on.  Second, 
foreclosed properties often are not maintained, turn into neighborhood eyesores, and adversely 
affect the value of adjacent houses.  Third, foreclosed properties usually sell at lower than the 
actual value of a house; therefore, foreclosures affect the value of other houses in the 
neighborhood.  Finally, foreclosures also impact banks, often reducing credit provided by banks 
to individuals.  Overall, those 235 properties within the county that are in different stages of 
foreclosure will negatively impact the owners of those properties as well as the entire 
community. 
 
Since foreclosure activities are becoming an important issue, the county should develop a policy 
to indicate that the county will apply for any federal and state funding that could assist the 
county in addressing the foreclosure problem in the county. 
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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 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. 
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HOUSING STRATEGY ANALYSIS 
 
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 CLT 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 CLT 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 CLTs can be used to increase owner occupancy, 

decrease absentee ownership, improve the physical condition of housing and stabilize the 
community.  Such CLTs 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:  
 

- 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 of rent increase) 
- No cost to the county 
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Issues: 
 

- 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 
- 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: 
 

 
- 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). 
 
 
Issues: 
 
       -       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: 
 

 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 

 
Benefits: 
 

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

Issues: 
 

- 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. 
 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Indian River County    33

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: 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
Issues: 
 

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

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

Issues: 
 

- 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.) and new green building programs 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: 
 

- Decreases housing cost 
- Expedites housing production 

 
 
Issues: 
 

- None 
 
 
Conclusion: 
 
This is an effective way of reducing the housing cost.   The county currently allows these new 
construction technologies, including green building programs, and expedites permits for affordable 
housing projects. 
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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: 
 

- Lowers cost of housing for affordable or workforce housing 
 
 
Issues: 
 

- Not legal 
- County loses funding 
- Impacts provision of facilities and services 
- Shifts costs to others 

 
 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Waiving impact fees does not 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: 
 

- Additional residential land availability may reduce price of land 
 
Issues: 
 

- 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 opportunities 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. 
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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. 
 

• 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 
provisions: 
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- 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. 

-  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 1 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 of renter-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. 
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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 16% 
between 2000 and 2006, it is safe to assume that currently there are even more households paying 
over 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 to 2020. 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.1) By 2000, 
review of county 
regulations and 
ordinances 

- Reviewed appropriate codes 
and ordinances 

X  X  X  Revise for date 

1.2) Encourage infill 
development 

- Provided infrastructure X  X  X  Maintain 

1.3) Coordinate with 
FHFC for affordable 
housing funding 

- Coordinated funding 
- Secured (CDBG, HHR, 
SHIP, Home Again, 
Residential Construction 
Mitigation) funding 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.4) Participate in 
housing bond 
programs 

- Participated in Escambia 
county bond program 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.5) By 2000, 
Establish one stop 
permit process 

- Not done  X  X X  Revise to 
establish a new 
date and to 
indicate that the 
county shall 
establish a web 
based 
permitting 
process. 

1.6) Eliminate 
delays in review of 
affordable housing 
development 
projects 

- Affordable housing projects 
and permits expedited 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.7) Review effect 
of new policies and 

- Analysis performed and 
included in staff report to BCC 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
regulations on 
housing cost 

for new regulations  

 
All policies under objective 1, except policy 1.5, were implemented.  Policies 1.1 and 1.5 must be 
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. 
 
New Policies 
 
One new policy should be added to Objective 1.  This new policy should encourage homebuilders to 
build “Green Buildings” and to utilize the EPA and U.S. Department of Energy’s “Energy STAR®” 
program.  The county should encourage this by providing expedited permit review for participating 
builders.  Another new policy should encourage building residential developments near 
transportation hubs, major employment centers, and mixed use developments.  The county should 
encourage this by providing expedited permit review for these types of developments. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 1, with revisions and additions 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.  
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Future Action: This objective should be maintained 
 

 
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.  Policy 2.4 must be revised to reflect section 
125.379 F.S. requirements that require inventory of the county surplus lands appropriate for 
affordable housing every 3 years. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 2, with the revision as indicated, are sufficient to achieve the objective. 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

2.1) Maintain 
county’s local fair 
housing ordinance 

- Ordinance adopted in 
1995 and maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.2) Designate lands 
for various housing 
types 

- Designated through 
future land use map 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.3) Provide 
technical assistance 
to community 
development 
corporations 

- None (no community 
development 
corporation) 

 X  X X  Maintain 

2.4) Inventory  
County surplus lands 
that could be used 
for affordable 
housing 

- Inventory completed  X  X  X  Revise to 
correspond to 
Section 
125.379 F.S. 
requirements 

2.5) Maintain 
affordable housing 
density bonuses 

- Provided through 
planned development 
process 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.6) Transfer of 
density provision 
through the PD 
process 

- County maintained its 
TDR provisions 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.7) Provision and 
preservation of 
Affordable Housing 
Units 

- Affordable Housing 
units provided and 
maintained through 
SHIP, HHR, CDBG, and 
other housing programs 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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 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%. 
 
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 1%.  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 based on number of substandard housing units.  For example, a new objective may indicate 
that, by 2010, the number of sub-standard housing units (units lacking complete plumbing and units 
with no heating facilities) within the entire county will be less than 600 units (2000 census number 
of subsidized housing within the entire county was 585 units). 
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All policies under objective 3 were implemented.  Policy 3.4 should be revised to indicate that 
county will improve neighborhood appearance by participating in the World Changers Program.  
Policy 3.6 should be revised to indicate that the county shall maintain its SHIP program “Minimum 

Policy 
Description 

Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The 
Original Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1) Apply 
standard housing 
code 

- Standard housing codes 
maintained and applied 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.2) Inventory 
housing 
conditions 

- Inventory completed X  X  X  Maintain 

3.3) Provision of 
technical 
assistance in 
areas with high 
percentage of 
substandard 
housing units 

- Technical assistance 
provide as needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.4) Improve 
neighborhood 
appearance by 
establishing 
neighborhood 
awareness 
program and 
merit recognition 

- Neighborhood plans 
prepared 

- Worldchanger program 
initiated 

X 
partially 

 X  X  Revise indicate 
that county will 
improve 
neighborhood 
appearance by 
participating in 
the World 
Changers 
Program 

3.5) Provide 
rehabilitation 
loan assistance 

Rehabilitation assistance 
provided through SHIP, 
HHR, CDBG 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.6) Guideline for 
housing 
preservation, 
rehabilitation and 
redevelopment 

Not Provided X  X  X  Revise 

3.7) Worked with 
community based 
organizations to 
inform residents 
of housing rehab 
assistance 

Info provided through 
different groups 

X  X  X  Maintain 
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Standards for Rehabilitation of Residential Properties”. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 3, with the revisions as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the objective. 
 No other policies are needed. 
 
 
 OBJECTIVE 4   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 that indicates 
the number of households assisted on an annual basis.  The revised objective may state that, for each 
year between 2010 to 2020, at least 45 households within the entire county will have received 
assistance through the county’s local housing assistance program. 
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All policies under objective 4, except policy 4.5, were implemented.  Policy 4.3 should be revised to 
indicate that the county will amortize water and sewer capacity charges, not water and sewer impact 

Policy 
Description 

Action/Accomplish
ment 

Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This Policy 
Be Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

4.1) Request  
report from 
housing authority 

- Report provided X  X  X  Maintain 

4.2) Review  
housing authority 
report/provision 
of housing 
assistance 

- Additional 
assistance to H.A.’s 
Victory Park and 
Orangewood Park 
projects provided 
through HHR funds 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.3) 
Amortization of 
water and sewer 
impact fees 

- Water & sewer 
capacity charges 
fees can be 
amortized through 
utilities department 

X  X  X  Revise to indicate 
water and sewer 
capacity charges 

4.4) Maintain 
housing trust 
funds 

- Housing trust 
funds maintained for 
SHIP Program and 
for HHR program 

X  X  X  Revise for correct 
list of SHIP 
strategies 

4.5) Interlocal 
agreement with 
municipalities on 
barrier island 

- Not done  X  X X  Maintain 

4.6) Partner with 
financial 
institutions 

- Provided though 
AHPC 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.7) Encourage 
Homeownership 
by Providing  
DPCC 
Assistance 

- Provided through 
SHIP & HHR 

X  X  X  Maintain 

4.8) Utilize all 
state and federal 
subsidy programs 

- Utilized X  X  X  Maintain 

4.9) DPCC 
applicant to 
attend HBEW 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 
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fees.  Policy 4.4 should be revised for current list of SHIP program strategies. 
 
 
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), will establish 
a private/public housing trust fund, will facilitate the creation of Community Development 
Corporations (CDC), will inform employers of opportunities to provide employer assisted 
housing, and will 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. 
 
Besides those new policies referenced above, a new policy should be added to indicate that the 
county will continue to provide SHIP funds to clients of non-profit housing organizations.  
Another new policy should indicate that the county will continue to cooperate with St. Lucie 
County and Martin County to maintain a recently formed HOME program consortia that 
qualifies all three counties to obtain HOME program funding.  Finally, a new policy should be 
added to indicate that the county will apply for any federal and state funding that could assist the 
county in addressing the foreclosure problem in the county. 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 4, with the proposed additions and revisions, 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 5’s target date is 2010.  Even though the target date is in 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 5’s target in the 1995 to 2006 time period, it will be difficult to make 
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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. 
 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

5.1) By 2000, 
Inventory  
neighborhoods with 
inadequate 
infrastructure 

- Done X  X  X  Delete 

5.2) Apply for 
federal and state 
funding such as 
CDBG 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 

5.3) Memo to 
residents informing 
them of 
opportunities for 
obtaining 
infrastructure 
improvements to 
existing 
neighborhoods 

- Done through public 
works 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.4) Flexible 
petition paving 

- Offered X  X  X  Maintain 

 
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 of Policies  
 
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. 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Indian River County    54

 
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. 
 
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 500 additional beds by 2015.  Given the increase in the number of beds 
between 1995 and 2005, an increase of 500 beds by 2015 should be achievable. 
 
 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

6.1) Require group 
homes and foster 
care facilities to 
obtain Dept. of 
Children & Families 
permit 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 

6.2) Provide 
demographic and 
technical 
information to non-
profit organization 
willing to provide 
foster and group 
homes 

- Provided X  X  X  Maintain 

6.3) Require that 
foster and group 
homes have a 
barrier-free design 

- Federal law enacted 
(ADA) 
- County 504 compliance 
policy adopted in 1995 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.4) Allow group 
homes and foster 
care facilities in all 
residential districts 

- LDRs allow group homes 
within residential districts 

X  X  X  Maintain 

6.5) Provide - Provided X  X  X  Maintain 
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Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
supporting 
infrastructure 
needed for group 
homes, foster homes 
and residential care 
facilities 

 
 
All policies under objective 6 were partially or completely implemented. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies  
 
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. 
 
• 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.  Since 2005 Sun Ag recently closed its 
farmworker camp, there are only 414 farmworker occupants in the remaining camp in the county. 
 
Objective 7 was achieved. 
 
Future Action: Revise the objective’s target and target date.  The revised target should reflect that 
farmworker housing units with capacity for 414 occupants will be maintained. 
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Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

7.1) Assist private 
agricultural 
businesses to secure 
funding for 
construction and/or 
rehabilitation of 
farmworker housing 

- HHR funds approved for 
Fellsmere community 
enrichment for replacement 
of 50 mobile homes for 
farmworkers 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.2) Undertake 
cooperative 
activities with 
agricultural industry 
for provision of 
affordable housing 

- None  X  X X  Delete 

7.3) Require that 
permanent 
farmworker housing 
be located near 
public facilities and 
services 

- Provided through SHIP 
and HHR programs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

7.4) Permit seasonal 
farmworker housing 

- Permitted X  X  X  Maintain 

7.5) Outreach for 
farmworkers 

- Provided X  X  X  Maintain 

 
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 of Policies  
 
The policies under objective 7 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
• OBJECTIVE 8   Historic Housing 
 
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 
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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. 
 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

8.1) Technical 
assistance for 
conservation of 
historic housing 

- Purchased some historic 
housing 

- technical assistance 
provided 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.2) Maintain 
historic 
preservation 
ordinance 

- Historic preservation 
ordinance adopted LDR 
Ch. 933 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Both policies under objective 8 were implemented. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies  
 
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. 
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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. 
 

Policy Description 

 

Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

9.1) Maintain local 
housing assistance 
program 

- Local housing assistance 
program is maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

9.2) Letter to 
municipalities to 
encourage 
provision of 
housing assistance 

- None  X  X X  Maintain 

9.3) Economic 
solution to 
Affordable 
Housing 

- Lower unemployment 
rate 

- Income did not keep pace 
with housing price 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
 
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 
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The county has an established policy to 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 

Policy Description Action/Accomplishment Was Policy 
Implemented? 

Did This Policy 
Contribute To 
Meeting The 
Objective? 

Was The Original 
Policy 
Appropriate? 

Should This 
Policy Be 
Maintained/ 
Deleted/ 
Revised? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

10.1) List of 
possible housing 
opportunities and 
financial assistance 
to displaced 
households 

- Assistance provided by 
HHR, CDBG, etc. 

X  X  X  Maintain 

10.2) Provide 
funding to housing 
authority to assist 
displaced persons 

- County policy X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Both policies under objective 10 were implemented. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 10 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 timeframe will be extended to 2030, population and housing projections must be 
provided for the new planning horizon. 
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
The following EAR based amendments to the housing element are needed to update the element's 
data and analysis section. 
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- 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, 2.4, 3.4, 4.3, 4.4 and 3.6 
 
Policies to be deleted: 
 
5.1, and 7.2 
 
Policies to be added: 
 

• New policy under objective 1 for green building homes.   
• New policy for encouraging residential developments near transportation hubs, major 

employment centers, and mixed use developments.   
• New policies under objective 4 for establishment of new housing assistance strategies.    
• New policy indicating that the county will continue to provide SHIP assistance to non-profit 

housing organizations clients 
• New policy regarding HOME program consortia.   
• New policy indicating that the county will apply for federal and state funds to address the 

county’s foreclosure problem. 
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Attachment 1 
 
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL 1 
 
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 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 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 
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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:  

• 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. 
 
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.  
 
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 10 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 
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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: 

1. Proximity to public transportation, employment centers, recreational 
facilities, and community services such as shopping, personal services, 
schools, daycare facilities, and health care facilities; and 

 
2. Compatibility with adjacent land uses and existing neighborhoods.  
 

The County’s Residential Land Use Districts 
 
                     Net       Maximum       Type of Residential 
District         Acres     Density          Development                                                                           
 
M-2              1071        10            MF, SF, Mobile Home, Farmworker housing, Group homes 
M-1              5158         8             MF, SF, Mobile Home, Farmworker housing, Group homes 
L-2             13532         6             MF, SF, Farmworker housing, group homes 
L-1             12574         3             MF, SF, Farmworker housing, group homes 
R                   956          1             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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Additional Density Bonus for 
Providing Additional Buffer and 
Landscaping based on one of the 
following options (percent 
increase in allowable units) 

 
Very Low 
Income (VLI) 
and Low 
Income (LI) 
Affordable 
Units as 
Percentage of  
Project’s Total 
Units 

 
Density 
Bonus 
(Percent 
increase in 
allowable 
units)  

Option I 
 
Option II 

 
Range of 
Possible Density 
Bonus 
Percentage 
(Percent 
increase in 
allowable units) 

 
 

 
 

 
Material equal to 
a 10' wide Type 
C buffer with 6' 
opaque feature 
along residential 
district 
boundaries and 4' 
opaque feature 
along roadways 

 
Material equal 
to a 20' wide 
Type  B buffer 
with 6' opaque 
feature along 
residential 
district 
boundaries and 
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. 
 
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%. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 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 activity 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 
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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. 
 
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 

 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
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). 
 
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 
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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. 
 
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. 
 
OBJECTIVE 8 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). 
 
 
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. 
 
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. 
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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. 
 
 
 



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Indian River County    70

Attachment 2 
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Figure 7.4 
Housing Conditions 
Major Concentrations of 
substandard Housing in 
Indian River County 

Substandm·d 
Housing 
At·ea 

Jan.2008 
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Figure 7.6 
Group Homes in Indian River County 

5. ALCO Hope, Inc. 8. Isles of Vero 
6. Exchange Youth Manor 9. Sterling House 
7.1ndian RiverWoman•s Group Home 10. National Health Corp. 

1. Elder's In Touch 
2. Florida Baptist 

Retirment Center 
3. Hibiscus Manor 

Retirment Home 
4. Indian River 

Estates 

11. White Dove Group Home 
12. Florida Convelescent Center 
13. Alteri 
14. Dixie Oak Manor May 2006 
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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) 

 
 

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

1. Number of Housing Units 

a.    Municipalities 

 

19,956 

 

37.42 

 

1995 

 

Table 
7.3 

 

21,604 

 

37.31 

 

25,610 

 

34.70 

 

       b.  Unincorporated County 33,365 62.57 1995 Table 
7.3 

36,298 62.18 48,188 65.29  

       c.  Total 53,321 100 1995 Table 
7.3 

57,902 100 73,798 100  

2. Housing Characteristics (County 
Total) 

a.  Household Size (persons per 
household) 

2.30  1987 Table 
7.3 

2.25  2.25  2005 Same as 
2000 

        b. Vacant Seasonal and 

           Migratory Units (County  

              Total) 

5,369 10.06 1995 Table 
7.3 

5,293 9.14 6,745 9.14 2005 Same % as 
2000 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

c. Housing Type (County Total)  53,321 100 1995 Table 
7.3 

57,902 100 73,798 100  

i. single family 

ii. multi family 

iii. mobile home 

32,216 

13,436 

7,669 

60.42 

25.20 

14.30 

  36,240 

14,792 

6,870 

62.58 

25.54 

11.86 

48,638 

17,967 

7,193 

65.90 

24.34 

9.74 

 

d.  Year round Housing Unit Occupancy 
(County Total) 

         

i. vacant units for sale or 

rent 

ii. owner occupied units 

iii. renter occupied units 

iv. total occupied units 

11,404 

 

31,537 

10,380 

41,917 

21.38 

 

59.14 

19.46 

78.61 

1995 Table 
7.3 

8,765 

 

38,115 

11,022 

49,137 

15.13 

 

65.82 

19.03 

84.85 

11,069 

 

48,707 

14,022 

62,729 

15 

 

66 

19 

85 

For 2005 same 
% as 2000 
Census 

e. Age of Year Round Housing Units 
(County Total) 

         



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Indian River County    78

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

i. number of units 2000-2005 

ii. number of units 1990-1999 

iii. number of units 1980-1989 

iv. number of units 1960-1979 

v. number of units 1940-1959 

vi. number of units 1939 and 
earlier 

 -------

6,193* 

20,879 

19,413 

5,573 

1,263 

 ------

11.61 

39.15 

36.40 

10.45 

2.36 

 

90-95 

Table 
7.5 

------ 

14,409 

19,461 

17,805 

5,076 

1,151 

 

24.88 

33.61 

30.75 

8.76 

1.98 

15,896**

14,409 

19,461 

17,805 

5,076 

1,151 

21.53 

19.52 

26.37 

24.21 

6.87 

1.55 

* 5 year 1990-
95 

** 5 year 
2000-05  

 f. Owner-occupied home value (County 
Total) (no. of 

       units in sample) 

18,846 100 1990 Table 
7.7 

27,261     

i. Less than $50,000 

ii. 50,000 – 99,999 

iii. 100,000 – 149,999 

iv. 150,000 – 199,999 

v. 200,000 – 299,999 

vi. 300,000 – 499,999 

vii. 500,000 – 999,999 

viii. 1,000,000 or more 

ix. median value 

3,294 

8,928 

2,610 

1,387 

2,627* 

---- 

---- 

---- 

$78,800 

17.46 

47.36 

13.84 

7.35 

13.93 

---- 

---- 

---- 

---- 

  1,780 

11,333 

6,088 

2,661 

1,992 

1,514 

1,376 

517 

$104,000

6.5 

41.6 

22.3 

9.8 

7.3 

5.6 

5.0 

1.9 

---- 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

$228,800

  

 

 

* For 1990 
data: $200,000 
or more 

 

 

 

Jan. 2005 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

g. Monthly Housing Cost (County 
Total) 

            Mortgage Status 

 
 
 
 
 

 1990 Table 
7.8 

     

Specified Owner-Occupied Units 
i. units with a mortgage 

ii. less than $300 

iii. $300 to $499 

iv. $500 to $699 

v. $700 - $999 

vi. $1,000 to 1,499 

vii. $1,500 to $1,999 

viii. $2000 or more 

ix. median monthly cost 
(dollars) 

x. units not mortgaged 

xi. median monthly cost with no 
mortgage (dollars) 

 

 
10,988 
650 
3,292 
6,409 
---- 
---- 
---- 
---- 
 
 
 
$666 
 
7,858 
 
$190 

 
58.30 
 5.91 
35.75 
58.32 
---- 
---- 
---- 
---- 
---- 
 
 
 
 
41.69 
 
---- 

 
1990 
 
($300-599)
 
more than 
$600 

 
Table 
7.8 

 
16,871 
90 
1,195 
3,521 
5,524 
3,619 
1,294 
1,628 
$881 
 
 
 
10,390 
 
 
$328 
 

 
61.90 
0.3 
4.4 
12.9 
20.3 
13.3 
4.7 
6.0 
--- 
 
 
 
38.10 
 
 
---- 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

Specified renter-occupied units 
(County Total) Gross Rent 

 

 

 

9,418  1990 Table 
7.8 

10,932     

i. Less than $200 

ii. $200 to $299 

iii. $300 to $499 

iv. $500 - $749 

v. $750 to $999 

vi. $1,000 to $1,499 

vii. $1,500 or more 

viii. no cash rent 

ix. median rent (dollars) 

520 

1,141 

2,149 

5,171 

---- 

---- 

---- 

437 

$505 

5.51 

12.11 

22.81 

54.90 

---- 

---- 

---- 

---- 

---- 

 

 

($300-
$399) 

$400 or 
more 

 

 316 

425 

2,292 

4,451 

1,608 

638 

513 

689 

$615 

2.9 

3.9 

21.0 

40.7 

14.7 

5.8 

4.7 

6.3 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

h. Housing Affordability (County 

Total) 

i. occupied housing units 

ii. median income all households

iii. owner-occupied housing units

iv. median income-owner 

household 

v. income available for housing 

(30% of total income) 

vi. median annual cost 

vii. median cost to median income 

ratio 

Result: Income available for annual 

housing expenditure is within 30% of 

total median income at 23.90% in 2000

 

 

41,917 

$28,961 

28,561 

$31,537 

 

$9,460 

$7,992 

0.253 

 

 

 

 

1989 

 

1989 

 

1990 

 

1989 

 

 

Table 

7.10 

 

 

$49,137 

$39,635 

$38,115 

$44,172 

 

$13,252 

$10,572 

0.239 

 

 

  1999 data from 

2000 census 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

i. Renter-occupied housing 
units 

 
ii. Median income-renter 

households 
 

 
iii. Income available for housing 

(30% of total income) 
 
iv. Monthly income available for 

housing 
 

 
v. Median monthly rent 
 
vi. Median monthly rent to 

income ratio 
 
Result: Income available for annual 
housing expenditure is within 30% of 
total median income at 27.60% in 2000

10,380 
 
 
$22,000 
 
 
 
$6,600 
 
 
$550 
 
 
 
$505 
 
0.275 

 1989 
 
 
1989 
 
 
 
1990 
 
 
1989 
 
 
 
1989 

 11,022 
 
 
$26,650 
 
 
 
$7,995 
 
 
$666 
 
 
 
$615 
 
0.276 

   1999 data from 
2000 census 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

Cost Burden (Owner-Occupied Units) 
Monthly housing cost as % of Income 

Less than 20% 

20-24% 

25-29% 

30-34% 

35% or more 

Not Completed 

 

18,846 

 

11,280 

2,114 

1,564 

1,036 

2,638 

214 

 

100% 

 

59.85 

11.21 

8.29 

5.49 

13.99 

1.13 

 

  27,261 

 

15,910 

3,158 

2,033 

1,436 

4,445 

279 

 

100% 

 

58.36 

11.58 

7.45 

5.26 

16.30 

1.02 

 

   

Total Owner Occ. Cost Burden 30% and more 3,674 19.48   5,881 21.56    
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

Cost Burden (Renter-Occupied Units) 
Rent as % of Income 

Less than 20% 

20-24% 

25-29% 

30-34% 

35% or more 

Not Completed 

 

9,418 

 

2,472 

1,383 

1,267 

770 

2,908 

558 

 

100% 

 

26.24 

14.68 

13.45 

8.17 

30.87 

5.92 

 

  10,932 

 

3,053 

1.449 

1,123 

889 

3,525 

893 

 

100% 

 

2.79 

13.25

10.27

8.13 

32.24

8.16 

 

   

Total Renter Occ. Cost Burden 30% and more 3,678 39.04   4,414 40.37    

Grand Total Owner Occupied and Renter Cost
Burden (30% and more) 

7,352    10,295     

3. Standard and Substandard 
Housing Conditions (County 
Total) 

  1990 Table 
7.14 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

a. Total housing units 

b. Lacking complete plumbing 

c. Lacking complete kitchen 

d. No heating facilities 

e. Total substandard housing units

f. Occupied housing with 1.1 or 
more persons per room 

g. Estimated total substandard and 
over crowded housing units 

47,128 

206 

230 

456 

892 

1016 

 

1908 

 

0.44 

0.48 

0.96 

1.89 

2.15 

 

4.04 

  57,902 

108 

272 

477 

857 

1431 

 

2288 

---- 

0.18 

0.46 

0.82 

1.48 

2.47 

 

3.95 

   

4. Renter Occupied subsidized 
housing development (County 
Total) 

 

  1995 Table 
7.16 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

a. number of families 
receiving Section 8 
assistance 

- 202 program 

- Certificate 

- Voucher 

b. waiting list 

 

427 

 

80 

229 

118 

100 

100 

 

18.73 

53.62 

27.63 

    345 

 

---- 

---- 

345 

250 

100  

5. Other Direct Housing Assistance 
Provided (County Total) 

 1995        

 -  FMHA(Farmers Home Administration)

 -  Local Housing Assistance Program 

-  Low Income Housing Tax Credit, 
Bond, Etc. 

 -  Local Hurricane Housing Recovery 
Program 

 -  CDBG Housing Rehabilitation 

200 

131 

441 

 

---- 

---- 

   200* 

414 

1,240 

 

---- 

---- 

 200* 

855 

2,634 

 

472 

24 

  

1/1/08 

 

 

1/1/08 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

6. Inventory of Group Homes 
(Unincorporated County) (number 
of beds or residents/type) 

 

        Group Homes: 
Level I: I-8 
beds 

Level II: 9-12 
beds 

Level III: 13-
21 beds 

Residential 
Center (RC): 
more than 21 
beds 

- Elders in Touch 6 (Level 
I) 

 1995 Table 
7.17 

  12 (level 
II) 

 2006 

- 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 
I) 

 1995      Out of 
business 2006 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

- I.R. Women’s Group Home 10 
(Level 
II) 

 

 1995    12 (Level 
II) 

 (also known as 
SafeSpace) 

2006 

- I.R. Estates (total care facility) 108 (RC)  1995    100 (RC)  2006 

- Isle of Vero (old Fountains) 50 beds 
(RC) 

 1995    50 beds 
(RC) 

 2006 

- Sterling House 50 beds 
(RC) 

 1995    42 beds 

(RC) 

 2006 

- National Health Corp. 124 beds 
(RC) 

 1995    124 beds 
(RC) 

 2006 

- White Dove 12 beds 
(Level 
II) 

 1995    12 beds 
(Level 
11) 

 2006 

- Alterra Clare Bridge Cottages       36 (RC)  2006 

- Alterra Sterling House       42 (RC)  2006 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

- Aurora II       8 (Level 
I) 

 2006 

- Courtyards of Vero Beach       28 (RC)  2006 

- Green Gables       26 (RC)  2006 

- Merrill Gardens       104 units

(RC) 

 2006 

- Orchid Island Manor       24 (RC)  2006 

- Pelican Gardens       50 beds 
(RC) 

 2006 

- The Place at Vero Beach       116 (RC)  2006 

- Stewart’s Adult Living Facility       5 (Level 
I) 
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DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

- Dixie Oak Manor 29 beds 
(Level 
III) 

 1995    19 beds 
(Level 
III) 

 2006 

Total Number of Beds 490  1995    901  2006 

7. Inventory of Historically 
Significant Housing (units) 

284  1990  284  284  Based on 
historic 
property 
survey 

8. Number of Farmworker Housing Units 1033  1995    1035  2004 

9. Program & Regulations Affecting 
Affordable Housing Provision 
(unincorporated County) 

         

a. zero lot line subdivisions as 
part of planned development 

 

X    X  X   

b. transfer of density 

 

    X  X   



EAR HOUSING ELEMENT 

Indian River County    91

DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS AS REPORTED IN THE ADOPTED ELEMENT 

(1990 Census Data or 1995 Data) 

CONDITIONS IN 2000 

(CENSUS DATA) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 

(2005) 

COMMENTS 

 DATA % DATA’S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION 

FROM HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

DATA % DATA %  

c. accessory multi-family dwelling 
units in conjunction with 
commercial development 

 

    X  X   

d. affordable housing density 
bonus 

    X  X   

e. small lot subdivisions 

 

    X  X   

f. accessory single-family 
dwelling units 

 

    X  X   

g. SHIP Program 

 

    X  X   

h. HHR Program 

 

      X   

i. CDBG Program X    X  X   
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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 

CORRES- 

PONDING 

YEAR 

CITATION DATA % DATA'S 

CORRESPONDING 

YEAR 

 

1.Projected number of households (Co. Total)  

 

Estimates (1995) 

 

a. Population 

 

 

 

100,261 

  

 

 

1995 

estimates 

 

 

Table 7.19 

 

 

135,215 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2006 estimates 

 

BEBR 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) 

 

a. population 

 

 

158,400 

  

 

1995 BEBR 

2020 proj. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

209,000 

 

 

 

 

 

2007 BEBR 

2030 projection 

 

 

 

BEBR projections 

b. average persons per household (occupied) 2.25    2.25    

c. projected permanent households 61,940 79%  Table 7.19 92,888 85%   
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d. seasonal and vacant units 16,130 21%   13,933 15%   

e. total housing units required (C+D) 78,070 100%   106,821 100%   

Projected Number of Households (unincorporated county) 

 

Estimates  

 

a. population 

 

 

 

 

64,114 

  

 

 

 

1995 BEBR 

projection 

 

 

Table 7.20 

 

 

 

 

 

86,779 

  

 

 

 

2006 BEBR 

estimate 

 

b. average persons per household (occupied) 2.39    2.35    

c. projected permanent households 25,946 78% 1990 

estimate 

 36,610 81%   

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 

total) 

Estimates (1995) 

 

a. estimated demand for housing assistance (10%) 

 

 

 

 

4,192 

 

 

 

 

10% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1990 

estimate 

Table 7.19  

 

 

 

6,522 

 

 

 

 

10% 

 

 

 

 

  

 

b. projected inventory of housing units provided by 

private sector (90%) 

 

37,725 

 

90% 

 

1990 

estimate 

 58,702 90%   

c. total units occupied by permanent households 

(1995)/(2007) 

41,917 100% 1990 

estimate 

 65,224 100%   

Projection (2020 for last plan update, 2030 current)  

(County total) 
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a. estimated demand for housing assistance (10%) 

6,194 10% 2020 

projection 

9,289 10% 

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%   

3. Estimated Additional Housing Needs (1995-2020 last 

plan update)/(2007-2030 current) 

 

a. total additional housing units needed 

 

 

 

20,023 

 

 

 

100% 

 

 

 

1995-2020 

projection 

  

 

 

27,664 

 

 

 

100% 

  

b. estimated additional units requiring assistance 2,002 10% 1995-2020 

projection 

 2,766 10%   

c. estimated additional units provided by private 

sector 

18,021 90% 1995-2020 

projection 

 24,898 90%   

4. Land Requirement for the Total Estimated Housing 

Need (county total)(acres) 

 

a. single-family units low density (50% of total need) 

 

 

 

10,011 

units 

 

 

 

50% 

 

 

 

1995-2020 

projection 

 

 

 

Table 7.21 

 

 

 

13,832 

units 

 

 

 

50% 

  

b. required acres for low density residential (assumes 

2.4 units per gross acres) 

4,171 

Acres 

 1995-2020 

projection 

 5,763 

Acres 

   

c. single & multi-family units medium density (30% of 

total need) 

6,006 

Units 

30% 1995-2020 

projection 

 8,299 

Units 

30%   

d. required acres for medium density residential 

(assume 6 units per gross acre) 

1,502 

Acres 

 1995-2020 

projection 

 2,074 

Acres 

   

e. multi-family units medium to high density (20% of 

total need) 

4,004 

Units 

20% 1995-2020 

projection 

 5,538 

Units 

20%   

f. required acres for medium to high density 500  1995-2020  692    
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residential (assume 8 units per gross acre) 
Acres 

projection 
Acres 

g. total units (A+C+E) 20,023 

Units 

 1995-2020 

projection 

 27,664 

Units 

   

h. total requires acres (B+D+F) 6,173 

Acres 

 1995-2020 

projection 

 8,529 

Acres 

   

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 

d. building new rental apartments 

e. hurricane housing recovery program 

f. CDBG 

 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

200 

 

131 

441 

0 

0 

  

 

1995 

 
 

 

 

Yes 

200 

 

814 

2534 

437 

24 

  

 

2007 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

 

d. substandard units rehabilitated since 1995 

 

e. blighted units removed since 1995 

 

f. availability of housing units at an affordable cost 

 

g. public/private partnership 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

--- 

 

94 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

good 

  

 

1995 

  

 

Yes 

 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

500 

 

337 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

good 

  

 

2007 

Since 2000 housing prices 

increased by 180% 

 

 

 

 

Housing units rehabilitated 

with SHIP/HHR/CDBG funds 

 

Lower interest rate 

SHIP partner-ship Cmte. 
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h. county permitting process & processing time 
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APPENDIX C 
 EAR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN EVALUATION MATRIX 

 EVALUATING THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES OF THE HOUSING ELEMENT 
 

ELEMENT OBJECTIVE MEASURABLE TARGET BASELINE CONDITIONS 

AT DATE OF PLAN 

ADOPTION (1995) 

CURRENT CONDITION 

(2006) 

 OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? COMMENTS/RECOMMENDED 

ACTION 

     YES NO OTHER(S) 

(SPECIFY) 

 

 

Housing 1.  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. 

Percentage of owner-

occupied and renter-

occupied households 

paying more than 30% 

their income for housing 

expenses 

Per 1990 census 

19.48% of owner 

occupied and 39.04% 

of renter occupied 

households pay more 

than 80% of their 

income for housing 

costs 

Per 2000 census 21.60% 

of owner-occupied and 

40.30% of renter 

occupied households 

paid more than 30% of 

their income for 

housing costs 

 X   

Housing 2.  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 

Adequate site for mix of 

dwelling unit (D.U.) 

types 

Mix of D.U.(s) 

allowed through 

land use and zoning 

designations 

Mix of D.U.(s) allowed 

through land use and 

zoning designations 

X   IRC provide mix of 

land use and zoning 

designations 

 

Private sector 

provides mix of 

dwelling units type 

Housing 3.  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% 

Percentage of 

substandard housing 

units 

1.40% in 1990 

census 

1% in 2000 census 
X   
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Housing 4.  2005, at least 700 households will have 

received assistance through county’s local 

housing assistance program. 

Number of units assisted 

through SHIP 
131 housing units 

assisted 

 

 

855 housing units 

assisted (as of Jan. 1, 

2008) 

X    

Housing 5.  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 

Number of subdivisions 

which receive 

infrastructure 

improvement 

 

 

 

 

Between 1995 and 2005. 

 Infrastructure 

provided to 22 existing 

subdivisions 

 

X   Target date for the 

objective is 2010 

Housing 6.  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 

Number of beds in group 

homes and care 

facilities  

490 beds 

Sufficient lands 

designated 

901 beds 

Sufficient lands 

designated 

  Partial There were 

sufficient land to 

accommodate group 

home, 901 beds 

below target of 

2000 beds 

Housing  7. 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) 

Number of existing 

(2006) farmworker 

housing units 

1033 

200 RECD 

1035 

200 RECD 

X    

Housing  8.  By 2005, 207 (72.9%) of Indian River 

County’s historic properties will be in 

excellent or good condition 

Number of historically 

significant dwelling 

units in good or 

excellent condition  

207 207 X    

Housing 9. 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 

Existence of an 

interlocal agreement 

with municipalities for 

housing assistance 

No interlocal 

agreement 

Countywide SHIP and HHR 

programs 

  Partially 

achieved 

- Countywide SHIP & 

HHR program 

providing 

assistance to VLI, 

LI, and MI 

households. 

Housing 10.  Indian River County will maintain a 

relocation housing policy for persons 

Availability of 

relocation housing for 

County policy County policy/enforced 

when households must 

X   - Compensation 

provided through 
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displaced by public action or public 

activities 

persons displaced by 

public action or 

activities 

relocate due to public 

actions 

appropriate county 

department causing 

relocation. 

- Also, relocation 

housing provided 

through housing 

authority when 

feasible. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success 
or failure of the Conservation Element of the Comprehensive Plan. This assessment 
examines changes affecting the conservation of Indian River County’s natural environment, 
and evaluates the achievement of objectives set forth in the Conservation Element. Based on 
the results of this evaluation and appraisal, certain aspects of the Conservation Element are 
subject to revision.  
 
To perform this assessment, Indian River County has taken the following steps:  
 
• Assembled baseline data 

 
- Identified the condition of the natural environment within the County at the time of 
the last major comprehensive plan update (1998) 

   
• Compiled current conditions data 
 

-Identified the existing conditions of the natural environment within the county 
(2006) 

 
• Compared baseline data with current conditions data 
 

-Documented trends present in the condition of the natural environment through 
comparison of the baseline environmental data with the current environmental 
conditions data  

 
• Analyzed environmental protection and conservation efforts within the county     

  
• Evaluated objective achievement 
 
• Assessed status of policy implementation  
 
• Identified future actions 
 
• Identified anticipated amendments 
 
BASELINE DATA 
 
The baseline data for the 2008 Evaluation and Appraisal Report of the Conservation 
Element component of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan were taken from the 
last major comprehensive plan update. That update occurred in 1998. In the 1998 
comprehensive plan update, the majority of the data was collected in 1996. Consequently, 
the data used in the 1998 comprehensive plan update will, unless otherwise noted, be 
referred to as the 1996 data or baseline data in this report. 
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In 1996, the natural environment condition categories identified were as follows: water 
resources; air quality; soil erosion; flora and fauna; threatened and endangered species; 
commercial use of natural resources; conservation and recreational use of natural resources; 
and hazardous wastes. Those categories are addressed below. 
 
Water Resources 
 - Surface Water 

 
In 1996, there were two major surface water systems in Indian River County:  the Upper St. 
Johns River Basin (+75,000 acres of surface water) and the Indian River Lagoon (+16,300 
acres of surface water), including the south prong of the St. Sebastian River (+500 acres of 
surface water).  

o Upper St. Johns River Basin 
 
Blue Cypress Lake is the major open water component of the Upper St. Johns River Basin. 
Besides the lake, the Upper St. Johns River Basin includes the St. Johns Marsh and the Fort 
Drum Marsh. In 1996, the C-54 Canal, a major drainage canal located along the north 
county line, was utilized to release marsh flood waters into the Indian River Lagoon during 
storm events. As a result of a major wetland restoration project within the basin, the amount 
of agricultural runoff discharged from the C-54 Canal into the St. Sebastian River had 
recently been reduced. The Stick Marsh, an open water area comparable in size to Blue 
Cypress Lake, was created in conjunction with the Upper Basin Restoration Project. 
 
The Upper Basin Restoration Project was an ongoing joint effort between the St. Johns 
River Water Management District (SJRWMD) and the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) to restore freshwater marshes in Indian River County and Brevard 
County. The project included more than 150,000 acres of pristine and restored freshwater 
marshes. 

o Indian River Lagoon 
 
Twenty-two (22) miles of the Indian River Lagoon are located within Indian River County.  
In 1995, Lagoon waters within the county were designated by the State as being "Class III" 
from approximately Grand Harbor south to the south county line, and west of the 
Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) channel north of Wabasso Causeway. "Class II" waters were 
located in the Lagoon north of Grand Harbor to the Wabasso Causeway, and east of the 
ICW north of the Wabasso Causeway (within the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge). 
The Class II waters within the Refuge were conditionally approved for shellfish harvesting.  
Overall, the waters of the Indian River Lagoon within the unincorporated county, not 
including artificial canals, were designated by the State as "Outstanding Florida Waters" 
(OFW). 
 
In 1996, the portion of the IRL near the Sebastian Inlet had the best water quality in the 
County.  Water quality in the IRL steadily declined southward from the Sebastian Inlet to 
the southern limits of the City of Vero Beach. Low salinity values, high levels of nutrients, 
and high levels turbidity were present from the mouth of the St. Sebastian River to the 
southern limits of the City of Vero Beach.   
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At the time of the last major plan update, approximately 18% of the Indian River Lagoon 
(IRL) within the county was covered with submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV).  Due to low 
levels of salinity, SAV coverage was least in the portion of the IRL within the City Limits of 
Vero Beach.  Moderate SAV coverage was present south of Sebastian Inlet to John's Island, 
while SAV coverage was most prevalent in the section of the County south of the 17th 
Street Bridge to the County line.   
 
There were seven species of SAV present in the IRL in 1996: shoal grass (Halodule 
wrightii), manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme), turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum), star 
grass (Halophila engelmanni), paddle grass (Halophila decipiens), Johnson's seagrass 
(Halophila johnsonii), and widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima).  Turtle grass was known to 
occur only south of the Sebastian Inlet. 
 

o Mosquito Impoundments 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the Indian River Mosquito Control District 
(IRMCD) was responsible for managing the mosquito impoundments within in the County. 
Mosquito impoundments are inundated saltmarsh areas managed specifically to deter 
mosquito reproduction.  In 1996, the IRMCD managed 30 mosquito impoundments, totaling 
3,241 acres. Of the 30 impoundments, two were permanently flooded, and eight of the 
impoundments were seasonally pumped.   
 

o St. Sebastian River 
 
In 1996, water quality in the St. Sebastian River was rated "fair" by the DEP, a ranking 
which indicated that the river failed to meet the designation of Class III (swimming and 
fishing). Although water quality in the St. Sebastian River had begun to improve in the mid 
1990’s, the water quality in the St. Sebastian River in 1996 was still considered the worst in 
the County. 
 
 - Ground Water 
 
In 1995, +105.01 million gallons per day (MGD) of ground water were consumed in various 
water use categories. These categories are summarized as follows: (Figures are in millions of gallons 
per day (MGD) 
                                                                (MGD) 

           Source:  SJRWMD data (1994) 
 

Public supply 9.91
Domestic self supply 5.99
Commercial/industrial 0.72
Recreation 2.76
Agricultural 63.21
Power generation 0.21
Estimated abandoned artesian flow wells 
and miscellaneous

22.21
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In 1996, per capita domestic water use averaged 70 gallons per day (GPD).  According to 
an estimate by the County Environmental Health Department, there were approximately 
20,000 private wells in the county in 1996. At that time, there were 82,603 acres of 
irrigated cropland in the county devoted to citrus production.   
 
Air Quality 
 
Because the levels of total suspended particulates (TSP) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) in the 
county were well within acceptable state and national air quality standards, no air quality 
monitoring was conducted in the county at the time of the last major plan update. 
 
Soil Erosion 
 
In 1996, there were a total of 6.6 miles of beaches in the county defined as "areas of critical 
erosion".  Beach erosion at that time was occurring in the northern section of the 
unincorporated county (north of Wabasso Beach) and within the city limits of Vero Beach.   
 
Flora and Fauna 
 
 -           Native Plant Communities 
 
Following are 1996 acreage estimates of native plant communities in the county, based on 
the County Planning Division's database:  
  

                                                            (Acres) 

 
 
Following are 1996 acreage estimates of native plant communities held in lands 
acquired through the Environmental Lands Program: 

 
                                                           (Acres) 
 

Xeric scrub 2,860
Tropical hammock 500
Hardwood hammocks 9,729
Coastal strand 240
Pinelands 19,598
Dry prairie 23,216
Wetlands 83,000
Shrub and brushland 45,000
Agricultural land 178,435

Xeric scrub 42
Tropical hammock 49
Hardwood hammocks 0
Coastal strand 0
Pinelands 75
Freshwater wetlands 16
Salt marsh 355
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 - Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
In 1996, there were 24 flora species in the County listed by the FDACS (Florida Department 
of Agriculture and Consumer Services) as being commercially exploited, threatened, or 
endangered.  Although there had been no additions or deletions to the list between the 1990 
adoption of the comprehensive plan and the 1996 update, the designated status of Curtiss' 
(sandhill) milkweed (Asclepias curtissii) had been upgraded from "threatened" to 
"endangered" during that time.  
   
In 1996, there were 45 fauna species in the County that the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC) listed as being rare, threatened, or endangered.  At that 
time, the designated status of the Atlantic Green Turtle (Chelonia mydas mydas) had 
recently been upgraded from a "Species of Special Concern" (SSC) to "Endangered".  
Additionally, the designated status of the Least tern (Sterna antillarum) had been 
downgraded from "Endangered" to "Threatened". The American Alligator (Alligator 
mississippiensis) was listed as a SSC.  
 
Commercial Use of Natural Resources 
 
In 1996, 82,603 acres of the 136,180 acres dedicated to agricultural use in the county were 
cultivated citrus groves. During the 1994-1995 season, 21,687,000 boxes of citrus were 
harvested in the County. At that time, Indian River County was ranked sixth in the state for 
citrus production.  
 
In 1994, 10,468 commercial fishing trips yielded 2,509,976 pounds of fish in Indian River 
County.  The shellfish harvest for 1994 was 143,580 pounds.  In 1996, aquaculture was 
conditionally permitted in waters north of the Wabasso Bridge (C.R. 510) to the Sebastian 
Inlet, east of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) of the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
The agriculture, fisheries, and forestry industries employed 4,058 inhabitants of Indian 
River County in 1996. 
 
Conservation and Recreational Use of Natural Resources 
 
In 1996, the County owned 21 beach access facilities and three public boat launching 
facilities.  The total acreage of County land held in public parks was 1,080. 
 
Between 1990 and 1996, the County and State conserved approximately 7,030 acres via 
conservation easements and environmental land acquisition purchases. During that 
timeframe, County cost-share purchases included the Oslo Riverfront Conservation Area 
(298 acres); the Wabasso Scrub Conservation Area (111 acres); the Korangy Tract (132 
acres) on north Jungle Trail; and Prange Island (26 acres). Besides those county purchases, a 
7,000 acre tract (the “Coraci” tract) was purchased by the state in 1996, as part of the 
“Sebastian Creek” Conservation and Recreation Lands (CARL) project. While a portion of 
the Coraci tract is in Brevard County, 5,000 acres are located in Indian River County. That 
property is situated between the St. Sebastian River and I-95, north of CR 512.  
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Between 1990 and 1996, the St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) added 
3,390 acres to its Upper St. Johns River Basin restoration project ownership in western 
Indian River County. 
 
In 1996, the Indian River Lagoon National Estuary Program (IRLNEP) adopted The Indian 
River Lagoon Comprehensive Conservation Management Plan (CCMP).  The CCMP 
contained a set of 68 recommended action items in four topic areas: water and sediment 
quality improvement; living resources; public and government support and involvement; 
and financing CCMP implementation. 
 
Hazardous Wastes 
 
In 1995, the Solid Waste Disposal District (SWDD) recorded a total of 46,311 pounds of 
hazardous waste collected from its five transfer stations and the County landfill.  Of this 
total, more than 25,840 pounds were classified as "household" hazardous waste. 
 
The Piper Aircraft facility was the only Superfund site listed in the county in 1996. Four 
additional sites in the County were identified as contaminated by leaking underground 
storage tanks (LUSTs).  
 
 
EXISTING  CONDITIONS 
 
In 2006, the types of environmental data collected for the 1998 comprehensive plan update 
were again collected for comparison. Comparing environmental data collected at two points 
in time, ten years apart, allows for evaluation of changes and identification of trends in the 
conditions of Indian River County’s natural environment. The data collected in 2006 will be 
referred to as the existing conditions (2006) data in this report. The existing conditions data 
were collected with an emphasis on maintaining data source consistency between the data 
used to update the comprehensive plan in 1998 and the data used for the 2008 EAR. These 
data and citations are contained in Appendix A. 
 
Once the existing conditions (best described as a snapshot of environmental conditions in 
2006) are compared to the baseline data (a snapshot of environmental conditions in 1996), 
the changes that occurred can be examined. The analysis of these changes and trends will 
provide a basis for evaluating objective achievement as well as identifying needed revisions 
to the Conservation Element.  
 
The natural environment condition categories identified in 2006 are as follows: water 
resources; air quality; soil erosion; flora and fauna; threatened and endangered species; 
commercial use of natural resources; conservation and recreational use of natural resources; 
and hazardous wastes. Those categories are addressed below. 
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Water Resources 
 
 - Surface Water 
 
At the present time, there are two major surface water systems in Indian River County:  the 
Upper St. Johns River Basin (+75,000 acres of surface water) and the Indian River Lagoon 
(+16,300 acres of surface water), including the south prong of the St. Sebastian River (+500 
acres of surface water).  
 

o Upper St. Johns River Basin 
 
Blue Cypress Lake is the major natural open water component of the Upper St. Johns River 
Basin. Besides the lake, the Upper St. Johns River Basin includes the St. Johns Marsh and 
the Fort Drum Marsh. Presently, the C-54 Canal serves as the major drainage canal to 
release marsh flood waters into the Indian River Lagoon during extreme storm events.  
 
From 1996 through 2006, the St. Johns River Water Management District acquired ±12,000 
acres within the Upper St. Johns River Basin for water management purposes. In 2007, the 
SJRWMD acquired an additional 6,000 acres in the upper basin from Fellsmere Joint 
Venture as part of a 10,000 acre project called the Fellsmere Water Management Area 
(FWMA).  
 
According to SJRWMD staff, the FWMA project, once constructed, will provide improved 
water quality in the upper St. Johns River, as well as provide treatment for agricultural 
runoff, while reducing the occurrence of freshwater releases through the C-54 canal to the 
Indian River Lagoon. SJRWMD staff estimates that the FWMA project will reduce 
freshwater discharge through the C-54 to the Lagoon from about one discharge in 25 years 
to one discharge in 50 years. 
 
According to a SJRWMD report, the SJRWMD is planning to convert 323 acres of citrus 
groves to wetlands on land recently acquired by the SJRWMD in the upper basin. That 
project, known as the Banjo Groves restoration, will provide habitat for a variety of 
migratory birds and other wetland-dependent species, including the endangered snail kite. 
  

o Indian River Lagoon 
 
Twenty-two linear miles of the Indian River Lagoon are located within Indian River County.  
In 2008, Lagoon waters within the county were designated by the State as being "Class III" 
from approximately Grand Harbor south to an east/west line intersecting the northernmost 
tip of Round Island, and along the western side of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) from 
the Wabasso Causeway north to the north county line.  
 
In 2008, “Class II” waters extended from the north county line south to the Wabasso 
causeway east of the ICW, from the Wabasso causeway south to the northern limit of the 
Grand Harbor development, and from an east/west line intersecting the northern tip of 
Round Island south to the south county line.   



 

8 

 
According to the IRL National Estuary Program (IRLNEP), the overall lagoon experienced 
a net gain in seagrass coverage of nearly 4,000 acres from 1992 to 1999. In 2007, an EPA 
National Estuary Program Coastal Condition Report noted that areas with good seagrass 
coverage tend to be located adjacent to undeveloped watersheds or close to inlets, with 
sparse seagrass coverage located adjacent to developed areas, tributaries, and major drainage 
systems. Consistent with that premise, seagrass coverage in Indian River County is sparsest 
in the Vero Beach narrows area.  
 
Currently, the County is constructing a pollution control facility in the Main Relief Canal.  
To be completed in 2008, this facility uses “series screening methodology” designed to 
remove litter and debris from up to 300 million gallons per day that outflow into the Indian 
River Lagoon. 
 
Recently, a SJRWMD study found that one in 10 acres (10%) of the Indian River Lagoon 
bottom is covered in muck. In 22 of 72 sites tested (lagoon-wide), muck was found to be 39 
inches or more in depth. According to the study, only one of these same 72 sites had muck 
39 inches or deeper in 1989. 
 

o Mosquito Impoundments 
 
The Indian River Mosquito Control District (IRMCD) is responsible for managing the 
mosquito impoundments within in the County.  Currently, the IRMCD manages 30 
mosquito impoundments, totaling 2,657 acres. Of that total, 1,338 acres are held in public 
ownership, and 1,319 acres are held in private ownership. While the majority of the 
mosquito impoundment areas (2,226 acres) are connected to the IRL via 126 culverts, 431 
acres of mosquito impoundments, including 30 acres of impoundments that remain 
permanently flooded, are not connected to the IRL. 
 

o St. Sebastian River 
 
In 2006 and 2007, approximately 800,000 cubic yards of muck were removed from the St. 
Sebastian River as part of a $20 million project conducted by the SJRWMD. The muck 
removal project is expected to be completed in 2009, at which time the muck removal will 
total approximately two million cubic yards. Despite the muck removal project, water 
quality in the St. Sebastian River, in 2007, failed to meet the designation of Class III 
(swimming and fishing).  
 
In 2007, the SJRWMD finished construction of the 166 acre Sebastian Stormwater Park, 
located within the City of Sebastian along Collier canal and Elkam waterway, two canals 
which discharge into the South Prong of the St. Sebastian River. According to a U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) report, the Stormwater Park will reduce total 
suspended solids entering the South Prong by 173,280 pounds annually. The park is also 
projected to reduce annual nitrogen and phosphorous discharge into the South Prong by 
3,749 pounds and 1,034 pounds, respectively. 
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o Man-made Ponds 
 
Since the last comprehensive plan update in 1998, the county adopted a revised littoral zone 
planting ordinance. Littoral zones, consisting of native vegetation planted on the edges of 
waterbodies, are now required for ponds constructed on development project sites larger 
than 10 acres.  
 
Since 2000, the County has constructed sub-regional stormwater treatment facilities in Vero 
Lake Estates, Gifford and Roseland. Recently, the county approved the construction of two 
manmade treatment “marshes:” the Egret Marsh and the Spoonbill Marsh. While Egret 
Marsh will utilize natural biotic processes to treat stormwater, Spoonbill Marsh will treat 
brine effluent generated by county water treatment facilities. 
 
 - Ground Water 
 
In 2005, +95.81 million gallons per day (MGD) of groundwater were consumed in Indian 
River County. Of that amount, 18.44 million gallons, or 19.3% of total daily groundwater 
consumption, were consumed domestically, while 0.56 million gallons per day, or 0.5% of 
total daily groundwater consumption, were used in commercial/industrial applications. A 
total of 2.58 million gallons per day, or 2.7% of total daily groundwater consumption, was 
used for recreation. The breakdown of daily water consumption in Indian River County is as 
follows:  
               (MGD) 

    
In 2005, per capita domestic water consumption averaged 143 gallons per day. According to 
an estimate by the St. Johns River Water Management District, there are currently 33,587 
private wells in the county. 
 
Recently, the Indian River County Utility Services Department began work on an alternative 
water supply master plan to address future water demand. Besides currently utilized 
groundwater sources, alternative water sources, including desalination of seawater, surface 
sources, and alternative subsurface sources, are being studied.  
 
Air Quality 
 
Because the levels of total suspended particulates (TSP) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) in the 
county are well within acceptable state and national air quality standards, no air quality 
monitoring is currently conducted by the State in Indian River County.  
 
 

Public supply 16.76
Domestic self supply 1.68
Commercial/industrial 0.56
Recreation 2.58
Agricultural 52.03
Estimated Abandoned Flow Wells 22.20
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Soil Erosion 
 
 - Erosion Control on Development Sites 
 
In 2006, the Indian River County Public Works Department created a new stormwater 
division. The stormwater division participates in the design of stormwater systems, educates 
the public on relevant stormwater topics, educates individuals involved in the 
design/construction of stormwater control systems, and enforces stormwater and erosion 
control standards. The stormwater division’s objective is to improve water quality in the 
Indian River Lagoon system by reducing the amount of pollution reaching the lagoon.  
 
Currently, there is a mining moratorium in Indian River County, and county mining 
requirements are under review. Impacts to groundwater and surface water related to 
mining activities are part of this review.  
 
 - Coastal Erosion 
 
In 2006, there were 15.7 miles (70% of total County oceanfront shoreline) of coastline in 
Indian River County that were defined as “areas of critical erosion.” At that time, beach 
erosion was occurring in the north, central, and south portions of the county. 
 
Recently, Indian River County completed two large-scale beach restoration projects. In 
2003, 500,000 cubic yards of sand were placed along 2.2 miles of beach in the northern 
end of the county. In 2007, 375,000 cubic yards of sand were distributed along 2 miles of 
beach in the southern end of the county.  
 
Flora and Fauna 
 
 -          Native Plant Communities 
 
Estimated acreages of native plant communities and agricultural land in 2004 are listed 
below:  
  
 
                                                                    (acres) 

 Source: SJRWMD 2004 

 
 
Since 1996, Indian River County, in partnership with state and federal agencies, has 
acquired ±8,437 acres of native plant communities for conservation under the County’s 
Environmental Lands Program. This acreage includes the ± 5,334 acre Carson Platt tract of 

Tropical hammock 365
Hardwood hammocks 7,850
Coastal strand 185
Pinelands 12,467
Freshwater wetlands 83,168
Agricultural land 141,646
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the St. Sebastian River Preserve State Park. In that acquisition, Indian River County was a 
25% cost-share partner. The overall acquired acreage also includes conservation easements 
acquired on the Sexton Ranch and the Padgett Branch environmental land program sites.  
 
Since 1996, approximately 500 acres of native upland habitat have been conserved through 
easements on private developments. Currently, county land development regulations require 
that 15% of native uplands on development sites be set aside in conservation easements. The 
county’s upland set-aside ordinance was revised in 2006. That revision increased the 
required set-aside from 10% of the native uplands on development sites over 5 acres to 15% 
preservation of on-site native plant communities. Combined with the environmental land 
acquisition program, these set-asides bring the total acreage of native habitat preserved since 
1996 to ± 8,937 acres. 
 
Following are estimated current acreages of native plant communities acquired through the 
Indian River County Environmental Lands Program: 
 
                                                                        (acres) 

 
     
In 2004, The Florida Department of Environmental Protection adopted the Uniform 
Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM). The UMAM is used to determine the amount of 
mitigation needed to offset adverse impacts to wetlands and other surface waters. 
 
 - Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
In 2008, 69 plant and animal species in the county were listed as endangered, threatened, or 
a species of special concern. In 2007, the status of one of those species, the American 
crocodile (Crocodylus acutus), was changed from endangered to threatened. Recently, the 
gopher tortoise was upgraded from a state-listed species of special concern to a threatened 
species.  
 

o Florida Scrub-Jay Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) 
 
In March 2000, Indian River County, in coordination with the City of Sebastian, adopted a 
Sebastian Area-Wide Florida Scrub-Jay Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The HCP 
allows the construction of homes on platted single-family lots in the Sebastian Highlands; in 
exchange, Indian River County agreed to manage county-owned scrub conservation lands to 
maximize scrub-jay habitat. In 2006, 15 scrub jay families were documented within the 
HCP area.  
 

Xeric scrub 653
Tropical hammock 164
Hardwood hammocks 63
Coastal strand 19
Pinelands 4,956
Freshwater wetlands 1,630
Salt marsh 952
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o Manatee Protection Plan 

 
Since the last comprehensive plan update, Indian River County adopted the Indian River 
County Manatee Protection and Boating Comprehensive Management Plan (MPP). The 
purpose of the MPP is to establish a strategy that equitably balances manatee protection, 
habitat protection, and boating safety with recreational and commercial marine interests.  
 
The MPP identifies “high use” manatee areas within the Indian River Lagoon, taking such 
areas into account in regulating the location new boating facilities as well as the expansion 
of existing boating facilities. Based on the level of manatee use identified in the MPP, 
boating speed zones were established throughout the Indian River Lagoon. The speed zones 
range from “no maximum speed” in low manatee use areas to “no wake zones” in high use 
areas. To ensure that recreational and commercial watercrafts are in compliance with speed 
zone regulations, the FWC regularly patrols the Indian River Lagoon. The MPP also 
establishes siting criteria for locating marinas and docks, and protects habitats vital to 
manatee survival in the lagoon.  
 
Since MPP adoption, the average manatee mortality rate has been 6.8. Prior to MPP 
adoption, the percentage of manatee deaths caused by watercraft collision, the greatest 
single cause of manatee mortality, averaged 1 per year, while watercraft mortality has 
averaged 2 per year post MPP adoption.  
 

o Sea Turtle Habitat Conservation Plan 
 
Recently, Indian River County adopted a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for sea turtles. 
The focus of the sea turtle HCP is to manage the impacts of sand renourishment and 
shoreline armoring on federally protected sea turtles nesting on County beaches. 
 
Prior to adoption of the Sea Turtle HCP in 2005, there were no comprehensive data 
collected regarding sea turtle nesting on county beaches.  
  

o Gopher Tortoise Protection 
 
In 2007, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission’s Gopher Tortoise 
Management Plan was revised. At that time, the gopher tortoise was upgraded from a 
species of special concern to a threatened species. As a result of the revised plan, gopher 
tortoises may no longer be entombed or buried on development sites. Now, gopher tortoises 
located in the path of proposed development are required to be relocated onsite or 
transported for relocation offsite under the guidance of the FWC.  
 
Commercial Use of Natural Resources 
 
According to the most recent Agricultural Census, there were 47,539 acres of actively 
cultivated citrus groves in Indian River County in 2004. In that year, 17,263,000 boxes of 
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citrus fruit were harvested, ranking Indian River County 7th in the state for overall citrus 
production.  
 
In 2006, 2,998 commercial fishing trips resulted in a commercial finfish catch of 841,774 
pounds, while 48 commercial fishing trips for invertebrates, such as shrimp and crabs, 
yielded 9,638 pounds of commercial catch.   
 
Currently, aquaculture is permitted in waters of the Indian River Lagoon north of the 
Wabasso Bridge (C.R. 510) to the Sebastian Inlet, east of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW), 
and the majority of the lagoon south of the City of Vero Beach extending past the south 
county line. Aquaculture in Indian River County focuses on the harvest of clams. At present, 
8,400 acres of surface water are available for aquaculture in the County. In 2006, there were 
318 acres of active aquaculture leases in the tri-county (Volusia, Brevard, and Indian River 
counties) area of the Indian River Lagoon.  
 
The agriculture, fisheries, and forestry industries employed 3,505 inhabitants of Indian River 
County in 2000. 
 
Conservation and Recreational Use of Natural Resources 
 
Currently, the County owns 40 public parks, including eight beach access parks. Indian 
River County also owns 18 tracts of public land, totaling 7,874 acres, allowing passive 
recreation.  
 
 - Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast 
 
In March 2004, Governor Bush signed Executive Order 04-61, creating the Committee 
for a Sustainable Treasure Coast (CSTC). The Committee was established “to study the 
challenges and opportunities facing the [Treasure Coast] region and to recommend 
actions and tools that could be used to maintain a sustainable quality of life within the 
region.” The Committee’s final report (in September 2005) identifies the following 
“principles” for sustaining quality natural systems in the region:  
 

Principle 1: The Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan is fully implemented. 

 
Principle 2: A viable, healthy and connected network of natural systems is 
protected throughout the region. 
 
Principle 3: The right quantity and quality of water is available to sustain natural 
systems. 
 
Principle 4: The air remains clean. 
 
Principle 5: Land use planning, development regulations, and design standards 
support healthy natural systems. 
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 - Indian River Lagoon National Estuary Program CCMP Update 
 

In January 2008, the IRL National Estuary Program published a draft update to the 
1996 IRL Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP). The draft 
update indicates that 11 years of implementation activities under the original CCMP 
have resulted in a “remarkable amount” of progress toward restoration and protection 
of the lagoon. Since the original CCMP’s development, however, new issues and 
threats to the lagoon, such as climate change, toxic algae and exotic invasive fauna 
and flora, have emerged. In the 2008 draft update, the 68 recommended actions in the 
original CCMP were evaluated. Appendix A to this report is a summary table of the 
draft IRL CCMP 2008 update. 

 
Hazardous Wastes 
 
In 2005, the Solid Waste Disposal District (SWDD) recorded a total of 74,820 pounds of 
hazardous waste collected from its five transfer stations and the County landfill.  
 
At that time, the Piper Aircraft facility was the only Superfund site listed in the county. 
Four additional sites in the County were identified as contaminated by leaking 
underground storage tanks (LUSTs). 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Water Resources 

 
- Surface Water 

 
o Upper St. Johns River Basin 

 
In 1988, the SJRWMD and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) began construction 
of the Upper St. Johns River Basin Project to restore and enhance more than 150,000 acres 
of marshes in Indian River and Brevard counties. The $200 million project, considered one 
of the largest wetland restoration projects in the world, is targeted to be completed by 2010.  
 
The SJRWMD describes the Upper Basin project as a semi-structural system of water 
management areas (WMAs), marsh conservation areas (MCAs), and marsh restoration 
areas. The project is designed to: provide flood control; improve water quality; reduce 
freshwater discharges to the Indian River lagoon; provide water supplies; and restore and 
enhance wetland habitat. The project also provides public recreational opportunities, 
including boating, hiking, biking, wildlife viewing, camping, fishing and hunting.  
 
Since 1996, the SJRWMD and the USACE have progressed in implementing the Upper 
Basin project, which is near completion.  As a result, environmental conditions and 
recreational opportunities in the Upper Basin have improved. 
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With the recent acquisition of +6,000 acres from Fellsmere Joint Venture, the SJRWMD 
will initiate a +10,000 acre floodplain restoration project - the Fellsmere Water Management 
Area (FWMA) - associated with the Upper Basin. The FWMA project will produce public 
benefits by providing treatment for agricultural runoff, while reducing the occurrence of 
freshwater releases through the C-54 canal to the Indian River Lagoon. The FWMA project 
will also provide flood protection benefits; create wetland habitat; and provide more public 
recreation opportunities for fishing, nature study and boating.  
 
According to the SJRWMD, another purpose of the FWMA project is to increase the 
reliability of the St. Johns River for water supply withdrawals and to ensure that 
downstream minimum flows (in Brevard County and north) are met. Consequently, the 
FWMA will enhance water supply on a regional basis, as well as increase alternative water 
supply opportunities in Indian River County.  
 
Overall, the Upper St. Johns River Project provides many public benefits, both locally and 
regionally, and the County’s policy should be to continue to support restoration and 
management efforts associated with the Upper Basin.   
 

o Indian River Lagoon 
 
Between 1996 and 2007, Indian River Lagoon water quality remained fairly constant. 
Within the lagoon, water quality is measured at various points. At each point, water quality 
generally fluctuates within established ranges. Recently, water quality at several water 
monitoring stations showed improvement. This improvement may be the result of several 
recent water quality projects, including muck dredging in the St. Sebastian River; 
construction of sub-regional stormwater treatment facilities in Vero Lake Estates, Gifford 
and Roseland; and improved sedimentation and erosion control practices through County 
implementation of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Act.   
 
Once completed, several projects that are currently under construction will contribute even 
more to water quality improvement. These projects include the Egret Marsh and Spoonbill 
Marsh water treatment projects, as well as the Main Relief Canal Pollution Control Facility. 
 
In 1996, the portion of the Indian River Lagoon from approximately Grand Harbor south to 
the south county line was a “Class III” waterbody. In 2008, the portion of the lagoon from 
the northern tip of Round Island south to the south county line was upgraded to a “Class II” 
waterbody. At the same time, water quality was downgraded from “Class II” to “Class III” 
from the North Relief Canal south to the northern limits of the city of Vero Beach. 
 
The slight increase in water quality in the lagoon indicates that water quality improvement 
projects are having a positive effect. For that reason, the County should consider 
construction of pollution control facilities in the North and South Relief canals, using series 
screening methodology similar to the Main Relief canal project.  In that vein, the County 
should continue its policy of seeking funds through Section 319 Grants, Snook Tag funds, 
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the Surface Water Improvement Management (SWIM) program, and other funding sources 
for stormwater management and pollution control projects that benefit lagoon water quality. 
 
In the future, water quality measurements taken throughout the Indian River Lagoon should 
be analyzed in-depth to assess the specific effects that water improvement projects are 
having. Going forward, the county should work with other agencies, not only to monitor 
water quality results, but also to identify new water quality improvement project sites. 
 
In 1990, the County adopted land development regulations requiring shoreline protection 
buffers along the St. Sebastian River and along the aquatic preserves in the Indian River 
Lagoon. The regulations prohibit development, except for docks, boat ramps, pervious 
walkways and elevated walkways which provide riparian access for landowners, within the 
protection buffers. Since 1990, the shoreline buffers have been applied to all parcels along 
the rivers, even those parcels that are platted lots with seawalls and no pre-existing shoreline 
vegetation. In the future, the County should continue its policy of requiring shoreline 
protection buffers, but should consider exempting existing platted lots with seawalls from 
the requirement, since applying the buffer in such circumstances does not serve the intent of 
the regulation. 
 
In the IRL National Estuary Program’s 2008 draft update to the IRL Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP), there are various recommended actions to 
address issues that affect the lagoon.  These actions include eradication of invasive flora and 
fauna, reduction of sedimentation, and assessment of potential climate change impacts to 
lagoon resources. The CCMP update actions are summarized in Appendix A of this report. 
Going forward, the County should revise its policies to include those actions recommended 
in the CCMP update. 
 

o St. Sebastian River 
 
From 1996 to 2007, water quality in the St. Sebastian River remained unchanged. As in 
1996, current water quality within the St. Sebastian River fails to meet the designation of 
Class III (swimming and fishing). Recently, a river-dredging project began in the St. 
Sebastian River. This project will result in the removal of two million cubic yards of muck 
from the river bottom and will likely lead to improved water quality. 
 
Currently, the SJRWMD is working on plans for a stormwater park south of Micco Road in 
Brevard County, similar to the recently completed Sebastian Stormwater Park. When 
complete, the Sebastian Stormwater Park will reduce total suspended solids entering the 
South Prong annually by an estimated 173,180 pounds. In combination with the Sebastian 
Stormwater Park, the stormwater park in Micco will reduce the amount of sediment flowing 
into the St. Sebastian River and ultimately reduce the amount of muck reaching the lagoon.  
 
In 2006, the County adopted a conceptual management plan for the St. Sebastian River 
Greenway. The St. Sebastian River Greenway extends from approximately one mile south 
of CR 510 (85th Street), northward along the South Prong, to the river’s intersection with the 
C-54 Canal at the north county line (approximately five miles). The purpose of the 
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greenway plan is to conserve river resources while affording an opportunity for public 
access along the greenway’s length.  In implementing the greenway plan, the County has 
acquired conservation lands to provide a buffer to the St. Sebastian River and to enhance 
recreational access opportunities along the river. In the future, the County’s policy should be 
to continue to acquire land within the greenway corridor and to develop a greenway trail 
along the corridor.    
 
 - Ground Water 

 
From 1996 to 2007, per capita water consumption in Indian River County increased from 70 
gallons per day to 143 gallons per day. During the same time period, agricultural water 
consumption dropped approximately 11 million gallons per day, or 18%. That is 
significant because agricultural water usage is the single largest consumption category by 
volume in the county. Over the last ten years, the decrease in agricultural water usage has 
outpaced the increase in per capita daily water consumption. Due to the drop in 
agricultural water usage, total daily water consumption has decreased by nearly 10% in 
the last ten years.    
 
Although total daily water consumption has decreased, it is anticipated that water 
consumption will increase in the future as non-citrus agricultural uses, including possible 
bio-fuel crop production, become established. For this reason, the county should develop 
policies to ensure that future water demand is adequately addressed. These policies 
should be incorporated into the Potable Water Sub-Element of the comprehensive plan. 
 
Currently, the SJRWMD is preparing a regional groundwater model that will provide an 
updated estimate of groundwater quality and quantity in the surficial and Floridan 
aquifers. That model is expected to be completed in 2008. Early indications from the 
SJRWMD suggest that there will be no significant reduction in the quantity or quality of 
water available in the Floridan aquifer in Indian River County through at least 2025. With 
respect to the surficial aquifer, however, there are preliminary indications from the 
SJRWMD of potential drawdown impacts in the Fellsmere and Vero Beach wellfield 
areas. 
 
In 1988, the U.S. Geological Survey published a water resources investigations report on 
geohydrology in Indian River County. Because it has been 20 years since that report was 
completed, the County Agriculture Advisory Committee (AAC) recently recommended 
that the County obtain an updated countywide geohydrologic survey. As recommended 
by the AAC, the County should adopt a new policy to obtain, by 2015, an updated 
countywide geohydrological study with seismic profiles, or comparable data. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Because the levels of total suspended particulates (TSP) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) in the 
county are well within acceptable state and national air quality standards, no air quality 
monitoring is currently conducted by the State in Indian River County.  
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While localized air quality concerns do arise, they are generally related to construction 
activities, wildfires, or prescribed burns. Air quality issues related to construction activities 
are addressed through the enforcement of county pollution prevention regulations.  Since 
1996, the county has modified its regulations to address local air quality issues. While no 
further actions are necessary at this time, the County should continue to enforce existing 
regulations as air quality issues arise.  
 
 
Soil Erosion 
 
Since 1996, Indian River County has made several advances in the control of soil erosion:  
 

o In 2006, the county began requiring stormwater pollution prevention plans (SWPPP) 
on all new commercial developments.  

 
o In 2006, the Indian River County Public Works Department created a new 

stormwater division. The stormwater division educates the public and enforces 
stormwater and erosion control standards.   

 
o In 2007, the county adopted a revised littoral zone planting ordinance. This 

ordinance requires that vegetation be planted on the edges of stormwater retention 
ponds to reduce the amount of pollutants in runoff, create natural habitat, and reduce 
erosion. 

 
Those measures taken to combat erosion have had a positive impact on reducing the amount 
of erosion occurring in the county.  
 
Currently, County mining regulations are undergoing review. As a result of recent mining 
workshops, 38 “consensus recommendations” for revisions to mining regulations were 
compiled, including recommendations on erosion control. Those recommendations include: 
 

o A requirement that pollution prevention plans addressing wind and water erosion be 
depicted on mining site plans and approved by County engineering staff  prior to 
Planning and Zoning Commission review; 

 
o A requirement that baseline water quality data be collected at project outfall points; 

 
o A requirement that applicants monitor discharge at outfall points to ensure no 

increase in levels of turbidity at outfall points; and 
 
o A requirement of comprehensive dust control plans as part of mining site plans. 

 
In the future, the County should revise its comprehensive plan to incorporate mining policies 
consistent with these consensus recommendations. 
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In addition to addressing soil erosion associated with development, Indian River County has 
also taken several steps to combat beach erosion: 
 

o Since the last comprehensive plan update in 1998, Indian River County has created 
a Beach Preservation Plan (BPP).  The purpose of the plan is to ensure continued 
monitoring of areas of critical beach erosion and to identify areas of beach that are 
the best candidates for renourishment projects.  

 
o A Prefabricated Erosion Prevention reef (PEP reef) was constructed just offshore 

of Vero Beach. Since the construction of the PEP reef, beach profile surveys have 
shown that the shoreline has stabilized within the area of the PEP reef. 

 
o Recently, Indian River County completed two large-scale beach restoration 

projects. In 2003, approximately 500,000 cubic yards of sand dredged from 
offshore were placed along 2.2 miles of beach in the northern end of the County. 
In 2007, approximately 375,000 cubic yards of sand were distributed along two 
miles of beach in the south county. 

 
Despite these efforts, beach erosion is an ongoing concern. While beach erosion control 
measures have been taken to control ‘normal’ beach erosion, issues such as climate 
change and sea level rise may lead to more severe coastal erosion in the future. Also, 
increases in strong tropical storms and hurricane activity along Florida’s coasts increase 
the likelihood of catastrophic erosion events.  In light of anticipated increases in erosion 
due to sea level rise, climate change, and hurricanes, the county needs to develop policies 
that address the protection of coastal properties. These policies should include: 
 
 

o A requirement that the County, by 2012, evaluate its current Dune Stabilization 
Setback Line (DSSL) and consider relocating the DSSL westward from its current 
location (i.e., the 1981 Coastal Construction Control Line).  The DSSL is the 
County’s “line of prohibition,” serving as the easternmost building setback line 
from the ocean, with the exception of beach access dune crossovers that are 
allowed east of the line.  

 
o A requirement that substantially damaged oceanfront structures in nonconforming 

“footprints” be relocated westward, in compliance with current coastal 
regulations, even when such structures are substantially damaged during declared 
natural disasters. 

 
o A requirement that new oceanfront development hook up to public sewer, where 

available. This will alleviate potential adverse health and environmental impacts 
associated with erosion damage to on-site disposal systems (OSDS). 
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Flora and Fauna 
 
 - Native Plant Communities 
 
From 1996 to 2007, the total acreage of all native plant communities in the county 
decreased. The loss of these plant communities is largely attributable to development of 
previously undeveloped lands within the Urban Service Area. Despite these losses, 
substantial progress has been made in the past ten years with respect to lands acquired for 
conservation and restoration, or protected under conservation easements. These acquisitions 
include: 
 

o Federal acquisition of land on north Jungle Trail for expansion of the Pelican Island 
National Wildlife Refuge (+500 acres); 

 
o State, SJRWMD and County acquisition of the Carson Platt Estate portion of the St. 

Sebastian River Preserve State Park (+5,334 acres of the overall +22,000 acre park); 
 

o County acquisition of conservation easements on the “Padgett Branch” ranches in 
western Indian River County (+1585 acres) and on the +462 acre Sexton Ranch on 
82nd Avenue; 

 
o SJRWMD acquisition of +12,000 acres for water management and wetland 

restoration in the Upper St. Johns River Basin; 
 
o County acquisition of other lands under the County Environmental Lands bond 

program; and 
 

o Conservation of native uplands under conservation easements on private 
development sites, as a result of the County’s native upland set-aside land 
development regulations (+500 acres). 

 
In 1996, the county held 1,010 acres of native habitat in conservation. Since 1996, the 
county has conserved an additional 9,384 acres of native habitat, including approximately 
500 acres of native habitat in upland set-aside areas related to private development. In 
conserving these lands, the County achieved Conservation Element Objective 6, which set 
conservation acreage targets for different types of native plant communities.  
 
As the County continues to acquire land for conservation, a major issue is how much 
environmental land acquisition is enough.  In terms of how much is enough, a specific 
acreage amount is less important than acquisition benefits. According to the County’s 
environmental lands acquisition program guide, a major objective is for the County to 
acquire environmentally significant lands that contribute to wildlife corridors and greenways 
that interconnect existing conservation areas.  
 
Appropriately, the County’s adopted Environmental Lands Program Guide identifies the 
following wildlife corridors warranting conservation: 
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o Indian River Lagoon Blueway (including the St. Sebastian River Greenway) 
o Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge (Winter Beach area) 
o Ten-mile Ridge (between CR 510 and SR 60) 
o Western Indian River County (west of Blue Cypress Lake) 

 
Combined, unprotected natural areas within these corridors total more than 50,000 acres. 
Because of financial constraints, it is not economically feasible or practical for the County to 
acquire that amount of acreage for conservation. Consequently, the amount of land acquired 
under the County’s environmental lands program is guided more by the amount of funding 
available for acquisition than by the amount of land warranting conservation.   
 
For the County to succeed in conserving significant environmental lands within the 
referenced wildlife corridors, a number of approaches, beyond just fee-simple acquisition, 
have to be employed. Those approaches include transfer of development rights, less than 
fee-simple purchase of conservation easements, requirement(s) of natural area set-asides 
associated with new development, and requirement(s) of “greenbelts” for new towns 
established outside of the Urban Service Area. 
 
Since the County has fulfilled its current environmental land acquisition objectives, the 
County should revise its acquisition policies to target new acreage amounts for each type of 
plant community. In doing so, the County needs to consider the availability of funds.  
 
Currently, the County has approximately $6.5 million of unallocated funds remaining from 
the 2004 environmental land bond referendum. That amount is based on the assumption that 
the County will receive a $6.3 million cost-share reimbursement grant from the Florida 
Communities Trust (FCT) for the “Sebastian Harbor Preserve” acquisition. If the County 
continues its success in obtaining matching funds from other agencies, however, the 
availability of funds for acquisitions could almost double (i.e., $10 to $12 million). 
 
Given current economic conditions, it is unlikely that a new environmental land acquisition 
bond referendum will be approved.  If economic conditions improve in the next few years, 
however, another bond referendum may eventually be appropriate. 
 
In 2004, the County’s environmental lands program was expanded to include two other 
categories of acquisition (beyond natural areas): historic properties and agriculture 
conservation easements. In expending its limited remaining acquisition funds, the challenge 
that the County faces is to prioritize targeted lands under the three categories. Currently, the 
County’s Land Acquisition Advisory Committee (LAAC) prioritizes lands targeted for 
acquisition on an annual basis, in accordance with procedures set forth in the Environmental 
Lands Program Guide. The Guide includes criteria for evaluating lands proposed for 
acquisition under a “willing seller” program. Given the limited amount of remaining funds, 
the County should consider allocating a certain amount of the available funds for 
expenditure under each of the three categories, with the majority earmarked for 
environmental lands. 
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 - Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Between 1996 and 2007, the following habitat conservation plans (HCPs) were adopted to 
conserve habitat for threatened and endangered species in the county: 
 

o Florida Scrub-Jay Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) 
 

In 2000, Indian River County (and City of Sebastian) adopted the Sebastian Area-
Wide Scrub Jay Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP).  
 
Assessing the success of the Scrub Jay HCP over the short time span since its 
adoption is difficult. In addition to the limited time since the HCP was adopted, 
problems related to tracking individual scrub jays and families have been 
encountered. 

 
Since the HCP adoption in 2000, the number of documented scrub jay families 
has remained constant. Prior to the scrub jay HCP adoption, a drastic decline in 
the number of scrub jay families occurred from 1991 to 1998, resulting in a 50% 
decrease in the number of scrub jays. Since HCP adoption, the number of scrub 
jay families has fluctuated by less than 10%. 

 
Post HCP adoption, the stabilization in scrub jay family populations suggests that 
the plan has had a positive effect. During the last five years, intensive habitat 
restoration has occurred within the “Scrub Jay Habitat Compensation Areas,” 
including the Wabasso Scrub Conservation Area, Pelican Island Elementary 
School Scrub Habitat, and the North Sebastian Conservation Area.  These areas 
were successfully timbered and show a marked reduction in pine canopy and an 
increase in suitable scrub-jay habitat.  These areas were also the subject of 
successful prescribed burns. 

 
In the future, the County should continue to implement the scrub jay HCP by managing its 
scrub conservation lands with periodic prescribed burns, mechanical clearing, and timbering 
(as necessary) to maximize scrub jay habitat. Because of the drastic decline in scrub jay 
families prior to adoption and the stabilization in numbers post adoption, the evidence 
indicates that the HCP has been successful.  
 
At this time, the HCP covers only a portion of the County. In 2008, scrub jays were 
documented inhabiting areas of the County, such as Vero Lake Estates, that historically did 
not support scrub jay populations. For that reason, the County should develop policies to 
expand its scrub jay HCP countywide, beyond the Sebastian area and inclusive of scrub-jay 
habitat within municipalities. 
 

o Manatee Protection Plan 
 

In 2000, Indian River County adopted a Manatee Protection and Boating Safety 
Comprehensive Management Plan (MPP). Currently, county staff works with the 
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FWC in implementing the plan. In 2005, the Coastal Management Element of the 
County Comprehensive Plan was revised to include the objectives and polices of the 
MPP. 

 
Overall, collisions with watercraft account for the largest portion of manatee deaths. 
Since MPP adoption, the percentage of manatee deaths caused by watercraft 
collisions decreased from 29.6% to 23% in Indian River County. The actual 
number of overall collision deaths, however, increased from an average of one per 
year pre-MPP adoption to two per year post-MPP adoption. This average annual 
increase may be due to the fact that there were more years to average pre-MPP 
adoption compared to post-MPP adoption and, therefore, it is too early to tell if 
the MPP will have a positive effect in the long term. Similarly, other aspects of 
the plan, such as habitat protection and marina siting, may have visible positive 
effects only after sufficient time has passed. 

 
Overall, annual manatee mortalities in the County increased from three a year pre-
MPP adoption to 6.8 a year post-MPP adoption, accounting for manatee deaths by 
old age or sickness as well as deaths from watercraft collisions.  
 

Going forward, the County should continue to implement the MPP by reviewing all 
proposed multi-slip dock facilities and boat ramps in the county and requiring that those 
facilities meet the criteria set forth in the MPP. In 2009, the MPP is due to undergo its 
five-year update. At that time, the County should coordinate with the FWC and consider 
modifications to the MPP based on a review of the mortality data for Indian River 
County.  

 
o Sea Turtle Protection Plan 

 
In 2004, Indian River County adopted a Sea Turtle Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP). Adoption of the Sea Turtle HCP has led to the development of a complete 
and accurate sea turtle nesting dataset, has increased public awareness of the 
issues facing sea turtle nesting, and has specifically identified threats to sea turtle 
nesting and survival.   

 
Because light sources visible from the beach often disorient nesting sea turtles and 
are a leading cause of mortality and failed reproduction, Indian River County 
environmental planning staff, in 2007, began working in conjunction with the 
County Coastal Engineering Division on resolving beach lighting violations by 
sending letters to beachfront property owners indicating lighting violations unique to 
each property.  

 
One benefit of the Sea Turtle HCP is that the county compiled a complete database of sea 
turtle nesting sites and nest numbers beginning in 2005. Prior to 2005, comprehensive data 
were not available on nesting sea turtles in the county. Over the next several years, the 
county needs to continue to implement the HCP by enforcing lighting restrictions and by 
continuing to monitor nesting data to discern trends in nesting.   
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In 2008, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), in partnership 
with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), began an initiative to 
develop a Florida-wide HCP for coastal beaches.  The purpose of the HCP is to establish 
uniformity in how the State addresses the effects of post-disaster recovery for construction 
east of the Coastal Construction Control Line on state (and federal) listed species. In light of 
this initiative, the County should adopt a policy to assist the FWC in development of the 
statewide coastal beaches HCP by sharing local data on sea turtle nesting, erosion events, 
potential coastal mitigation sites, and other coastal data as may be requested by the FWC 
and DEP. 
 

o Gopher Tortoise Protection 
 
In 2007, the FWC’s Gopher Tortoise Management Plan was revised.  At that time, the 
gopher tortoise was upgraded from a species of special concern to a threatened species. This 
upgraded status, along with FWC’s prohibition of gopher tortoise entombment on 
development sites, has heightened the importance of gopher tortoise habitat within the 
county. According to the FWC’s revised gopher tortoise management plan, gopher tortoises 
must be relocated in all cases. At this time, the county has no established policies for gopher 
tortoise relocation beyond those established by the FWC. 
 
In the past, Indian River County has acquired conservation lands, including the North 
Sebastian Conservation Area, the Wabasso Scrub Conservation Area, and the Sebastian 
Scrub Conservation Area, with scrub habitat suitable for receiving gopher tortoises. In light 
of the revised FWC gopher tortoise management plan, the County should develop policies 
for the relocation of gopher tortoises from private development lands to county owned 
lands. These policies should allow developers the option of paying a fee to have gopher 
tortoises relocated to county owned lands, rather than the current procedure of relocating 
gopher tortoises to largely private lands outside of the county. The fees collected could be 
used to support the ongoing management of resident tortoises and relocated tortoises on 
county owned lands.    
 
Commercial Use of Natural Resources 
 
From 1996 to 2004, Indian River County’s annual production of citrus declined by 21%. 
During that time, Indian River County dropped from the sixth largest citrus producer in the 
state to the seventh largest producer. This decline in citrus production is a statewide 
phenomenon and attributable to various agricultural diseases and the conversion of 
agricultural lands to other uses.  
 
In 2007, the County revised its landscape ordinance to prohibit the planting of Caribbean 
fruit fly and citrus greening host plants, except as may be planted by government institutions 
or research centers conducting scientific research on control of agricultural diseases. The 
County should continue its policy of prohibiting the planting of agricultural disease host 
plants.   
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Currently, Indian River County allows, but does not require, removal of citrus trees from 
abandoned groves. Un-maintained citrus trees in abandoned groves have the potential of 
harboring agricultural diseases, to the detriment of active citrus groves in the region.  To 
address this problem, the County should adopt a policy requiring landowners to remove un-
maintained citrus trees from abandoned groves. 
 
Conservation and Recreational Use of Natural Resources 
 
 - Management of Conservation Lands 
 
Since 1996, the county has acquired approximately 9,384 acres for conservation. As the 
County continues to acquire conservation lands, there is an increasing need to manage those 
lands. Currently, the County Parks Division employs a Conservation Lands Manager and a 
Lands Conservation Technician to oversee management of County owned (and leased) 
conservation areas.  According to the County’s Environmental Lands Program Guide, 
typical conservation area management tasks include: 
 

o Invasive plant control 
o Prescribed burns 
o Trail blazing and maintenance 
o Perimeter security (fencing) 
o Construction and maintenance of public access facilities 
o Historic building restoration and maintenance 

 
Several sources of funding are available for management and development of 
conservation lands.  One such source is the County environmental lands bond fund which 
may be used to provide for property security, initial resource management improvements 
and initial public access capital improvements.  In that vein, the County should consider 
reserving a certain percentage of County environmental land bond funds for initial 
management improvements. 
 
For upland and wetland enhancement projects, mitigation accounts may also be used to 
fund resource management on conservation lands. A third source of funds for resource 
management activities is the County’s tree removal violation fines account.  On an annual 
basis, operations, staffing and development funds are budgeted from these sources by the 
County Parks Division, subject to County Commission approval.  Matching funds may be 
obtained through various grant programs and from donations of cash, materials or labor 
by local businesses and citizens.  The County should adopt a comprehensive plan policy 
that reflects use of these funding sources for conservation land management. 
 
Over the past several years, private development off-site mitigation projects have been 
allowed to occur on County conservation lands. This allowance helps the County achieve 
its management objectives of eradicating invasive plants and restoring disturbed areas to 
natural conditions, without expending county tax dollars. Currently, the County has no 
formal policies in its comprehensive plan that address private off-site mitigation on 
County conservation lands. To formalize the allowance of mitigation and to establish 
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parameters, the County should develop mitigation policies. The mitigation parameters in 
those policies should include: requiring that private developers carry out the mitigation 
work (instead of paying the County to do the mitigation); requiring that the developer be 
responsible for annual reporting to permitting agencies; and requiring that developers be 
responsible for follow-up treatments and plantings (as warranted), for a minimum of five 
years, to ensure that the mitigation project is successfully established. Moreover, the 
County should reserve certain opportunities for mitigation on County conservation lands 
for County public works and utilities projects, as the need may arise. 
 
 - Nuisance Exotic Plants 
 
Nuisance exotic plants, also referred to as invasive exotic plants or natural-area weeds, are 
non-native plants found in natural areas that disrupt natural processes, such as fire and water 
flow, and displace native plant communities and wildlife habitat. In Indian River County, 
Brazilian pepper (Schinus terebinthifolius) is the most prevalent nuisance exotic species, 
followed by Australian pine (Casuarina spp.) and melaleuca (Melaleuca quinquenervia). 
 
The Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council (EPPC) maintains a list of invasive exotic plants 
found in Florida. The EPPC classifies invasive exotic plants as Category I invasives 
when such plants are known to alter native plant communities by displacing native 
species, by changing community structures or ecological functions, or by hybridizing 
with natives. Category II invasive exotics are plants that have increased in abundance or 
frequency in natural areas but have not yet altered Florida plant communities to the extent 
shown by Category I species. These species may become Category I if ecological 
damage is demonstrated. 
 
Since 1990, the County’s upland habitat protection ordinance has contained requirements 
that certain nuisance exotic vegetation, including Brazilian pepper, Australian pine and 
melaleuca, be removed from development sites. Recently, the County’s landscape 
ordinance was revised to require that, in all new developments or redevelopments, all 
invasive exotic plants listed by the EPPC as Category I plants be removed from 
development sites. 
 
The County should continue its policy to require that nuisance exotic plants be removed 
from development sites, and to require that such sites be maintained free of nuisance 
exotic plants. This policy should be revised to indicate that plants required to be removed 
are identified in the EPPC’s Category I list of invasive plants. 
 
 - Native Upland Set-Asides 
 
In 2007, the county’s native upland set-aside land development regulations were revised. 
County regulations now require that a minimum of 15% of the native upland habitat on 
parcels 5 acres and larger be preserved onsite. The previous minimum required native 
upland set-aside was 10%. Since 1996, approximately 500 acres of native habitat have been 
preserved in upland set-aside tracts related to private developments.   
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The 2007 native upland set-aside revisions also included a provision prohibiting linear set-
aside areas less than 50 feet wide. This change was based on the premise that the narrower 
an upland set-aside, the less the ecological value. 
 
As a result of the upland set-aside ordinance revisions, recent native upland easements have 
consisted of larger and more ecologically valuable tracts of land on development sites. 
These upland set-aside areas are, however, often small “islands” that are located far from the 
next nearest native upland area. In that respect, these island set-asides may serve to protect 
native trees on-site that may not otherwise be conserved, but the island set-asides do not 
have the value of contributing to wildlife corridors. To address that issue, the county should 
develop policies that maximize the ecological value of required upland set-aside areas.  On 
development sites with small initial native upland areas (i.e., 5 acres or less), an option to 
enhance or recreate native uplands off-site on existing county conservation lands would 
provide more ecologically valuable habitat than small “islands” within development sites.  
 
 - Wetlands Protection 
 
Comparison of the Baseline Data and Existing Conditions sections of this report indicates 
that there was a 168 acre increase in freshwater wetlands between 1996 and 2004. This 
increase could be attributed to SJRWMD’s conversion of citrus groves to wetlands as 
part of the Upper St. Johns River Basin project. The acreage difference could also be 
attributed to different sources of estimates in comparing 1996 data to 2004 data, where 
exact acreage comparisons are not available.  
 
Between 1996 and 2006, Indian River County issued approximately 150 wetland 
alteration permits. With most of those permits, impacts to wetlands were less than one 
acre. In all cases, jurisdictional agencies assessed wetland impacts and required 
mitigation in the form of wetland enhancement, creation, and/or conservation to ensure 
no net loss of wetland functional values. 
 
In September 1990, Indian River County adopted a wetlands protection ordinance to 
implement policies in the County’s 1990 comprehensive plan. Because state law pre-
empts local governments from requiring wetland mitigation inconsistent with or in 
addition to state regulation of wetlands, the County defers to state and federal agencies in 
determining mitigation for wetland impacts regulated through the county wetlands 
ordinance.  
 
In 2004, the State adopted the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM) to 
determine wetland mitigation. Adopted under Chapter 62-345 of the Florida 
Administrative Code (FAC), the UMAM is binding on all Florida government agencies, 
including local governments. In 2008, the FDEP notified local governments that the 
UMAM had to be reflected in local wetland protection ordinances. 
 
Currently, the County’s wetlands protection ordinance (LDR Chapter 928) does not 
reference the UMAM, nor is the UMAM currently referenced in the County 
comprehensive plan. To comply with state regulations, the County should revise its 
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wetland protection policies to reference the UMAM and to ensure that the UMAM is the 
basis for mitigation determinations of wetland impacts in the County. 
 
Although the County defers to other jurisdictional agencies in determining the extent of 
wetland mitigation, the County serves an important role in reviewing new development to 
require that developers adhere to the following sequence of actions to protect wetlands: 
avoidance of impacts; minimization of wetland impacts; and mitigation of wetland 
impacts. In that respect, the County’s policy should be to continue to enforce this 
sequence of wetland protection as the County regulates new development. 
 
 - Floodplains 
 
Indian River County participates in the Community Rating System (CRS) of the National 
Flood Insurance Protection (NFIP) program. By undertaking floodplain management 
activities beyond the minimum requirements of the NFIP, the County has achieved a CRS 
rating of 6, a rating which results in a 20% discount to all flood insurance premiums in 
the unincorporated county. By participating in the NFIP CRS, the County is conserving 
flood storage capacity and other natural functions and values of the 100 year floodplain. 
 
Currently, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is undertaking a Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) modernization project in the county. This modernization 
project entails assessment of current available flood studies and use of up-to-date high 
resolution aerials to revise the County’s FIRMs to be more accurate and useable in 
depicting flood zones. The FEMA map modernization project is on schedule to be 
completed in 2010.  Going forward, the County should assist FEMA in modernizing the 
FIRMs by making local drainage studies available to FEMA and by conducting public 
information workshops to advise development professionals, as well as the general 
public, of the floodplain map modernization project.  
 
 - Flow Well Program 
 
Since 1990, Indian River County has participated in a cost-share program with the 
SJRWMD to plug abandoned flow wells. Through this program, abandoned flow wells are 
identified by county staff and plugged in coordination with the St. Johns Water Management 
District and the Environmental Health Department. As a result of the program, more than 
375 wells have been plugged or repaired through 2007, saving millions of gallons of 
groundwater per day. In addition to wasting groundwater, abandoned flow wells provide 
easier access for surface pollutants to get into groundwater; may threaten crops and 
structures; and often contribute to mosquito problems.   
 
Through the flow well plugging program, SJRWMD pays for 50% of the cost associated 
with plugging flow wells on residential properties and 25% of the cost on commercial, 
industrial, and agricultural properties. In Indian River County, where flow wells tend to be 
larger and deeper than in other areas of Florida, the program has been effective. On average, 
a flow well in Florida costs $3,500 to plug, whereas the average flow well costs $4,500 to 
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plug in Indian River County. Since inception, the flow well plugging program has saved 
Indian River County nearly $850,000 in flow well plugging fees.   
 
Despite this success, many abandoned flow wells remain in Indian River County.  Over the 
past several years, SJRWMD staff has documented fewer reports of abandoned flow wells 
in the county. According to the District, this decline is attributable to the remaining 
abandoned flow wells in the county being less conspicuous. For this reason, the County 
should continue its policy to require that abandoned flow wells on development sites be 
identified and plugged by developers.  
 
In the future, the county should continue the flow well plugging program. Although funding 
may be an issue due to budget constraints, the importance of groundwater and the negative 
impacts that broken flow wells can have on existing groundwater supplies are reasons for 
continuing the program as long as possible.  
 
 - Water Conservation 
 
In early 2007, a severe drought affected Florida. In response to these drought conditions, 
water conservation rules were adopted within the St. Johns Water Management District area. 
These drought-like conditions have persisted in Florida over the last several years, with the 
year 2000 being the driest year on record in south Florida. 
 
In 1991, the SJRWMD began prohibiting the irrigation of lawns and landscapes between 10 
a.m. and 4 p.m. district-wide. Recently, additional watering restrictions were adopted. The 
newly adopted regulations limit the irrigation of lawns and landscapes to a maximum of two 
days per week, with all watering prohibited between the hours of 10 a.m. and 4 p.m. The 
current watering restrictions are projected to reduce overall water consumption by 15-20%. 
 
The adoption of water restrictions consistent with the District’s rules at the local level allows 
for local enforcement of these rules. Recently, several municipalities under SJRWMD 
jurisdiction have adopted water conservation ordinances. As of this time, Indian River 
County has not adopted a water conservation ordinance. In order to enhance the SJRWMD 
water conservation effort, the county should adopt a water conservation ordinance. 
 
 - Recommendations of the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast 
 
In 2005, the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast (CSTC) adopted recommendations 
to sustain quality natural systems in the region. Action steps recommended in the CSTC’s 
final report include: 
 

o Identifying funding sources and supporting funding for implementation of 
the IRL Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan; 

 
o Identifying and implementing strategies to protect a regional network of 

connected natural systems; 
 



 

30 

o Implementing programs to regionalize wastewater treatment and move away 
from reliance on septic systems where they are not appropriate; 

 
o Developing a comprehensive regional approach to ensure that air quality in 

the Treasure Coast remains high; and 
 

o Using innovative tools, such as land acquisition, development clustering 
requirements, conservation easements, transfer of development rights, and 
mitigation banks to conserve natural systems. 

 
Going forward, the County should adopt policies in its comprehensive plan to reflect 
CSTC’s recommendations as they apply to natural systems in Indian River County. 
 
 

- Green Building 
 
In 2007, Indian River County initiated efforts to become a certified green county. 
Through the Florida Green Building Coalition, counties and cities are designated as 
“certified green” if the city or county meets a minimum score measuring the degree to 
which green building principles are employed.  
 
The term “green building” refers to the utilization of certain building methods and 
materials to minimize environmental impacts related to construction and to reduce both 
short term and long-term energy needs. Achieving certified status means that county 
building policies are more environmentally friendly and energy conscious than 
“standard” building policies. Certified counties within Florida are also eligible for certain 
state grants related to green building projects.   
 
Currently, Indian River County is reviewing policies and procedures to determine if 
certification can be achieved. Once that review is complete, the county should adopt 
additional policies and practices to achieve certified status. 
 
 
EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
In the following section, the Conservation Element's 12 objectives and related policies 
are listed. This section contains an evaluation of each objective and a determination of 
whether the objective was achieved and whether it should be maintained, revised, or 
deleted.  
 
Under each objective, those policies associated with the objective were assessed to 
identify those that were implemented, those that were partially implemented, and those 
that were not implemented. Each policy was also assessed to determine if it should be 
maintained, revised, or deleted. 
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Objective 1: Air Quality 
 
“Through 2020, air quality within Indian River County will continue to exceed state and 
federal minimum ambient air quality standards.” 
 
Measure: Ambient air quality levels. 
 
Although Objective 1’s target date is in the future, the objective was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Although air quality monitoring has not been conducted in 
Indian River County since 1987, the county has continued to exceed state and federal 
ambient air quality standards. This is an appropriate objective and should be maintained. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained 
/ deleted / 
revised? 

 
(1.1)  Require burn permits for burning 
within USA 

 
- County requires burn permits 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(1.2)  Provide information about Radon 

 
- County Health Department / 
Building Department disseminate 
radon information 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(1.3)  Coordinate with Division of Forestry  
(DOF) for burning outside USA 

 
- County  coordinates with DOF on 
burning regulation outside of the USA 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(1.4) Issue land clearing permits in 
accordance with county regulations  

 
- County requires land clearing 
permits 
- County requires Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
for all urban development projects in 
conjunction with land clearing 
permits 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Revise to 
reference 
SWPPP 

 
(1.5)  Regulate excavation/mining activities 

 
- County regulates excavation and 
mining (LDR Chapter 934) 
- County requires SWPPP for all 
proposed mining operations 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Revise to 
reference 
SWPPP 

 
(1.6)  Reduce vehicle travel; promote 
planned developments 

 
- County has adopted plans promoting 
reduction in vehicle travel: 
Greenways Plan (2006), 
Bike/Pedestrian Plan (1997), Transit 
Plan, Congestion Plan.  
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
Policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 1.6 all contribute to meeting Objective 1. These policies have 
been successfully implemented and are appropriate to maintain as ongoing policies.  
 
By requiring that new developments be subject to land clearing permit criteria, including 
required stabilization of cleared areas to reduce airborne particulates (dust), Policy 1.4 
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serves the objective. This policy, however, should be revised to specifically reference 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) that the County now requires for new 
development projects. Similarly, Policy 1.5 should be revised to reference the SWPPP as 
it applies to excavation and mining. 
 
Currently, a mining moratorium is in place and the County’s mining requirements are 
under review. Policy 1.5 may need revision pending the outcome of the County’s mining 
ordinance review.  
 
Objective 2: Surface Water Quality 
 
“ By 2020, water quality throughout the Indian River Lagoon and the St. Sebastian River 
shall, at a minimum, meet State Class III water quality standards, and State Class II 
standards, where practicable.” 
 
Measure: Water quality standards throughout the Indian River Lagoon and the St. 
Sebastian River. 
 
Although Objective 2’s target date is in the future, the objective has been partially 
achieved as of this time. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Currently, water within the Indian River Lagoon meets the 
State Class II or at minimum Class III water quality standards. According to a 2008 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection surface water quality report, the waters 
of the Indian River lagoon are “Class II” from the Indian River County line south to the 
510 causeway east of the Intercoastal Waterway (ICW), south of the 510 causeway to the 
North Relief Canal, and from the northern tip of Round Island to the south county line. 
“Class III” waters extend from the north county line to the 510 causeway west of the 
ICW, and from the North Relief canal south to the northern tip of Round Island.     
 
Water within the St. Sebastian River does not currently meet Class III water quality 
standards. In that respect, Objective 2 has not yet been achieved for the St. Sebastian 
River. Recent and proposed muck removal projects, however, are expected to improve 
water quality in the St. Sebastian River. Objective 2 is an appropriate objective and 
should be maintained.  
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the original 

policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / revised 

 
(2.1)  Adopt State Class II 
water quality standards for IRL  

 
- Adopted 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to reflect 
change in water 
classification in 
certain areas of 

the IRL 



 

33 

 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the original 

policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / revised 

 
(2.2)  Adopt State Class III 
water quality standards for IRL 
and St. Sebastian River  

 
- Adopted 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 
Revise to reflect 
change in water 
classification in 
certain areas of 

the IRL 
 

 
(2.3)  Minimize non-point 
source runoff entering the IRL 

 
- County requires stormwater 
management systems associated 
with new development  

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(2.4)  Adopt a Comprehensive 
Wetlands Management Program 
(CWMP) 

 
- Adopted policies under 
Conservation Element Objective 
5 that serve as a CWMP 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(2.5)  Prohibit use of wells to 
recharge surface waterbodies 

 
- LDR Section 931.09(2) 
adopted, prohibits use of wells 
(>4”) to recharge water bodies 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(2.6)  Coordinate with state and 
federal agencies to protect 
surface water quality 

 
- County staff consults with all 
applicable agencies on code 
enforcement wetland issues 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(2.7)  Prohibit creation of new 
canals and waterways 

 
- Creation of new canals and 
waterways prohibited under  
LDR Section 932.05 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(2.8)  Require littoral zone 
planting in accordance with 
SJRWMD regs. 

 
- Adopted County LDR 934.05 
that requires littoral zones in 
accordance with SJRWMD 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to reflect 

recent revisions in 
LDRs regarding 

littoral zones 
 
(2.9)  Request meeting with FS 
298 District representatives 

 
- Pollutant Load Reduction 
Goals (PLRGs) have not been 
established by SJRWMD at this 
time; LOS standards adopted by 
IRFWCD but not all WCDs 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Revise to reflect 
new target date 

 
(2.10)  Establish Water Quality 
Level-of-Service Standards 
(WQLOS) 

 
- Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) established by DEP 
used for WQLOS 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 
 

 
(2.11)  Reduce amount of non-
point source pollution entering 
the IRL; solicit SWIM funds 
and Section 319 Grants 

 
- 319 funds used in construction 
of sub-regional stormwater 
facilities and the Main Relief 
Canal Pollution Control Facility.  
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(2.12)  Expand sanitary sewer 
service throughout Urban 
Service Area 

 
- Sanitary sewer lines expanded 
in USA 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 



 

34 

 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the original 

policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / revised 

 
(2.13)  Require retention of 
native vegetation along canal 
banks 

 
- County  LDR Section 929.04 
requires retention of native 
vegetation along canal banks 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(2.14)  Prohibit new point 
source discharges not meeting 
state Class I standard into the 
Blue Cypress Marsh 
Conservation Area 

 
-Prohibition of new point 
sources of discharge regulated 
through Public Works 
implementation of storm water 
permitting 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
Policies 2.1 and 2.2, which adopt state designations of water classifications for various 
areas of the Indian River Lagoon, should be revised to reflect the fact that the designation 
areas have changed since the last major comprehensive plan update.  
 
The following policies were successfully implemented, are ongoing in nature and should 
be maintained to improve water quality in the Indian River Lagoon and St. Sebastian 
River: 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.10, 2.11, 2.12, 2.13 and 2.14. 
 
While Policy 2.8 calls for littoral zone plantings associated with waterbodies larger than 
one-half acre, except in such cases when the SJRWMD determines that such littoral 
zones are not necessary from the standpoint of water quality, the County, in 2007, revised 
its littoral zone requirements to apply to waterbodies on project sites exceeding 10 acres, 
irrespective of SJRWMD’s determination. Therefore, this policy should be revised to 
reflect the current littoral zone requirements. 
 
At the time of the last major comprehensive plan update, it was anticipated that the 
SJRWMD would establish Pollution Load Reduction Goals (PLRGs) for Indian River 
County by 1999.  SJRWMD has not yet established PLRGs. For that reason, the date for 
achievement of Policy 2.9 should be revised (i.e., establishment of PLRGs by 2012).  
 
New Policies: To ensure that Objective 2 is achieved, several new policies should be 
adopted. One new policy should indicate that the County should monitor water quality in 
the Indian River Lagoon and St. Sebastian River to determine the success or failure of 
water quality improvement projects, including the St. Sebastian River muck removal 
project, the Sebastian Stormwater Park, the Main Relief Canal Pollution Control Facility, 
and the Spoonbill Marsh project, and use the information to assess the need, design, and 
location of future water quality improvement projects.  
 
Another new policy should reflect that the County will support federal and state funding 
for implementation of the Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 
Plan. 
 
Current land development regulations require shoreline protection buffers along the St. 
Sebastian River and along the aquatic preserves in the Indian River Lagoon. These 
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regulations prohibit development, except for docks, boat ramps, pervious walkways and 
elevated walkways which provide riparian access for landowners, within the protection 
buffers. Therefore, the County should adopt a new policy reflecting these buffer 
requirements. In doing so, the policy should exempt platted lots with existing seawalls from 
the requirement, since applying the buffer in such circumstances does not serve the intent of 
the buffers. 
 
A 2008 draft update to the Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive Conservation and 
Management Plan (CCMP) contains various recommended actions to address issues that 
affect the lagoon. Because the CCMP actions reflect activities that will enhance the lagoon, 
the County should create a new policy adopting those actions recommended in the CCMP 
update. 
 
If properly maintained, on-site disposal systems (OSDS) do not pose a threat to surface 
water quality. Because the County does not currently require inspections of OSDS, 
however, it is unknown if OSDS, particularly at locations proximate to the Indian River 
Lagoon, are being properly maintained. In order to ensure that OSDS are maintained so 
as not to threaten surface water quality, the County should adopt a new policy to 
coordinate with the Health Department to initiate a study to determine the feasibility of 
establishing a regular OSDS maintenance program for OSDS on property proximate to 
the Indian River Lagoon. 
 
Objective 3: Groundwater Quality and Quantity 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no reduction in the quality or quantity of water in either the 
surficial “shallow” aquifer or the Floridan aquifer in Indian River County. For the purpose of 
this objective, Water quality will be based on primary and secondary maximum contaminant 
levels (MCLs), as defined by the FDEP in Chapter 17-550 F.A.C. Surficial aquifer water quantity 
will be measured at the 1995 average well depth of 90 feet for domestic wells that tap the 
surficial aquifer; Floridan aquifer water quantity will be based on the 1995 average yield of 650 
gallons per minute for water supply wells that tap the Floridan aquifer; and, the SJRWMD’s 
Groundwater Basin Resource Availability Inventory (GWBRAI).” 
 
Measure: Potential yield of groundwater in the surficial and Floridan aquifers, and 
protection against degradation of groundwater in the surficial and Floridan aquifers. 
 
Although Objective 3’s target date is in the future, the objective was partially 
achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective:  At this time, the SJRWMD is preparing a regional 
groundwater model that will provide an updated estimate of groundwater quality and 
quantity in the surficial and Floridan aquifers. That model is expected to be completed in 
2008. Early indications from the SJRWMD suggest that there will be no significant 
reduction in the quantity or quality of water available in the Floridan aquifer in Indian 
River County through at least 2025. With respect to the surficial aquifer, however, there 
are preliminary indications from the SJRWMD of potential drawdown impacts in the 
Fellsmere and Vero Beach wellfield areas. This objective is appropriate and should be 
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maintained, but revised to indicate a new “through date” (i.e., through 2025) and a 
different measurement approach (based on the regional groundwater model due to be 
completed in 2008). 
 
 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(3.1)  Enforce groundwater protection 
measures described in the Policy 1.5 of the 
NGAR Sub-element; apply minimum 
separation distances 

 
- Requirement of radial distance 
separation of potential 
contamination uses from public 
water supply wells (LDR Section 
931.05) 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to apply 

1,000 foot 
separation of 
excavation 

from surficial 
aquifer public 
supply wells 

 
(3.2)  Use water conservation measures 
described in Objective 4 of the Potable 
Water Sub-Element and Objective 4 of the 
Sanitary Sewer Sub-Element 

 
-Implementation of policies of 
Potable Water Objective 4, 
including County well-plugging 
program, requirement of drought 
tolerant landscape and  reuse water 
for irrigation 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(3.3)  Update SAPROD map to GIS format   

 
- SAPROD not yet mapped in GIS 
format 

 
No 

 
Yes 

 
Revise target 

date 
 
(3.4)  Require 50% xeriscape vegetation   

- Requirement of  xeriscape 
(drought-tolerant) landscape, at 
least 50% of overall plantings, and 
reuse-water for irrigation when 
available 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(3.5)  Provide technical assistance relating 
to the use of low-volume irrigation systems 

 
- Indian River Soil and Water 
Conservation District (IRSWCD) 
offers irrigation design assistance 
to land holders (including low 
volume irrigation systems) 

          
 
         Yes 
 

 
          
         Yes 
          

 
 

Maintain 

 
(3.6)  Establish Emergency Water 
Conservation Plan 

 
- An emergency water 
conservation plan has not been 
established at this time; the County 
currently relies on SJRWMD 
enforcement of water restrictions.  
 

 
 

No 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Revise target 
date  

 
(3.7)   Coordinate with FDEP/SJRWMD to 
establish Wellhead Protection Areas 
(WHPAs)  

 
- Delineate scientifically-based 
wellhead protection areas (not yet 
achieved) 

 
 

No 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Revise target 
date 

 
Policies 3.2, 3.4 and 3.5 contribute to meeting Objective 3 and should be maintained. 
 
As identified in Policy 3.1, certain uses and activities, including mining and excavation 
activities, are prohibited within specified radial distances from public supply wells. This 
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policy should be revised to indicate that mining and/or excavation of waterways or 
drainage facilities that intersect the water table should be prohibited within 1,000 feet of 
surficial aquifer public supply wells. 
 
While Policy 3.6 calls for County adoption of an emergency water conservation plan by 
1999, that did not occur. Instead of adopting such a plan, the County has relied on 
SJRWMD implementation of water use restrictions adopted by the District. Since County 
establishment of an emergency water conservation plan would allow local (and more 
effective) enforcement of water restrictions, this policy should be revised to establish a 
new timeframe (i.e., by 2012) and to indicate that the County will adopt a water 
conservation ordinance consistent with SJRWMD’s restrictions. 
 
Policy 3.7 was not implemented within the specified timeframe (i.e., by 1999). Although 
the County has established simple radial wellhead protection areas (WHPAs), the County 
has not refined those areas using scientific method(s). This policy should be revised with 
a new target date (i.e., by 2012). 
 
New Policy: In 1988, the U.S. Geological Survey published a water resources 
investigations report on geohydrology in Indian River County. Because it has been 20 
years since that report was completed, the County Agriculture Advisory Committee 
(AAC) recently recommended that the County obtain an updated countywide 
geohydrologic survey. For that reason, the County should adopt a new policy to obtain an 
updated countywide geohydrological study with seismic profiles, or comparable data, as 
recommended by the AAC. 
 
Objective 4: Floodplains 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no reduction in flood storage capacity or the other natural 
functions and values of floodplains in Indian River County.” 
 
Measure: Preservation of flood storage capacity and other natural functions and values 
of the 100 year floodplain. 
 
Although Objective 4’s target date is in the future, the objective was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Indian River County participates in the National Flood 
Insurance Protection (NFIP) program and is in the program’s “Community Rating 
System” (CRS). By participating in the NFIP CRS, the County is preserving flood 
storage capacity and other natural functions and values of the 100 year floodplain. 
Objective 4 is appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
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Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(4.1)  Prohibit encroachment in regulatory 
floodways 

 
- County stormwater management 
and flood protection  regulations 
that prohibit development in  
regulatory floodways 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

account for 
FEMA map 

modernization 
project 

underway 
 
(4.2)  Regulate development in floodplains 

 
- County regulation of 
development in floodplains to 
minimize flood hazard 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
Both Policies 4.1 and 4.2 were implemented. While Policy 4.2 is appropriate and should 
be maintained, Policy 4.1 should be updated to include the latest FEMA flood study, 
which will be available prior to the next scheduled comprehensive plan update.  
 
New Policies: Currently, Indian River County has a FEMA CRS rating of 6, resulting in 
a 20% discount to all flood insurance premiums in the unincorporated county. A new 
policy should be adopted under this objective to indicate that the County shall maintain 
its annual certification as a participating community in the NFIP Community Rating 
System.  
 
Also, the County should adopt a new policy to assist FEMA in modernizing the County’s 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) by making local drainage studies available to 
FEMA and by conducting public information workshops to advise development 
professionals, as well as the general public, of the floodplain map modernization project. 
 
Objective 5: Wetlands 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no net loss of the natural functions and values of wetlands 
or deepwater habitats in Indian River County.” 
 
Measure: Net loss of functions of wetland and deepwater habitats.  
 
Although Objective 5’s target date is in the future, the objective was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Comparison of the Baseline Data and Existing Conditions 
sections of this report indicates that there was a 168 acre increase in freshwater wetlands 
between 1996 and 2004. This increase could be attributed to SJRWMD’s conversion of 
citrus groves to wetlands as part of the Upper St. Johns River Basin project, offsetting the 
filling of small isolated wetlands associated with private development in the Urban 
Service Area. The acreage difference could also be attributed to different sources of 
estimates in comparing 1996 data to 2004 data, where exact acreage comparisons are not 
available. Objective 5 is appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
Assessment of Policies  
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Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(5.1)  Adopt Comprehensive Wetlands 
Management Program 

 
- Adoption of a Comprehensive 
Wetlands Management Program as 
described in the Conservation 
Element 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 
indicate 

continuation of 
adopted 
program 

 
(5.2)  Require restoration and management 
of  wetlands as mitigation for filling of 
degraded wetlands 

 
- Requirement of mitigation of 
wetland impacts in coordination 
with jurisdictional agencies 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

reference the 
UMAM 

 
(5.3)  Require wetland/upland edge buffer 
zones 

 
- Requirement of wetland edge 
upland buffers 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(5.4)  All estuarine wetlands deemed 
environmentally-sensitive and zoned C-2 
(Estuarine Wetlands Conservation) 

 
- All estuarine wetlands are 
designated C-2 on the Future Land 
Use Map 

 
          Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

cross-reference 
FLU Policy 

1.31: site 
specific 
surveys 

required to 
determine C-2 

boundaries 
 
(5.5)  Accept fee-in-lieu payments as 
mitigation for wetlands (last alternative for 
small isolated wetlands) 

 
- Accept fee- in-lieu of wetland 
mitigation as last alternative 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

reflect UMAM 

 
(5.6)  Coordinate with state and federal 
agencies regarding wetlands and dredge 
and fill permit applications 

 
- Coordination with jurisdictional 
agencies in reviewing wetland fill 
proposals  

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(5.7)  Maintain development densities and 
TDRs for wetlands 

-  Low density (1units per 40 acres) 
for estuarine wetlands and transfer 
of density  (1 unit per acre) as 
required in the County’s wetland 
protection ordinance and zoning 
ordinance 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(5.8)  Participate in CARL “Blueway” 
project 

 
The “Blueway project” is now 
called the “Florida Forever 
project” and remains an active 
project 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to 

update CARL 
reference to 

Florida Forever 
/ ARC project 

 
 
Policies 5.3, 5.6, and 5.7 are appropriate, continue to serve the objective, and should be 
maintained. 
 
Policy 5.1 was implemented through the adoption of a “Comprehensive Wetlands 
Management Program” that is described in the current Conservation Element. The 
Conservation Element describes this program as including wetland acquisition, 
management, and low density zoning of estuarine wetlands, in addition to County 
regulation of wetland filling under the County’s wetland protection ordinance. This 
policy is appropriate, but should be revised to indicate a continuation (instead of 
establishment) of the program. 
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Policies 5.2 and 5.5 should be revised to reference the Uniform Mitigation Assessment 
Method (UMAM). The state now uses the UMAM and requires that all local 
governments incorporate the UMAM in their wetland regulations.  
 
As adopted, the Indian River County Future Land Use Map depicts estuarine wetlands as 
C-2, Wetland Conservation. In that respect, Policy 5.4 has been implemented. The C-2 
depiction on the FLUM, however, is general, and the County requires a site specific 
survey to establish specific estuarine wetland (and C-2) boundaries. For that reason, 
Policy 5.4 should be revised to cross-reference Policy 1.31 of the Future Land Use 
Element, which specifies that site specific surveys are required to establish exact 
boundaries of the C-2 designation. 
 
Since the County participates in what is now called the Florida Forever Blueway Project, 
Policy 5.8 was implemented. This policy should be maintained, but updated to reflect the 
revised name of the state program (Florida Forever ARC program).  
 
Objective 6: Upland Vegetation Communities 
 
“Sufficient upland vegetative communities to sustain viable populations of all native 
plant and animal species and representative stands of each habitat type in Indian River 
County will be preserved.  Using 1990 conservation land acreage as a baseline, Indian 
River County shall, by 2010, preserve a minimum of 1,000 additional acres of upland 
native plant communities through the establishment of conservation easements and/or fee 
simple acquisition in partnership with other government agencies.” 
 
Measure: Preservation of 1,000 additional acres of upland native plant communities by 
2010.  
 
Objective 6 was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since 1990, the County has preserved approximately ±9,961 
acres of native habitat through the County Environmental Lands Program. An additional 
+500 acres were conserved through the County’s native upland set-aside ordinance. 
Consequently, the total acreage of native vegetation preserved in the county since 1990 
surpasses the 1,000 acres established in Objective 6.   
 
Objective 6 should be revised to use a 2008 baseline and a new target date of 2020 for the 
County to preserve an additional 1,500 acres through the establishment of conservation 
easements and/or fee simple acquisition in partnership with other government agencies. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
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Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(6.1)  Coordinate with state and regional 
agencies concerning establishment of 
preserves of native upland vegetation 

 
Land acquisition through the 
County Environmental Lands 
Program 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(6.2)  Acquire a minimum of 100 acres of 
xeric scrub 

 
- County acquired 611 acres of 
xeric scrub since 1990 through the 
County Environmental Lands 
Program. 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to 

update baseline 
and timeframe 
for acquiring 

additional 
scrub acreage  

 
(6.3)  Acquire a minimum of 100 acres of 
coastal strand and coastal/ tropical 
hammock 

 
- County acquired 183 acres of 
coastal hammock and strand since 
1990 through the County 
Environmental Lands Program. 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to shift 

focus from 
acquisition to 
management  
assistance of 

coastal 
hammock and 
strand on the 

northern barrier 
island 

 
(6.4)  Review and update Environmental 
Land Acquisition Guide 

- Environmental Land Acquisition 
Guide updated in 2005; now 
includes historic and agricultural 
lands 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

reflect changes 
in eligibility 
and ranking 

criteria 
 
(6.5)  Preserve native upland vegetation on 
county-owned lands 

- County preserves native 
vegetation on county-owned lands. 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(6.6)  Encourage preservation of mature 
trees on-site 

 
- County tree protection ordinance 
requires protection of native trees, 
including mature specimen trees, 
on development sites  

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(6.7)  Require removal of nuisance exotic 
vegetation for new developments 

- County Policy (LDR Section 
929.08) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(6.8)  By 2000, evaluate need to expand list 
of regulated nuisance exotic vegetation 

 
- the County has updated its list of 
prohibited plant species to reflect 
the Florida Exotic Pest Plant 
Council’s (EPPC’s)  most current 
list 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

reflect 
continuation of 
prohibition of 
EPPC listed 

plants 
 
(6.9)  Protect significant groupings of 
native upland vegetation 

 
- County acquisition of 
conservation lands, requirement of 
native upland set-asides 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(6.10)  Establish GIS inventory of native 
upland vegetative communities 

 
- County has access to GIS FLUCS 
data layers from the SJRWMD 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

reflect 
available  GIS 

data  
 
(6.11) Designate 5 acre or larger tracts of 
xeric scrub and tropical hammock as 
environmentally important, and encourage 
TDR and cluster development to conserve 
such tracts  

 
- 5 acre or larger tracts of xeric 
scrub and tropic hammocks 
designated as environmentally 
important in the county’s upland 
protection ordinance 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(6.12)  Require 15% set-aside of native 

 
- !5%  set-aside required under 
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Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

upland plant communities on development 
sites 

county land development 
regulations (LDR Chapter 929) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
(6.13)  Prohibit disturbance of vegetation 
ocean ward of DSSL 

 
- DSSL restrictions established in 
county LDRs (LDR Section 
932.06) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(6.14)  Protect a minimum of 500 acres of 
pine flatwoods/dry prairie 

 
- County acquired (or put under 
conservation easement) 4,881 acres 
of pine flatwoods/dry prairie since 
1990 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to 

update baseline 
and timeframe 
for acquiring 

additional 
acreage 

 
(6.15)  Protect xeric scrub along St. 
Sebastian River 

 
- protection of scrub along the St. 
Sebastian River required under 
county LDRs 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
The following policies were implemented, serve the objective, are ongoing in nature and 
should be maintained: 6.1, 6.5, 6.6, 6.7, 6.9, 6.11, 6.12, 6.13, and 6.15. 
 
Since 1990, the county has acquired 611 acres of xeric scrub, thus exceeding the 
minimum 100 acres specified in Policy 6.2. In compliance with the Sebastian Area-Wide 
Florida Scrub-jay Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), the County has, with assistance from 
the Division of Forestry, managed acquired scrublands through timbering and prescribed 
burns. In this respect, the County achieved Policy 6.2. This policy should be revised to 
reflect a new baseline line of 2008 and County acquisition of an additional 100 acres by 
2015. 
 
Through County purchase of the Captain Forster Hammock Preserve and the Korangy 
Tract, Policy 6.3 was implemented. Over the past few years, opportunities for public 
acquisition of tropical hammock and coastal strand on the north barrier island have 
largely diminished. This is because such lands have either been acquired for 
conservation, have been developed, or are unavailable under a willing seller program. 
This policy should be revised to reference county assistance in management of acquired 
conservation lands through “in-kind services,” instead of targeting new acquisitions on 
the north barrier island. 
 
Policy 6.4 calls for the County to regularly review its environmental lands program guide 
and to update the guide as deemed appropriate The County has implemented this policy, 
revising the guide in 2003 and again in 2005. In 2005, the guide was updated with new 
site eligibility and ranking criteria. These new criteria were modeled after those used by 
the Florida Communities Trust (FCT) and were expanded to include both historic 
properties and agricultural lands, based on parameters of the 2004 environmental land 
acquisition bond referendum. This policy should be revised to reflect the new criteria. 
 
In 2007, the County revised its landscape ordinance to prohibit the planting of any 
species on the Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council’s (EPPC’s) most current list. 
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Consequently, Policy 6.8 was achieved, but should be revised to reflect the County’s 
continuing prohibition of planting species on the EPPC’s most current list.  
 
Since Indian River County maintains a GIS layer of native vegetation communities, 
Policy 6.10 was implemented. This policy should be revised to include other 
environmental data, such as wetlands and endangered/threatened species, which are 
available at the county level. 
 
Since the last major plan update, Indian River County achieved Policy 6.14, which calls 
for County conservation of at least 500 acres of pine flatwoods and dry prairie 
communities. The County fulfilled this policy by acquiring conservation easements on 
two ranches (1,585 acres) adjacent to the Padgett Branch in southwest Indian River 
County. The County also was a 25% cost-share partner in the acquisition of the 5,334 
acre Carson Platt Estate portion of the St. Sebastian River Preserve State Park, which 
contains pine flatwood and dry prairie plant communities. This policy should be revised 
to use a 2008 baseline, and should target County protection of an additional 1,000 acres 
by 2020. 
 
 
Objective 7: Wildlife and Marine Habitat 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no reduction in the critical habitat of endangered or 
threatened aquatic and terrestrial species of flora and fauna occurring in Indian River 
County.  For the purpose of this objective, "critical habitat" is defined as the minimum 
required sum of environmental conditions in a specific area necessary to sustain a given 
species.  The protection of critical habitat shall be measured and evaluated on a site 
development basis.” 
 
Measure: No loss of critical habitat for endangered or threatened aquatic and terrestrial 
species of flora and fauna occurring in Indian River County. 
 
Although Objective 7’s target date is in the future, the objective was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Through its land development regulations, the County requires 
environmental surveys of all proposed development sites that contain (or are suspected to 
contain) habitat of listed species. If listed species are documented on a proposed 
development site, the developer is required to obtain permits from state and federal 
jurisdictional agencies, which require mitigation of impacts to listed species’ habitat. 
That process, coupled with the County’s native set-aside requirements, wetland 
mitigation requirements, and native habitat restoration on county owned lands, ensures 
that critical habitats in the county are conserved. Objective 7 is appropriate and should be 
maintained, although the time horizon should be changed to 2025. 
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Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(7.1)  Protection of non-listed species 
terrestrial habitat and marine habitat 
through polices of Coastal Management 
Objective 1 

- Protection of terrestrial and 
marine habitat consistent with the 
policies of Coastal Management 
Objective 1 

 
Yes 

 
         Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(7.2)  Evaluate protection of critical habitat 
on a site-by-site basis 

- County LDRs requirement of 
environmental  surveys and 
jurisdictional permitting on a site-
by-site development basis 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(7.3)   Protect significant upland and 
wetland habitats as set forth in policies of 
Objectives 5 & 6 (cross-reference) 

 
- Protection of upland and wetland 
habitats through implementation of 
polices of Objectives 5 & 6 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(7.4)  Regulate land development activities 
as set forth in Future Land Use Element 
Objectives 1,7 and 16 

 
- Regulation of land development 
through implementation of land 
use polices 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(7.5)  by 1998, evaluate need to revise 
speed zones in IRL 

 
- speed zones evaluated in 2000 
and 2004 in association with 
adoption and  update of the IRC 
Manatee Protection Plan  

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to target 

a new 
evaluation date 
(i.e., by 2010) 

 
(7.6)  Support state and federal land 
acquisition proposals through resolutions of 
support and in-kind services 

 
- Resolution supporting state and 
federal projects, in-kind 
management services 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(7.7)  Enforce sea turtle protection 
regulations 

 
- Sea Turtle HCP adopted 
- County planning and code 
enforcement staff work in 
coordination with Coastal 
Engineering staff in identifying 
beachfront sea turtle hazards. 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Maintain 

 
(7.8)  Application of specified criteria for 
beachfront development lighting plans 

 
Sea turtle protection lighting plans 
required to meet criteria set forth in 
LDR Section 932.09, consistent 
with state requirements 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(7.9)  Adopt a countywide Habitat 
Conservation Plan for scrub-jays 

 
- County and City of Sebastian 
adoption of a Sebastian area-wide 
scrub-jay HCP; countywide HCP 
not adopted  

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise target 

date, reference 
funding source 

 
With the exception of Policies 7.5 and 7.9, the policies of this objective are appropriate, 
are ongoing in nature, and should be maintained without revision. 
 
In 1992, the State adopted manatee protection boating speed zones in Indian River 
County. Those speed zones are reflected in the County’s Manatee Protection and Boating 
Safety Comprehensive Management Plan (IRC MPP), which was originally adopted in 
2000 and last revised in 2004.  The MPP is due for its five-year evaluation in 2009. 
While Policy 7.5 is appropriate, the policy should be revised to set a new target date 
(2010) for the County to evaluate whether or not there is a need to revise manatee 
protection speed zones in the county. 
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Policy 7.9, which calls for a countywide habitat conservation plan (HCP) for Florida 
scrub jays, was partially achieved in 2000 when the County and City of Sebastian 
adopted the Sebastian Area-Wide Florida Scrub-Jay Habitat Conservation Plan.  While 
the Sebastian Area-Wide HCP covers the northeast portion of the county, it does not 
cover the entire county. A more holistic approach to protecting scrub jay habitat would be 
adoption of a countywide scrub jay HCP, particularly if it includes scrub jay habitat in 
municipalities as well as in the unincorporated county.  Therefore, Policy 7.9 should be 
retained, but revised to set a new target date (2015) for completion of a countywide scrub 
jay HCP, inclusive of scrub jay habitat in municipalities. The revised policy should 
reflect that cost-share funding for the HCP will be sought from participating 
municipalities, and that county mitigation funds will be used to fund the County’s share 
of costs.  
 
New Policies: Several new policies are needed to achieve Objective 7.  One new policy 
should be to establish state certified “receiver sites” for relocation of displaced gopher 
tortoises to county-owned conservation lands. This policy should include collection of 
fees from developers relocating gopher tortoises to county lands, to be used fund 
management of such sites for gopher tortoises. This policy should also include 
reservation of certain receiving areas for county projects. 
 
In 2005, the Committee for a Sustainable Treasure Coast (CSTC) adopted 
recommendations to sustain quality natural systems in the region, including use of 
innovative tools, such as land acquisition, development clustering requirements, 
conservation easements, transfer of development rights, and mitigation banks, to 
conserve natural systems. The County should create a new policy adopting action steps 
recommended by the CSTC to sustain natural systems 
 
Objective 8: Recreational Uses of Natural Resources. 
 
“Using 1990 recreational and open space land acreage as a baseline, by 2005 the county 
shall increase, by a minimum of 500 acres, the amount of recreational and open space 
land accessible to the public for resource-based passive recreation, compatible with 
natural resource conservation.” 
 
Measure: Amount of recreational and open space land accessible to the public for 
resource-based passive recreation added between 1990 and 2005 in the county. 
 
Objective 8 was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since 1990, more than 40,000 acres of conservation land have 
been acquired and/or opened to the public for resource-based passive recreation in Indian 
River County. These conservation lands include the Fort Drum Marsh Conservation 
Area; the St. Sebastian River Preserve State Park; the Pelican Island National Wildlife 
Refuge; the Oslo Riverfront Conservation Area; the Captain Forster Hammock Preserve; 
the North Sebastian Conservation Area; the Round Island South Conservation Area; and 
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the Sebastian Canoe Launch Park. Objective 8 is appropriate and should be retained, but 
revised with a new target date of 2020 for the County to increase the amount of 
recreational and open space land open to the public by a minimum of 500 acres, using 
2008 as a baseline.  
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(8.1)  Provide opportunities for resource -
based recreation as set forth in Objective 6 
of the Recreation and Open Space Element 

 
- Construction of public access 
improvements on public 
conservation lands 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(8.2)  Preserve native upland communities 
on county-owned parks in conjunction with 
development design 

 
- County conservation of native 
uplands on county active recreation 
parks 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
      Maintain 

 
(8.3)  Coordinate with USFWS and 
FGFWFC to protect threatened/ endangered 
species on county recreation and open 
space lands 

 
- Management of county recreation 
and open space lands to protect 
listed species on site, in 
coordination with wildlife agencies 

 
 

Yes 

 
 
         Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(8.4)  Adopt a Manatee Protection and 
Boating Safety Comprehensive 
Management Plan (MPP) 

 
-  Adoption of the MPP (in 2000) 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Delete 

 
(8.5)  Support recreational access 
construction in the Upper St. Johns River 
Basin through construction funding 
assistance or materials  

 
- County assistance to SJRWMD in 
establishing public access in the 
Upper Basin 

 
 

Yes 
 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

(8.6)  Give priority to acquiring 
conservation lands within greenways and 
wildlife corridors. 

- Conservation lands acquired 
within greenways and wildlife 
corridors 

 
          Yes 
 

 
          Yes 

 
      Maintain 

 
All of the existing policies under Objective 8, with the exception of Policies 8.3 and 8.4, 
are appropriate, are ongoing in nature and should be maintained without revision. While 
Policy 8.3 serves the objective and is appropriate, it should be revised to reflect the 
current name of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission.  
 
In 2000, Indian River County adopted a Manatee Protection and Boating Safety 
Comprehensive Management Plan (MPP). Since Policy 8.4 calls for County adoption of 
an MPP and an MPP has been adopted, the policy should be deleted. 
 
New Policy:  Under its Environmental Lands Program, the County has acquired two 
island projects: Prange Island and the Lost Tree Islands. Currently, there are no restroom 
facilities on the islands, resulting in unsanitary conditions for visitors to the islands. To 
address that issue, the County should adopt a new policy to pursue grant funding from the 
Florida Inland Navigation District’s Waterways Assistance Program, or other appropriate 
programs, to fund construction of restrooms on the islands. 
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Objective 9: Commercial Uses of Natural Resources. 
 
“Through 2020, the county will provide sufficient opportunities for the commercial use of 
natural resources.  Notwithstanding, there will be no adverse environmental impacts in 
Indian River County attributed to the commercial use of natural resources.” 
 
Measure: Provision of opportunities for the commercial use of natural resources while 
minimizing adverse impacts. 
 
Although Objective 9’s target date is in the future, the objective was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since 1996, the County has taken measures to improve 
estuarine water quality and to support expansion of aquaculture leases in the Indian River 
Lagoon. The County has also provided sufficient opportunities for mining, subject to 
regulations that are currently undergoing review to ensure that natural resources are not 
adversely affected by mining operations. The County’s Manatee Protection and Boating 
Safety Comprehensive Management Plan allows marina siting opportunities while 
establishing criteria to protect estuarine resources. For these reasons, Objective 9 was 
achieved. This objective is appropriate and should be maintained, but with a new time 
horizon of 2025. 
 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(9.1)  Regulate excavation/mining 
activities, including additional restrictions 
for excavation on the Atlantic Coastal Sand 
Ridge 

 
- Regulation of excavations 
through  LDR Chapter 934 and 
Chapter 931 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

reflect actions 
recommended 

from the 
mining 

moratorium 
workshops 

 
(9.2)  Undertake measures to improve 
estuarine water quality and protect 
ecological systems of the IR lagoon such as 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) 

 
- Measures implemented to  
improve estuarine water quality, 
such as the Main Relief Canal 
Pollution Control Facility and sub-
regional stormwater treatment 
facilities 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(9.3)  Adopt a resolution in support of  
State efforts to expand aquaculture leases in 
the PINWR 

 
- Support of expansion of 
aquaculture leases in the PINWR 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to 

reflect ongoing 
support 

 
 
Currently, County mining regulations are undergoing review. As a result of recent mining 
workshops, 38 “consensus recommendations” for revisions to mining regulations have 
emerged. These recommendations address the following categories: surface water 
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discharge; groundwater hydrology; traffic; nuisance; land use compatibility; and public 
notice. Consequently, Policy 9.1, which pertains to County ongoing regulation of mining 
operations, should be revised to indicate that, by 2010, the County will revise its mining 
regulations to incorporate consensus recommendations from the recent mining 
workshops. 
 
Through County construction of estuarine water quality improvement projects, such as 
the Main Relief Canal Pollution Control Facility that will be completed in 2008, Policy 
9.2 was implemented. This policy is appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
Currently, waters within the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge (PINWR) are 
available for aquaculture. Outside of the PINWR, the amount of submerged lands 
available for aquaculture has expanded since 1996 to include a portion of the lagoon 
south of the City of Vero Beach, extending south past the south county line. Therefore, 
Policy 9.3, which calls for County adoption of a resolution supporting the expansion 
aquaculture in the PINWR, should be revised to reflect ongoing support of aquaculture in 
the overall lagoon (in Class II designated waters). 
 
New Policies:  Currently, the County allows, but does not require, removal of citrus trees 
from abandoned groves. Un-maintained citrus trees in abandoned groves have the 
potential of harboring agricultural diseases.  To address this problem, the County should 
adopt a new policy requiring landowners to remove un-maintained citrus trees from 
abandoned groves, or to otherwise defoliate or treat such trees to alleviate disease 
harboring potential. This policy should also reflect the County’s current prohibition on 
the planting of agricultural disease host plants. 
 
At this time, Indian River County is in the process of applying for certification to be 
designated a “green county” by the Florida Green Building Coalition. Achieving certified 
status means that county building policies are more environmentally friendly and energy 
conscious than “standard” building policies. To complement the Green Building 
application initiative, the County should establish a policy to evaluate energy 
conservation actions identified under the green building certification program and to 
adopt such actions that are economically feasible. 
 
 
Objective 10: Soil Erosion. 
 
“Soil erosion associated with land development and agricultural activities will be 
minimized, and by 1998, the county will have an established comprehensive beach and 
dune management regulatory program to address shoreline erosion and stabilization 
methods.” 
 
Measure: Amount of soil erosion associated with land development activities and areas 
of stabilized shoreline. 
 
Objective 10 was achieved. 
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Evaluation of Objective: In 1998, the County established a comprehensive beach and 
dune management regulatory program through adoption of a Beach Preservation Plan. 
Since that time, beach renourishment and shoreline protection projects have been 
implemented.  In 2006, the county established a Stormwater Division to enforce erosion 
control standards in the county. While Objective 10 was achieved, the objective is still 
appropriate. Therefore, the objective should be revised to indicate continuation of the 
County’s beach preservation and stormwater regulatory programs.  
 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(10.1)  IRSWCD to provide technical 
assistance to agricultural operations to 
implement Best management Practices 
(BMPs) 

 
-  Indian River Soil and Water 
Conservation District (IRSWCD) 
staff offering technical assistance 
to agricultural operations 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(10.2)  County shall enforce erosion control 
requirements of the land clearing and tree 
removal ordinance 

 
- County enforcement of erosion 
control requirements (SWPPP now 
required) 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to 

reference the 
SWPPP 

 
(10.3)  County shall undertake beach 
shoreline stabilization activities 

 
- PEP Reef monitoring  
- Funding sources for public beach 
projects covered under Beach 
Preservation Plan. 
- Regular meetings of the Beach 
and Shore Preservation Advisory 
Committee 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Maintain 

 
(10.4)  Prohibit encroachment ocean ward 
of DSSL with exception of beach access 
structures 

 
- County enforcement of DSSL 
regulations set forth in  LDR 
Section 932.06 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 
indicate 

evaluation to 
relocate  DSSL 

 
(10.5)  Establishment of specific criteria for 
emergency shoreline stabilization 

- Shoreline stabilization subject to 
specific criteria set forth in LDR 
Chapter 932 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(10.6)  Require stabilization along IRL and 
St. Sebastian River 

 
-Requirement of stabilization and 
retention of vegetation along 
shorelines associated with 
construction of single-family docks 
and residences 

 
Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
 
 

Maintain 

 
(10.7)  Promote petition road paving 
projects in the IRL watershed to reduce 
siltation 

 
-Paving of dirt roads in the IRL 
watershed 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
Policies 10.1, 10.3, 10.5, 10.6 and 10.7 serve the objective, are ongoing in nature and are 
being implemented. These policies should be maintained. 
 
While Policy 10.2, which calls for enforcement of erosion control measures associated 
with land clearing permits, is appropriate, the policy should be revised to reference 
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Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPP) that are now required for site 
development projects. 
 
With respect to beach erosion, Policy 10.4 calls for the County to continue to prohibit 
development east of the Dune Stabilization Setback Line (DSSL), except for beach 
access structures. Due to a potential increase in potential erosion from climate change, 
sea level rise and other factors, this policy should be revised to indicate that the County, 
by 2012, will evaluate the location of the DSSL and consider relocating the DSSL 
westward. 
 
New Policies:  To alleviate potential adverse health and environmental impacts 
associated with beach erosion damage to on-site disposal systems (OSDS), the county 
should adopt a new policy requiring that new oceanfront development hook up to public 
sewer, where available.  
 
Through adoption of a new policy, the County should require that substantially damaged 
oceanfront structures in nonconforming “footprints” be relocated westward, in 
compliance with current coastal regulations, even when such structures are substantially 
damaged during declared natural disasters. 
 
Objective 11:  Hazardous and Nonhazardous Wastes. 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no new sites in Indian River County where domestic or 
industrial waste is improperly managed or illegally disposed”. 
 
Measure: Number of sites in the County with improperly managed or illegally disposed 
waste. 
 
Although Objective 11’s target date is in the future, the objective was partially 
achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective:  Comparison of baseline data and existing conditions indicates 
that the Piper Aircraft facility in Vero Beach remains the only Superfund site in the 
county. Sites identified as contaminated by leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) 
remain at four, as were identified in 1996. 
 
In contrast to indications of no new illegal hazardous waste sites, improper disposal of non-
hazardous waste through illegal dumping on vacant lands occurs throughout the county and 
is an ongoing enforcement challenge, since dumpers are not easily identified. Consequently, 
Objective 11 was only partially achieved. Notwithstanding, Objective 11 is appropriate and 
should be maintained with a revised time horizon of 2025.  
 
Assessment of Policies 
 



 

51 

 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(11.1)  The County shall continue to 
expand recycling opportunities 

 
- Expansion of recycling 
opportunities for county residences 
and businesses  

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(11.2)  Maintain up-to-date list of 
hazardous materials 

 
-Emergency Services Department 
maintenance of an inventory of 
hazardous materials in the county 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(11.3)  By 2000, county will investigate 
illegal waste disposal practices, evaluate 
current enforcement polices and revise 
policies if appropriate 

 
- Environmental Health 
Department investigation of  illegal 
waste disposal practices and 
enforcement through the 
Environment Control Hearing 
Board 

 
 

Yes 

 
 

Yes 

 
Revise to 
indicate 

continuation of 
illegal waste 

disposal 
investigation 

and 
enforcement 

 
(11.4)  County shall monitor and remediate 
known contaminated sites when feasible 

 
-Remediation of known 
contaminated sites 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
The following policies of Objective 11 are appropriate, are ongoing in nature and should 
be maintained: 11.1, 11.2 and 11.4. 
 
Policy 11.3 indicates that, by 2000, the County will investigate illegal waste disposal 
practices, evaluate current enforcement policies and revise policies, if appropriate. This 
policy was achieved, but it should be maintained with a new timeframe (by 2010), for the 
County to reevaluate its policies to enforce illegal dumping violations. 
 
Objective 12: Natural Resource Management. 
 
“By 2000, the county shall establish a comprehensive conservation land management 
program to address long-term management of county-owned or managed conservation 
lands.” 
 
Measure: Establishment of a comprehensive land management program. 
 
Objective 12 was achieved.  
 
Evaluation of Objective:  In 1999, the County hired a Conservation Lands Manager that 
works as a part of the County Parks Division. More recently, a Lands Management 
Technician position was added to the Parks Division to assist with conservation lands 
management.  
 
The County Environmental Lands Program Guide was revised in 2003 to include 
guidelines on management of conservation lands. In 2005, a Conservation Lands 
Advisory Committee (CLAC) was created to provide input to the County on conservation 
lands management issues.  
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These combined actions reflect an overall conservation lands management program that 
the County has implemented since the last major update to the comprehensive plan. As a 
result, Objective 12 was achieved. This objective should be revised to reflect continuation 
of a comprehensive conservation lands management program. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 
 
Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

 
(12.1)  Conduct prescribed burning on 
scrub lands in cooperation with wildlife 
agencies 

 
- Prescribed burns periodically 
conducted on county conservation 
scrublands 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

indicate current 
name of FWC 

 
(12.2)  Interlocal agreement with the City 
of Sebastian for management of the North 
Sebastian Conservation Area (NSCA) 

 
- County management of the 
NSCA in coordination with the 
City of Sebastian 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Revise to 
indicate 

adoption of an 
inter-agency 
management 
agreement for 
the Sebastian 

Scrub-jay HCP 
 
(12.3) Interlocal agreement with the City of 
Vero Beach  for management of  Prange 
Island 

 
- County management of Prange 
Island in coordination with the City 
of Vero Beach 

 
Yes 

 
No 

 
Revise target 
date to 2010 

 
(12.4)  Adopt management plans for all 
acquired environmental lands 

 
- Management plans drafted for 
county conservation areas 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 
reference 
CLAC review 
of mgt plans, 
and  County 
construction of 
site 
improvements 
within 2 years 

 
(12.5)  Solicit funding for management of 
environmental lands 

 
- Obtained grants to fund 
management activities on 
conservation lands 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(12.6)  Attend meetings concerning land 
acquisition and management of lands 
owned by SJRWMD, FDEP and USFWS 

 
-Attendance at inter-agency 
management meetings 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
(12.7)  By 2005, provide passive recreation  
access on conservation lands 

 
-Public access improvements on 
conservation lands (e.g., NSCA) 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise date of 

implementation 
 
(12.8)  By 2000 devise a dune crossover  
construction and maintenance plan 

 
-Construction and maintenance of 
dune crossovers at public parks 
 

 
 

No 

 
 

No 

 
 

Delete 

 
(12.9)  By 2000, establish a dedicated 
funding source for ongoing management of 
county conservation lands 

 
-Use of tree fine funds, mitigation 
funds, and bond funds for grant 
matches and funding for 
conservation lands management 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Revise to 

indicate a new 
target date of 

2010 
 
(12.10)  By 1999, evaluate need to hire 
conservation land management staff 

 
-Conservation Lands Manager and 
Lands Conservation Tech positions 
established in Parks Division 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

Revise to 
indicate, by 
2010, county 
will evaluate 
need to expand 
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Policy Description 

 
Action / Accomplishment 

 
Did this policy 
contribute to 
meeting the 
objective? 

 
Was the 

original policy 
appropriate? 

 
Should this 
policy be 

maintained / 
deleted / 
revised 

conservation 
lands 
management 
staff  

 
(12.11) County shall coordinate with 
federal state and local agencies, including 
non-profit organizations, in acquiring and 
managing natural areas and open space 
 

 
-coordination with agencies and 
non-profit organizations (i.e., 
IRLT, PIAS, FOSSR) in acquiring 
and managing conservation lands 

 
Yes 

 
Yes 

 
Maintain 

 
The following policies of Objective 12 are appropriate, are ongoing in nature and should 
be maintained: 12.5, 12.6, and 12.11. 
 
The Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission is referred to in Policy 12.1. This 
policy should be revised to reflect the current name of that agency (the Florida Fish and 
Wildlife Conservation Commission). 
 
Policy 12.2, which refers to an interlocal agreement with the City of Sebastian for 
management of the North Sebastian Conservation Area, should be revised to indicate 
adoption of an interagency management agreement between the County, the City of 
Sebastian and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for management of scrub conservation 
lands identified in the Sebastian Area-Wide Florida Scrub Jay Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP). 
 
The Prange Island Conservation Area, owned and managed by the County, is located in 
the City of Vero Beach.  In 1996, the County adopted a management plan for Prange 
Island, which was reviewed by the City. Policy 12.3 calls for the County to enter into an 
interlocal agreement with the City regarding management of the island, which has not 
occurred. This policy should be revised with a new target date of 2010.  
 
As reflected in Policy 12.4, the County requires that management plans be adopted for 
lands acquired under the Environmental Lands Program. This policy should be revised to 
indicate that such management plans are subject to review and recommendations of the 
Conservation Lands Advisory Committee (CLAC). Moreover, Policy 12.4 should be 
revised to reflect that the County will construct public access improvements on 
conservation lands within two years of management plan adoption, contingent upon 
availability of funding. 
 
Policy 12.7 indicates that the County, by 2005, will open suitable conservation lands to 
the public for passive recreation. This policy was achieved by the County constructing 
public access improvements on a number of acquired conservation lands, including the 
Captain Forster Hammock Preserve and the North Sebastian Conservation Area.  Policy 
12.7 should be maintained, but revised to be an ongoing policy. 
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Currently, County Parks Division staff maintains dune crossover structures at county-
owned parks. When crossover structures become storm-damaged or are otherwise in 
disrepair, repairs are scheduled through that Division. As such, a dune crossover 
maintenance procedure has been established. Therefore, Policy 12.8 should be deleted. 
 
Policy 12.9 indicates that, by 2000, the County will establish a dedicated funding source 
for ongoing management of county-owned conservation lands. Although the County uses 
various funding sources for management, such as tree fines, mitigation funds, and bond 
funds for initial improvements, no dedicated funding source has been established as of 
this time. Policy 12.9 should be revised with a new target date of 2010. 
 
In 1999, the County hired a conservation lands manager and, subsequently, a lands 
management technician in the Parks Division. In that respect, Policy 12.10 was achieved. 
Notwithstanding, Policy 12.10 should be maintained, but revised with a new target date 
of 2010 for the County to evaluate the need to hire additional conservation lands 
management staff . This policy should also be revised to indicate that the County will 
consider establishing a distinct conservation lands management section within the Parks 
Division or Planning Division. 
 
New Policy:  To help achieve management objectives on conservation lands while 
minimizing costs, the county should adopt a policy allowing private development off-site 
mitigation projects on county conservation lands. This policy should include the 
following mitigation parameters: a requirement that private developers carry out the 
mitigation work; a requirement that the developer be responsible for annual reporting to 
permitting agencies; and a requirement that developers be responsible for follow-up 
treatments and plantings for a minimum of five years. This policy should also reserve 
certain opportunities for mitigation on conservation lands for County public works and 
utilities projects. 
 
 
OVERALL EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Conservation Element, with the proposed revisions, are sufficient to 
meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The results of the evaluation of the existing conditions, objectives, and policies identified 
in the previous section are used to determine the future courses of actions needed to 
improve conservation conditions. The following section highlights anticipated 
amendments to the data, maps, texts, objectives and policies. These amendments will be 
incorporated in the revised version of the Conservation Element of the Comprehensive 
Plan, scheduled to be completed by the end of calendar year 2009.  
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ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
The following EAR related amendments to the Conservation Element are needed to 
update the element’s data and analysis as well as its goals, objectives, and policies 
sections.  The following revisions are necessary: 
 
Tables and Figures 
 
Each of the Conservation Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect current 
conditions. 
 
Text 
 
Since the text of this element will be a part of the new Conservation Element, and 
existing data and analysis will be revised, major revisions to the text will be required. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Conservation Element are 
summarized below. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1 ----- Revise time horizon 

1 1.4 Revised to reference Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP) 

1 1.5 Revised to reference Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans 
(SWPPP) 

2 ----- Revise time horizon 

2 2.1 Revise to reflect changes in water classifications in areas of the IRL 

2 2.2 Revise to reflect changes in water classifications in areas of the IRL  

2 2.8 Revise to reflect recent revisions to littoral zone requirements 

2 2.9 Revise the target date 

2 New policy Monitor water quality in IRL and St. Sebastian River to determine 
success of existing water quality improvements projects and need for 
new projects/locations 

2 New policy Support of federal and state funding for implementation of the IRL 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 

2 New policy Requirement of shoreline protection buffers along the St. Sebastian 
River and aquatic preserves of the IRL, exempting platted lots with 
existing seawalls 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

2 New policy Adopt recommended actions in the 2008 update to the IRL CCMP 

2 New policy Study feasibility of establishing a regular OSDS maintenance 
program on property proximate to the Indian River Lagoon. 

3 ----- Revised time horizon 

3 3.1 Revise to prohibit mining and/or  excavation within 1,000 feet of 
surficial aquifer public supply wells 

3 3.3 Revise target date 

3 3.6 Revise target date 

3 3.7 Revise target date 

3 New policy Obtain an updated countywide geohydrological study with seismic 
profiles 

4 ----- Revise time horizon 

4 4.1 Revise to reflect updated FEMA flood stud(ies) 

4 New policy County maintain annual certification under the CRS of the National 
Flood Insurance Program 

4 New policy Assist FEMA with map modernization project, public workshops 

5 ----- Revise time horizon 

5 5.1 Revise date to indicate ongoing program 

5 5.2 Revise to reference Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method 
(UMAM) 

5 5.4 Revise to cross-reference FLU Policy 1.31 

5 5.5 Revise to reference UMAM 

5 5.8 Revise to update CARL to Florida Forever ARC 

6 ----- Revise objective to use 2008 baseline, revise target date to preserve 
an additional 1,500 acres 

6 6.2 Revise baseline and target date 

6 6.3 Revise to indicate management assistance instead of acquisition 

6 6.4 Revise to reflect changes in eligibility and ranking criteria 

6 6.8 Revise to reference continuing prohibition of plants listed by EPPC 

6 6.10 Revise to reflect available GIS data 

6 6.14 Revise baseline and target date to acquire additional 1,000 acres 

7 ----- Revise time horizon 

7 7.5 Revise target date to re-evaluate manatee protection speed zones 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

7 7.9 Revise target date for countywide scrub-jay HCP, note funding 

7 New policy Obtain receiver site certification for gopher tortoise relocations to 
county conservation lands 

7 New policy Adoption of action steps recommended by the Committee for a 
Sustainable Treasure Coast to sustain natural systems 

8 ----- Revise with new baseline, target date and new target acreage 

8 8.4 Delete 

8 New policy Pursue grant funding to construct restrooms on Prange Island and on 
the Lost Tree Islands 

9 ----- Revise time horizon 

9 9.1 Revise to reflect consensus recommendations from mining workshops 

9 9.3 Revise to reflect ongoing support 

9 New policy Prohibition on planting of agricultural disease host plants and 
requirement that un-maintained citrus trees be removed from 
abandoned groves, defoliated or otherwise treated to alleviate disease 
harboring 

9 New policy Obtain “green county” certification and adopt energy conservation 
actions recommended under the program that are economically 
feasible 

10 ----- Revise to reflect continuation of beach preservation and stormwater 
regulatory programs 

10 10.2 Revise to reference SWPPPs 

10 10.4 Revise to indicate evaluation of DSSL to relocate westward 

10 New policy Require new oceanfront development to hook up to public sewer 
where available 

10 New policy Require substantially damaged oceanfront structure in nonconforming 
footprints be relocated westward incompliance with current setback 
requirements 

11 ----- Revise time horizon 

11 11.3 Revise target date 

12 ----- Revise to reference continuing program (delete target date) 

12 12.1 Revise to reflect current name of FWC 

12 12.2 Revise target date, change to adoption of inter-agency management 
agreement for Sebastian Area-Wide Scrub-Jay HCP 

12 12.3 Revise target date 

12 12.4 Revise to indicate CLAC review of management plans and 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 
construction of public access improvements within 2 years of 
management plan adoption, contingent upon funding 

12 12.7 Revise target date 

12 12.8 Delete 

12 12.9 Revise target date 

12 12.10 Revise target date, change to evaluate hiring additional conservation 
lands management staff, and to consider establishing a distinct 
conservation lands management section within the Parks Division or 
Planning Division 

12 New policy Allowance of private off-site mitigation on county conservation 
lands, subject to certain parameters 
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APPENDIX B 
[Conservation Element Goal, Objectives and Policies (2006)] 

 
 
GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL 
 
It is the goal of Indian River County to protect, conserve, enhance, or appropriately 
use the County's natural resources in a manner which maximizes their natural 
functions and values. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Air Quality 
 
Through 2020, air quality within Indian River County will continue to exceed state 
and federal minimum ambient air quality standards. 
 

Policy 1.1: The county shall require that a burn permit be issued by the Fire 
Division  prior to allowing burning of land clearing debris associated with 
development within the Urban Service Area.  Issuance of a burn permit will be 
contingent upon the use of an air curtain incinerator, minimum separation distance 
from residential developments, wind direction, and/or any other conditions 
imposed by the Fire Division  (Ref. Policy 4.6 of the Solid Waste Sub-Element). 

 
Policy 1.2: In coordination with the Office of Radiation Control and the Indian 
River County Health Department, the county shall make available information on 
the detection and control of radon gas. 

 
Policy 1.3: The county shall coordinate with the State Division of Forestry to 
ensure that appropriate fire prevention methods are implemented for the burning 
of land clearing debris outside the Urban Service Area. 
 
Policy 1.4: To reduce air-borne pollution, land clearing and tree removal 
associated with urban development shall meet the criteria contained in county 
land development regulations.  These criteria include, but are not limited to: 
phased clearing, minimizing cleared areas, and stabilizing  cleared areas with 
ground cover.  Bona fide agricultural operations will remain exempt from 
permitting requirements. 

 
Policy 1.5: The county shall regulate excavation and mining activities to reduce 
air-borne particulates by requiring dust control measures, limiting hours of 
operation, and by requiring reclamation that includes soil stabilization .   

 
Policy 1.6: The county shall promote the reduction of vehicular travel and 
associated emissions by encouraging planned residential developments, by 
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promoting the establishment of bicycle and walking paths, and by planning for 
limited retail land uses closely accessible to residential areas. 

 
 
OBJECTIVE 2  Surface Water Quality 
 
By 2020, water quality throughout the Indian River Lagoon and the St. Sebastian 
River shall, at a minimum, meet State Class III water quality standards, and State 
Class II standards, where practicable.  
 

Policy 2.1: Consistent with Policy 2.1 of the Coastal Management Element, the 
county hereby adopts the State designation of Class II - “shellfish propagation or 
harvesting,” as defined in the 1996 Water Quality Assessment for the State of 
Florida (305(b) Report), as the minimum water quality standard for the following 
portions of the IRL located within Indian River County: Sebastian Inlet - 
extending south to C.R. 510, east of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW); South of 
C.R. 510 - extending to the northern City Limits of Vero Beach; the southern 
limits of the City of Vero Beach - extending south to the Indian River - St. Lucie 
County line, east of the ICW. 

 
Policy 2.2: Consistent with Policy 2.2 of the Coastal Management Element, the 
county hereby adopts the State designation of Class III - “Recreation, 
propagation, and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of fish and 
wildlife,” as defined in the 1996 Water Quality Assessment for the State of 
Florida (305(b) Report), as the minimum water quality standard  for the following 
portions of the IRL located within Indian River County: Sebastian Inlet - 
extending south to C.R. 510, west of the ICW; south City Limits of Vero Beach - 
extending south to the Indian River - St. Lucie County line, west of the ICW.  The 
county will strive to improve the surface water quality within the aforementioned 
sections of the IRL to State Class II water quality standards. 
 
Policy 2.3: The county shall minimize the amount of non-point source stormwater 
runoff draining to the Indian River Lagoon by requiring stormwater management 
systems associated with new development, as described in the policies under 
Objective 7 of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element. 

 
Policy 2.4: The county shall adopt a Comprehensive Wetland Management 
Program (CWMP) as described in Policy 5.1 of this element.   

 
Policy 2.5: Consistent with SJRWMD Rule 40C-2, F.A.C. - Consumptive Use 
Permit requirements, the county shall prohibit the use of Floridan aquifer artesian 
flow wells to recharge new artificially created surface waterbodies in conjunction 
with urban development, except for four (4) inch or less diameter wells with 
working valves. 
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Policy 2.6: The county shall continue to assist the SJRWMD, FDEP, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (ACOE), and the County Environmental Health Department 
by undertaking code enforcement actions, as necessary, to ensure the protection of 
wetlands and surface water quality. 
 
Policy 2.7: The county shall prohibit the creation of new navigable canals or 
waterways connected to the Indian River Lagoon or St. Sebastian River.  
Excavation of any existing canal shall not be for the purpose of obtaining fill.  
Maintenance dredging of existing artificial navigable canals shall be the minimum 
necessary to accomplish the dredging purpose and shall be permitted in 
accordance with FDEP Rule 40C-4.051(11)(b), F.A.C., and under Section 10 of 
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, as administered by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

 
Policy 2.8: The county will, in its land development regulations, continue to 
require that littoral zone vegetation be planted for artificially created ponds larger 
than one-half (1/2) acre in size associated with new developments, except in such 
cases when the St. Johns River Water Management District determines that such 
littoral zones are not necessary from the standpoint of water quality.  When 
littoral zones are required, the following minimum requirements shall apply: 

 
 A minimum of 30 percent of the waterbody surface area or 21 square feet 

per lineal foot of shoreline, whichever is less, shall be planted with native 
littoral vegetation, and shall be maintained permanently as part of the 
waterbody; 

 
 A minimum of one (1) tree, consisting of a native freshwater wetland 

species, shall be planted for every 500 square feet of littoral zone 
coverage; 

 
 The water management system shall be designed to prevent siltation and 

eutrophication; 
 

 An environmental management and lake monitoring plan, specifying 
remedial methods for correcting potential siltation, eutrophication, and/or 
infestation by nuisance species shall be required; 

 
 Within the planted littoral zone area, the average slope shall not exceed 

6:1, and the slope of the waterbody areas from the top of the bank to the 
littoral zone shelf shall not exceed 3:1. 

 
Policy 2.9: Consistent with policy 4.2 of the Stormwater Management Sub-
Element, by 1999, the county shall request a formal meeting with representatives 
from all of the F.S. 298 Special Drainage Districts in the county to discuss the 
following issues: conducting comprehensive basin inventories, adopting 
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maximum discharge limitations and pollutant load reduction goals (PLRGs), and 
setting level-of-service standards for water quality and flood protection. 

 
Policy 2.10: Consistent with policy 2.5 of the Coastal Management Element and 
Objective 7 of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element, the county will 
establish water quality level-of-service (WQLOS) standards for each drainage 
basin identified in the Stormwater Management Sub-Element.  The county’s 
WQLOS standards will be based on the Pollutant Load Reduction Goals (PLRGs) 
being developed by the SJRWMD.  

 
Policy 2.11: Consistent with Policy 7.6 of the Stormwater Management Sub-
Element, Program Goal I of the Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan and Goal I of the Surface Water 
Improvement Management (SWIM) Plan, the county shall reduce the amount of 
non-point source pollution entering the Indian River Lagoon by applying for 
SWIM funds and Section 319 Grants to improve the pollutant removal of 
efficiency of existing stormwater management facilities and, where feasible, to 
construct new regional stormwater management facilities. 

 
Policy 2.12: By 2010, the county will expand sanitary sewer service to all areas 
identified throughout the county by the SJRWMD as being “high” and “medium” 
priority areas of pollutant loading from on-site (septic) disposal systems. 

 
Policy 2.13: The county shall require the retention of native vegetation adjacent to 
drainage canals or drainage ditches, where removal may otherwise result surface 
water sedimentation, except when such vegetation interferes with canal or ditch 
maintenance. 
 
Policy 2.14: The county shall prohibit all new point sources of discharge not 
meeting state Class I water quality standards into the Blue Cypress Marsh 
Conservation Area. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3 Groundwater Quality and Quantity 
 
Through 2020, there will be no reduction in the quality or quantity of water in 
either the surficial “shallow” aquifer or the Floridan aquifer in Indian River 
County.  For the purpose of this objective, Water quality will be based on primary 
and secondary maximum contaminant levels (MCLs), as defined by the FDEP in 
Chapter 17-550, F.A.C.  Surficial aquifer water quantity will be measured at the 
1995 average well depth of 90 feet for domestic wells that tap the surficial aquifer; 
Floridan aquifer water quantity will based on the 1995 average yield of 650 gallons 
per minute for water supply wells that tap the Floridan aquifer; and, the 
SJRWMD’s Groundwater Basin Resource Availability Inventory (GWBRAI). 
  

Policy 3.1:  Consistent with Policy 1.5 of the Natural Groundwater Aquifer 
Recharge Sub-element, the county shall continue to enforce existing land 
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development regulations that protect existing and future public water supply wells 
from contamination by prohibiting any non-residential land use which stores, 
handles, or produces a toxic or petroleum-based product, or any substance 
regulated under 40 CFR 302, 40 CFR 122.21, and/or Chapter 487, F.S., from 
locating within 1,000 feet of a public water supply well.  The following minimum 
radial separation distances shall apply to the previously mentioned land uses: 

 
 200 feet for on-site disposal systems, unless approved by the FDEP or 

DHRS; 
 

 300 feet for wet retention/detention areas, unless approved by the 
SJRWMD; 

 
 500 feet for landfill and/or transfer stations, above ground or underground 

storage tanks, feed lots and animal facilities, and WWTP effluent 
discharges, unless approved by the FDEP; 

 
 1,000 for any mining and/or excavation of waterways or drainage facilities 

which intersect the water table. 
 

Policy 3.2: The county shall use water conservation measures, as described under 
Objective 4 of the Potable Water Sub-Element and Objective 4 of the Sanitary 
Sewer Sub-Element, to protect the surficial aquifer and Floridan aquifer from 
groundwater quantity depletion. 

 
Policy 3.3: By 1999, the county will update the Surficial Aquifer Primary 
Recharge Overlay District (SAPROD) map into a Geographic Information System 
(G.I.S.) format. 

 
Policy 3.4: The county will require landscaped areas for new developments to 
consist of a minimum of 50 percent drought-tolerant species, and to use treated 
wastewater effluent for irrigation, if available. 

 
Policy 3.5: The county, in cooperation with the IRSWCD, shall provide technical 
assistance to agricultural operations and other large users of irrigation water 
relating to the design of low-volume irrigation systems.  

 
Policy 3.6: By 1999, the county will establish an emergency water conservation 
plan consistent with the SJRWMD’s District Water Shortage Plan, as specified in 
Chapter 40C-21, F.A.C.  The county’s emergency water conservation plan shall 
include the following criteria: 

 
 local enforcement procedures relating to the District Water Shortage Plan;   

 
 availability of public information on water conservation techniques; and 
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 advertisement of water restriction requirements and water conservation 
techniques in the local press during drought conditions. 

 
Policy 3.7: By 1999, the county will coordinate with the SJRWMD and the FDEP 
to delineate and establish scientifically-based wellhead protection areas (WHPAs) 
for all public water supply wells.  

 
 
 
OBJECTIVES 4 Floodplains 
 
Through 2020, there will be no reduction in flood storage capacity or the other 
natural functions and values of floodplains in Indian River County. 
 

Policy 4.1: Consistent with Policy 5.1 of the Stormwater Management Sub-
element, the county shall regulate development in areas designated as regulatory 
floodways in the 1989 FEMA Flood Insurance Study for Indian River County. 
Within designated regulatory floodways, all encroachment shall be prohibited, 
including:  fill, new construction, substantial improvements, and other 
development within the adopted regulatory flood that would result in any increase 
in flood levels within the county during the occurrence of the base flood 
discharge. 
 
Policy 4.2: The county shall continue to regulate development within flood prone 
areas to minimize flood storage capacity reduction and to afford protection to life 
and property within floodplains. 

 
OBJECTIVE 5 Wetlands 
 
Through 2020, there will be no net loss of the natural functions and values of 
wetlands or deepwater habitats in Indian River County. 
 

Policy 5.1: The county hereby adopts the Comprehensive Wetlands Management 
Program (CWMP) described in this Element. 

 
Policy 5.2: Indian River County shall require the restoration and management of 
wetlands as mitigation for the limited filling of degraded wetlands, provided that 
the following criteria, as defined in LDR Chapter 928, are met: 

 
 The benefits of the restoration and management of natural functions shall 

offset the losses of wetland functions associated with the limited wetland 
filling; 

  
 A conservation easement shall be established to ensure protection; in 

addition, Indian River Mosquito Control District (IRMCD) will be granted 
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access easements to allow for mosquito inspection, treatment, and 
management; and 

 
 The restoration and management plan shall be consistent with U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers regulations, as defined in Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act, and FDEP and/or SJRWMD regulations, as specified in 
Chapter 373, F.S., Chapter 40C-4, and Chapter 40C-40, F.A.C. 

 
Policy 5.3:  Indian River County shall require a buffer zone of native upland edge 
vegetation to be retained around wetland and open water habitats which are 
constructed or preserved on new development sites.  

 
Policy 5.4: In recognition of the many natural functions and values of estuarine 
wetlands, and in recognition of the need to protect these resources from 
incompatible land uses for the sake of the public interest, all estuarine wetlands 
habitats shall be deemed environmentally-sensitive and designated C-2, Estuarine 
Wetlands Conservation, on the comprehensive plan future land use map.  
 
Policy 5.5: The county shall continue to accept fee-in-lieu payments as a last 
alternative for mitigation of wetlands alteration when on-site mitigation is not 
practicable, and only in cases where the affected wetland is a small, isolated, 
disturbed wetland with minimal functional value.  Funds obtained from fee-in-lieu 
payments will be earmarked for acquisition, restoration, or management of similar 
wetlands elsewhere in the county.   

 
Policy 5.6: The county shall continue to coordinate with jurisdictional regulatory 
agencies pertaining to wetlands by providing comments to such agencies in a 
timely fashion, regarding agency dredge and fill permit applications and other 
wetland alteration projects proposed in Indian River County. 

 
Policy 5.7: Development densities for environmentally sensitive wetlands and 
shallow water habitats shall be limited to a maximum density of one (1) unit per 
40 gross acres, with a development density transfer credit of one (1) unit per gross 
acre. 

 
Policy 5.8: Consistent with Policy 8.1 of the Coastal Management Element, 
Indian River County will participate in the Indian River Lagoon “Blueways” 
Conservation and Recreation Lands (CARL) project to acquire important 
undeveloped estuarine wetlands bordering the IRL by providing local funding 
assistance, and by providing “in-kind” services, such as identifying 
environmentally-sensitive parcels.  

 
OBJECTIVE 6 Upland Vegetation Communities 
 
Sufficient upland vegetative communities to sustain viable populations of all native 
plant and animal species and representative stands of each habitat type in Indian 
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River County will be preserved.  Using 1990 conservation land acreage as a baseline, 
Indian River County shall, by 2010, preserve a minimum of 1,000 additional acres 
of upland native plant communities through the establishment of conservation 
easements and/or fee simple acquisition in partnership with other government 
agencies. 
 

Policy 6.1: The county shall continue to assist regional, state and federal agencies 
in the establishment of regional preserves for sand pine/xeric scrub, 
tropical/coastal hammock, and coastal strand, pine flatwood, and dry prairie 
vegetative communities by identifying lands eligible for acquisition, and by 
providing local cost-share funding.  These preserves shall be of a sufficient size to 
function as “wildlife corridors” in order to maintain viable populations of 
endemic plant and/or animal species. 

 
Policy 6.2: Using 1990 conservation land acreage as a baseline, the county shall, 
by 2000, restore and manage a minimum of 100 acres of xeric scrub vegetation, in 
coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Florida Game and 
Freshwater Fish Commission (GFC), to ensure that use and management of the 
property is compatible with the maintenance of viable populations of endemic 
plants and/or animal species.  The following sites shall be included: the Wabasso 
Scrub Conservation Area; the North Sebastian Conservation Area; and the 
Sebastian Highlands Conservation Area. 
 
Policy 6.3: Using 1990 conservation land acreage as a baseline, the county shall, 
by 2010, assist the FDEP and USFWS, by providing local cost-share funding and 
“in-kind” services, such as land management, in the acquisition of a minimum of 
100 acres of coastal/tropical hammock and coastal strand vegetative communities 
on the northern portion of Orchid Island. 

 
Policy 6.4: The county shall continue to review its environmental land acquisition 
guide on a regular basis, and shall update the guide as deemed appropriate. 

 
a. The land acquisition guide shall include factors to be considered to assess 

and prioritize acquisition proposals, such as: 
 

1. resource values/physical features, such as proximity and value to 
other resources, and intactness; 

2. environmental values, such as lands verified or expected to support 
rare, endangered, or threatened species; 

3. impending development pressures, whereby development is 
incompatible with resource protection; 

4. management considerations, such as feasible multiple public use of 
the property, compatible with resource conservation; 

5. financial considerations, such as funding availability; 
6. market considerations; 
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7. social and economic values, such as historic preservation, 
environmental education, recreation, and scenic aspects; and 

8. the need for acquisition to protect the natural community where 
appropriate protection cannot be afforded by land development 
regulations. 

 
b. The land acquisition guide shall identify methods of land acquisition to be 

considered that may be appropriate, depending on any given proposal, 
including purchase, donation, exchange, installment sale, and use of 
intermediaries (e.g. Natural Conservancy). 

 
c. Land acquisition shall be considered only after all "non-acquisition" 

options for environmentally sensitive or environmentally important lands 
protection have been explored and rejected as inappropriate, including 
easements, rental (lease), withdrawal (public domain), zoning, acquisition 
by other entities, cooperative agreement, permit restrictions, 
administrative regulation, and "no action". 

 
Policy 6.5: The county shall require the preservation of native vegetative 
communities on county-owned land to the maximum extent feasible, unless 
otherwise in the public interest.  

 
Policy 6.6: The county shall continue to encourage the preservation of mature 
trees on land development sites by providing landscape credit for the on-site 
preservation of mature trees and trees of special concern, and by allowing a 
reduction in the amount of required parking for the purpose of preserving existing 
mature trees on site. 

 
Policy 6.7:  As specific conditions of the site plan approval process, the county 
shall require the removal of all nuisance exotic vegetation from new development 
sites, and require that new development sites remain free of nuisance exotic 
vegetation.  Furthermore, the county shall continue to prohibit the planting and 
sale of nuisance exotic vegetation.       

 
Policy 6.8: By 2000, the county shall evaluate the need to expand its list of 
nuisance exotic vegetation restricted under county land development regulations. 

 
Policy 6.9: The county shall, continue to protect all significant groupings of the 
following vegetative communities:  xeric scrub, coastal strand, and 
coastal/tropical hammock.  These native upland vegetative communities shall be 
preserved and protected through fee simple acquisition, the establishment of 
conservation easements under LDR Chapter 929 - Upland Habitat Protection, and 
by enforcing LDR Chapter 927 - Tree Protection and Land Clearing.  
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Policy 6.10: By 2000, the county shall establish a G.I.S. computer mapping 
inventory of vegetative communities in Indian River County, and shall utilize this 
inventory in the evaluation and regulation of land development activities. 

 
Policy 6.11: Undeveloped tracts of xeric scrub and coastal/tropical hammocks 5 
acres or larger shall be deemed environmentally important, in recognition of their 
scarcity and natural values, and in recognition of the public interest in 
encouraging the conservation of plants and animals associated with these 
vegetation communities.  The county shall encourage the conservation of xeric 
scrub and coastal/tropical vegetative communities by establishing density transfer 
and cluster development incentive land use regulations to apply to these 
environmentally important areas. 
 
Policy 6.12:  In accordance with LDR Chapter 929, the county shall continue to 
require development projects five (5) acres or larger, excluding bona fide 
agricultural operations, to preserve a minimum of 15 percent of the total acreage 
of native upland area of the project site. The upland set-aside area shall be 
overlain with a conservation easement dedicated in perpetuity to Indian River 
County. The following upland ecological communities described in this element 
shall be subject to the native upland set-aside requirement: 

 
 Coastal strand, including dune vegetation; 

 
 Coastal tropical hammocks; 

 
 South Florida flatwoods, including pine flatwoods and dry prairies; 

 
 Xeric scrub, including sand pine scrub; 

 
 Cabbage palm hammocks; and 

 
 Upland hardwood hammocks. 

 
Where on-site preservation of the native upland communities is not feasible, the 
county shall, as a last alternative, accept a fee-in-lieu payment.  The fee-in-lieu 
payment shall be based on the current “per-acre” fair market appraised value of the 
project site multiplied by the number acres that would have been preserved under the 
15 percent set-aside requirement.  Fee-in-lieu payments shall be paid prior to 
issuance of a land development permit, and shall be used to acquire comparable 
native habitat preserve areas or to manage such lands. 

 
Policy 6.13: The county shall continue to prohibit the disturbance of dune 
vegetation oceanward of the county dune stabilization setback line, with the 
exception of dune walkover construction and other similar minor structures that 
may be allowed subject to approval from the FDEP Bureau of Beaches and 
Coastal Systems. 
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Policy 6.14: Using 1990 conservation land acreage as a baseline, by 2005 the 
county shall protect  a minimum of 500 acres of pine flatwoods/dry prairie 
through the establishment of conservation easements or fee simple purchase in 
partnership with other government agencies, or combination thereof.  The 
following pine flatwood/dry prairie communities shall be given special 
consideration in satisfying this policy: 

 
 Flatwoods/dry prairie communities associated with the St. Sebastian River 

Buffer Preserve; 
 

 Flatwoods/dry prairie communities in southwest Indian River County, 
identified by the Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission (GFC) 
and Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) as potentially 
contributing to a regional "wildlife corridor"; and 

 
 Flatwood/dry prairie communities complementary to riverine wetlands 

and other natural systems which contribute to upland wildlife species 
diversity. 

 
Policy 6.15: The county shall protect the xeric scrub community abutting the St. 
Sebastian River by limiting densities in the area to a maximum of 1 unit per 2.5 
acres, by encouraging cluster developments through density transfer, and by 
requiring residential developments to maintain a river buffer setback consisting of 
native vegetation in accordance with land development regulations.  No off-site 
mitigation or fee-in-lieu payments will be accepted for developments proposing to 
locate in the area. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7 Wildlife and Marine Habitat 
 
Through 2020, there will be no reduction in the critical habitat of endangered or 
threatened aquatic and terrestrial species of flora and fauna occurring in Indian 
River County.  For the purpose of this objective, "critical habitat" is defined as the 
minimum required sum of environmental conditions in a specific area necessary to 
sustain a given species.  The protection of critical habitat shall be measured and 
evaluated on a site development basis.  
 

Policy 7.1: As set forth in the policies of Objective 1 of the Coastal Management 
Element, the county shall conserve, appropriately use and protect non-threatened, 
non-endangered fisheries, wildlife, wildlife habitat and marine habitat (e.g. 
seagrass beds). 
 
Policy 7.2: The protection of critical habitat shall be measured and evaluated on a 
site development basis.  For developments on property known to support 
endangered or threatened species of plants or animals, or on property expected to 
significantly contribute to such species' habitat needs, the developer shall be 



 

79 

required to notify the appropriate regional, state and federal agencies and provide 
proper protection to the maximum extent feasible. 

 
Policy 7.3: The county shall take measures, as set forth in the policies of 
Objective 5 and Objective 6 of this element, to protect significant upland, wetland 
and deepwater communities that provide habitat for threatened or endangered 
species, as well as non-threatened, non-endangered species. 

 
Policy 7.4: The county shall regulate land development activities, as set forth in 
Objectives 1, 7 and 16 of the Future Land Use Element. 

 
Policy 7.5: By October 1998, the county, in cooperation with the FDEP Bureau of 
Protected Species and Florida Marine Patrol, shall evaluate the need to revise 
manatee protection and speed zones in certain areas of the St. Sebastian River and 
the IRL, to protect the Florida manatee and to promote boating safety. 

 
Policy 7.6: The county shall support state and federal land acquisition proposals 
throughout Indian River County by adopting resolutions in support of such 
acquisitions, and by providing “in-kind” services, such as land management. 

 
Policy 7.7: The county shall protect nesting sea turtles by: 

 
 conducting compliance inspections during sea turtle nesting season 

(March 1 - October 31); 
 

 providing information to beachfront residents regarding seasonal lighting 
regulations and alternative methods of artificial lighting; 

 
 prohibiting nighttime construction activity associated with rigid shoreline 

stabilization projects and new beachfront development during sea turtle 
nesting season; 

 
 prohibiting storage of construction materials on the beach/dune system 

during sea turtle nesting season; 
 

 requiring daily monitoring of sea turtle nesting activity to be conducted for 
all shoreline stabilization projects conducted during sea turtle nesting; and 

 
 not allowing native dune vegetation oceanward of the county’s DSSL to 

be trimmed more than four (4) feet above the existing grade; 
 

Policy 7.8: The county will apply the following criteria when reviewing the 
lighting plans for beachfront development proposals in the unincorporated county: 

 
 Outdoor lighting shall be held to the minimum necessary for security and 

convenience; 
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 Floodlights shall be prohibited; 

 
 Wall-mounted light fixtures shall be fitted with hoods and low wattage 

bulbs; 
 

 Low profile luminaries or shields shall be required for pole-mounted 
lighting; 

 Tinted of filmed glass shall be used in windows and glass doors fronting 
the ocean on single and multi-family structures; and, 

 
 Shielding requirements for pole-mounted fixtures and security lighting 

may be reduced if low pressure sodium bulbs are installed as an alternative 
to mercury vapor and high pressure sodium bulbs.  

 
Policy 7.9: By 1998, the county, in cooperation with the USFWS, the City of 
Sebastian, and the Indian River County School Board, will adopt a county-wide 
Habitat Conservation Plan for the endangered Florida scrub jay. 

 
OBJECTIVE 8 Recreational Uses of Natural Resources 
 
Using 1990 recreational and open space land acreage as a baseline, by 2005 the 
county shall increase, by a minimum of 500 acres, the amount of recreational and 
open space land accessible to the public for resource-based passive recreation, 
compatible with natural resource conservation. 
 

Policy 8.1: As set forth in Objective 6 of the Recreation and Open Space Element, 
the county shall take measures to provide sufficient resource-based parks, access, 
and outdoor recreational opportunities for the residents of Indian River County. 

 
Policy 8.2: The county shall preserve native vegetative communities on county-
owned recreational and open space land in conjunction with development design, 
to the maximum extent feasible. 

 
Policy 8.3: The county shall coordinate with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
the Florida Game and Freshwater Fish Commission, and other appropriate 
agencies to ensure that rare, threatened, or endangered plant or animal species 
identified or expected to occur on county recreational and open space lands are 
protected from adverse development impacts.  Protection measures shall include: 
conducting an environmental survey prior to site development, preserving native 
vegetative communities on county-owned land to the maximum extent feasible, 
and where feasible, relocating animals to undeveloped portion of the site.  

 
Policy 8.4: Consistent with Rule 9J-5.012 and Chapter 380, F.S., the county shall, 
in 1998, adopt a Manatee Protection and Boating Safety Comprehensive 
Management Plan.  
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Policy 8.5:  The county shall support the establishment of recreational access sites 
and improvements in the Upper St. Johns River Basin in Indian River County by 
providing construction funding assistance and, where feasible, construction 
materials. 
 
Policy 8.6: Consistent with Conservation Policy 6.4, the county, in evaluating 
lands to be acquired for conservation purposes, will give priority to those lands 
that create new or enhanced greenways and recreational trail systems. 

 
OBJECTIVE 9 Commercial Uses of Natural Resources 
 
Through 2020, the county will provide sufficient opportunities for the commercial 
use of natural resources.  Notwithstanding, there will be no adverse environmental 
impacts in Indian River County attributed to the commercial use of natural 
resources.    
 

Policy 9.1:  The county, through LDR Chapter 934, shall continue to issue permits 
for all proposed excavation/mining projects in the unincorporated county that are 
exempt from SJRWMD permitting requirements.  For proposed mining projects 
that are located on the Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge, and exempt from SJRWMD 
permitting threshold requirements, the county shall prohibit the following: 

   
 excavation within 1,000 feet of a public supply wellfield; 
 excavation within 1,000 feet of any platted subdivision not serviced by 

potable water; and, 
 excavation that results in an average elevation less than 25 feet above 

mean sea level.   
 

Policy 9.2: As set forth in the policies under Objective 2 of the Coastal 
Management Element, Objective 2 of the Conservation Element, and Objective 7 
of the Stormwater Management Sub-element, the county shall undertake 
measures, such as establishing Water Quality Level of Service standards and 
prohibiting new point source discharges to increase the productivity of fishery 
habitat, to improve estuarine water quality, and to protect the estuarine ecological 
systems of the IRL, especially emergent and submergent aquatic vegetation. 

 
Policy 9.3:  The county shall adopt a resolution in support of the State’s effort to 
expand the amount of submerged lands available for aquaculture leases within the 
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge. 
 

OBJECTIVE 10 Soil Erosion 
 
Soil erosion associated with land development and agricultural activities will be 
minimized, and by 1998, the county will have an established comprehensive beach 
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and dune management regulatory program to address shoreline erosion and 
stabilization methods. 
 

Policy 10.1: Consistent with Policy 7.9 of the Stormwater Management Sub-
element, the county, in cooperation with the Indian River Soil and Water 
Conservation District (IRSWCD), shall provide technical assistance to 
agricultural operations in implementing conservation plans and non-structural best 
management practices (BMPs).  Non-structural BMPs, as defined by the Natural 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), include:  land use planning, preservation 
of wetlands and floodplains, education, and erosion control methods. 

 
Policy 10.2: The county shall enforce its tree protection ordinance to ensure that 
wind and water erosion associated with urban land-clearing activities is 
minimized through the use of erosion control techniques such as temporary 
seeding and mulching, sodding, diversion berms, interceptor ditches, sediment 
barriers, sediment basins, and related appurtenances or devices. 

 
Policy 10.3: The county shall undertake beach shoreline stabilization activities 
including: 

 
 monitoring of the experimental Pre-fabricated Erosion Protection (“PEP”) 

reef to determine the need for supplemental beach stabilization, such as 
sand renourishment; 

 
 determining a funding source for public beach stabilization projects, 

including consideration of establishing a beach taxing district; 
 

 coordinating with the Sebastian Inlet Tax District and the City of Vero 
Beach on beach restoration projects; and 

 
 continuing meetings of a beach preservation and restoration advisory 

committee concerning recommendations on related issues. 
 

Policy 10.4: To protect existing dune communities and reduce shoreline soil 
erosion, the county shall continue to prohibit development encroachment 
oceanward of the county dune stabilization setback line, with the exception of 
dune walkovers and other similar minor structures subject to approval by the 
FDEP Bureau of Beaches and Coastal Systems. 
 
Policy 10.5: The county hereby adopts the following specific criteria pertaining to 
shoreline stabilization within the unincorporated portion of Indian River County 
and within the municipal limits of the City of Vero Beach: 

 
 Only structures vulnerable to erosion from a 15 year or less storm event 

shall be permitted to construct rigid shoreline stabilization structures; 
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 All shoreline stabilization projects shall be approved by the Community 
Development Department, excluding those projects eligible for an 
emergency permit under Chapter 161, F.S., as authorized by the Public 
Works Director; 

 
 Rigid shoreline stabilization structures shall not be permitted on vacant 

properties; 
 

 The property owner(s) shall be required to assume responsibility for and 
agree to mitigate any adverse environmental impacts attributed to the 
stabilization project, including increased down-drift erosion to the 
adjacent property, throughout the life of the stabilization project;  

 
 Construction activity oceanward of the County’s Dune Stabilization 

Setback Line (D.S.S.L.) shall be avoided to maximum extent possible, and 
prohibited during sea turtle nesting season (March 1 to October 31) unless 
expressly approved by the Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection (FDEP). 

 
 Daily monitoring of sea turtle nesting activity shall be conducted by an 

individual certified by the FDEP in conjunction with any construction 
activity oceanward of the D.S.S.L. during sea turtle nesting season.  In the 
event a nest is discovered, the FDEP Bureau of Protected Species 
Management and the Environmental Planning Section shall be notified 
immediately.  The individual responsible for sea turtle monitoring shall 
submit a nesting activity report to the Environmental Planning Section and 
FDEP Bureau of Protected Species Management on a weekly basis. 

 
 All dune vegetation oceanward of the D.S.S.L. removed or damaged as a 

result of construction activity shall be replanted with native dune 
vegetation material capable of obtaining a minimum height of four (4) feet 
above the existing grade within two (2) years of planting; 

 
 The contractor shall be required to meet on-site with the County’s Coastal 

Engineer or a designee assigned by the Public Works Director prior to 
commencing construction; 

 
 Prior to commencing construction, the applicant shall have received a 

Notice to Proceed from the FDEP’s Bureau of Beaches and Coastal 
Systems; 

 
 Nighttime construction activity associated with shoreline stabilization 

projects shall be prohibited during sea turtle nesting season; and, 
 

 Storage of construction materials on the beach/dune system during sea 
turtle nesting season shall be prohibited. 
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Policy 10.6: The county shall require the banks of properties bordering the St. 
Sebastian River and the Indian River Lagoon Aquatic Preserve to be stabilized in 
conjunction with construction of a single-family residence and single-family 
docks.  The preservation of  existing native vegetation shall be required along the 
shoreline.  When excessive shoreline erosion is present, the planting of native 
vegetation, especially red mangroves, in conjunction with installation of rip-rap 
will be encouraged.  The use of rigid structural alternatives will not be permitted 
unless non-structural methods have proven ineffective or are otherwise 
impractical.  Where structural alternatives are deemed appropriate, they will be 
required to be located on the upland portion of the site.  

 
Policy 10.7:  To reduce siltation loading to the IRL, the county shall promote 
petition road paving projects within the IRL watershed.  

 
OBJECTIVE 11 Hazardous and Nonhazardous Wastes 
 
Through 2020, there will be no new sites in Indian River County where domestic or 
industrial waste is improperly managed or illegally disposed.   
 

Policy 11.1: To extend the life of the sanitary landfill, the county shall continue to 
expand recycling opportunities to the residents and business of Indian River 
County.  

 
Policy 11.2: To maintain compliance with Title III (Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-Know Act) of the federal Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act  (SARA), the county Emergency Services Department will 
maintain an update-to-date comprehensive inventory of the location, storage, 
manufacture, handling and/or transport of all hazardous materials in Indian River 
County.   

 
Policy 11.3: By 2000, to reduce improper management of hazardous and solid 
waste, the county will investigate illegal waste disposal practices, evaluate current 
enforcement policies, and revise county enforcement policies if deemed 
appropriate. 

 
Policy 11.4: Existing known hazardous waste contaminated sites shall be 
monitored and remediated, when feasible. 

 
OBJECTIVE 12 Natural Resource Management 
 
By 2000, the county shall establish a comprehensive conservation land management 
program to address long-term management of county-owned or managed 
conservation lands. 
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Policy 12.1: The county, in cooperation with the State Division of Forestry, U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Florida Game and Freshwater Fish 
Commission, will conduct prescribed burns on a rotational basis at the Wabasso 
Scrub Conservation Area, the North Sebastian Conservation Area, and other 
county-owned scrub habitat. 

 
Policy 12.2:  By 1999, the county shall have a written inter-local agreement with 
the City of Sebastian regarding management of the North Sebastian Conservation 
Area.  

 
Policy 12.3: By 1999, the county shall have a written inter-local agreement with 
the City of Vero Beach regarding management of the Prange Islands Conservation 
Area. 

 
Policy 12.4:  For land tracts acquired through the Environmental Lands Program, 
the county shall require a site specific management plan be adopted within one 
year of acquisition. 

 
Policy 12.5: The county shall solicit grants from regional, state and federal 
agencies to supplement management funds for acquired lands.  Funding will be 
used for the following purposes: 

 
1. restoration and enhancement of impacted wetland and upland areas; 
2. establishment and/or improvement of public access;  
3. promotion of environmental education/awareness; 
4. eradication of nuisance exotic vegetation; 
5. posting of signage and boundary markers; and 
6. prescribed burning on scrub lands. 
   
Policy 12.6: County staff shall attend meetings concerning land acquisition and 
management issues for lands owned and managed by the SJRWMD, FDEP and 
the USFWS.  

 
Policy 12.7: By 2005, suitable lands acquired under the Environmental Lands 
Program will be opened to the public for passive recreation.  Passive recreation 
shall include the following: hiking, environmental education, fishing, and wildlife 
viewing. 
Policy 12.8: By 2000, the county shall devise a dune cross-over construction and 
maintenance plan for publicly-owned oceanfront tracts, as specified in Policy 4.4 
of the Coastal Management Element. 

 
Policy 12.9: By 2000, the county will establish a dedicated funding source for 
ongoing management of county-owned and managed environmental lands. 

 



 

86 

Policy 12.10: By 1999, the county shall evaluate the need to hire conservation 
land management staff as an expansion of the County Parks Division or 
Environmental Planning Section.   
 
Policy 12.11: The county shall coordinate with federal, state and local agencies, 
as well as nonprofit organizations, in acquiring and managing natural areas and 
open space. 
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INTRODUCTION  
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success or failure 
of the Coastal Management Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment examines 
changes that have occurred within the designated coastal zone of Indian River County; evaluates 
achievement of objectives; and identifies changes in state requirements affecting the Coastal 
Management Element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Coastal Management Element 
may need to be updated and revised. This assessment contains the following components:  
 

 Baseline Data 
 

o Conditions within the designated coastal zone at the time of last Comprehensive Plan 
update (1998). 

 
 Existing Conditions 

 
o Existing conditions within the designated coastal zone (2006/2008) 

 
 Analysis of conditions in the designated coastal zone, comparison of data at time of the last 

major plan update to existing data 
 

 Assessment of objectives achievement and policy implementation 
 

 Identification of future actions  
 

 Identification of anticipated amendments 
 
 
Coastal Zone 
 
Defined as the watershed of the Indian River Lagoon, the coastal zone is described and depicted in 
the comprehensive plan. Although the Atlantic coastal sand ridge was historically the western 
boundary of the Indian River Lagoon watershed, manmade drainage canals expanded the watershed 
westward. Consequently, the Lagoon watershed - and coastal zone – now encompass lands west of I-
95 to nearly the St. Johns Marsh, including the Fellsmere area. South of S.R. 60, the coastal zone's 
western boundary is approximately 2 to 3 miles west of I-95.  Figure 1 generally depicts the coastal 
zone boundary.  
 
The coastal zone comprises approximately 177,099 acres (55 percent of the total land mass) in 
Indian River County.  Of this area, 72,768 acres (113.7 square miles) are open water. 
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BASELINE DATA 
 
The baseline data for the Coastal Zone Section of the 2008 Indian River Comprehensive Plan 
Evaluation and Appraisal Report were taken from the last major comprehensive plan update. That 
update occurred in 1998. In the 1998 comprehensive plan update, the majority of the data employed 
was collected in 1996. For that reason, the data used in the 1998 comprehensive plan update will, 
unless otherwise noted, be referred to as the 1996 data or baseline data in this report.  
 
In 1996, the condition categories within the designated coastal zone were as follows: land use; 
economy; water-dependent/water related uses; natural and historic resources; estuarine water 
quality; natural disaster planning; beaches and dunes; public access facilities; infrastructure; and 
ports. Those categories are addressed below. 
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Land Use 
 
At the time of the last major comprehensive plan update, approximately 87,260 acres in the coastal 
zone were designated for agriculture land use. There were 34,634 acres of land classified as 
residential in the coastal zone. Of this total, approximately 16,414 acres were occupied, while the 
remaining 18,220 acres were vacant. Commercial and industrial land use accounted for an estimated 
2,053 acres.  In 1996, approximately 3,084 acres of the coastal zone were dedicated to recreational 
use, and the total acreage of public facilities was 4,946. A detailed description of land use 
classifications is contained in the Future Land Use Element section of the Evaluation and Appraisal 
Report.  
 

 Barrier Island 
 
Within Indian River County, the barrier island is 22.4 miles in length and varies in width from a 
few hundred yards to over 1.5 miles.  In 1996, the estimated population of the unincorporated 
portion of the barrier was 3,700. At that time, the northern unincorporated portion of the barrier 
island consisted mostly of citrus groves and scattered low-density developments. The majority of 
the incorporated area consisted of low to medium density residential developments. In 1996, the 
unincorporated area south of the city limits of Vero Beach was almost exclusively single-family 
residential.   
 
 
Economy 
 
In 1996, the County's annual employment was 43,208, or about 42.3 percent of the County's total 
population.  While service sector jobs accounted for approximately 35% of all jobs, the retail 
trade sector employed approximately 26% of the county’s residents.  The agricultural industry 
provided mostly seasonal jobs, totaling 12% of employment in the county.   
 
At the time of the last major plan update, 82,603 acres of the 136,180 acres dedicated to agricultural 
use in the county were cultivated citrus groves. During the 1994-1995 seasons, 21,687,000 boxes of 
citrus were harvested in the County. At that time, Indian River County was ranked sixth in the state 
for citrus production during those seasons.  
 
In 1996, an estimated 593,600 tourists contributed $89,040,000 to the county's economy.   
 
According to the Florida Statistical Abstract, there were 9,138 commercial fishing trips that yielded 
a total catch of 1,236,473 pounds in 1996. In that same year, the annual shellfish harvest was 
estimated at 85,253 pounds. 
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Water-Access and Water Related Uses  
 
According to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), there were approximately 
8,900 boats registered in the County in 1996.  The highest boating activity occurred on weekends 
and holidays during the spring and summer months. The largest portion of on-water traffic was 
generated by boat ramps, followed by private docks and marinas.   
 
In 1996, there were 19 boat ramp lanes located throughout the coastal zone of the County.  Of these, 
eight were located at four county-owned public boat launch sites.  The four county-owned boat 
launch sites were: Wabasso Causeway Park; Donald McDonald/Dale Wimbrow Park; the Oslo boat 
ramp (unimproved) adjacent to the Oslo Riverfront Conservation Area (ORCA); and Round Island 
Park. 
 
Two parks with public boat lanes, Riverside Park and MacWilliams Park, were located in the City of 
Vero Beach.  While the City of Sebastian had one park with a public boat ramp, the Sebastian Inlet 
State Recreation Area also had public boat ramps.  The remaining boat lanes were located at 
commercial facilities. 
 
In 1996, there were approximately 1,100 boat slips (971 wet slips and 209 dry slips) located at the 
public and private marinas throughout the County.  While the City of Vero Beach Municipal Marina 
was the only commercial marina located in the City of Vero Beach, there were two commercial 
marinas located in the City of Sebastian. Approximately 40% of the boats moored at these marinas 
were designated as Class 2 watercraft (25 to 40 feet).  
 
In 1996, Grand Harbor Marina was the only commercial marina in unincorporated Indian River 
County. The Grand Harbor Marina consisted of 144 wet slips (67 occupied - 21% sailboat, 79% 
powerboat), with room to expand to 468 wet slips. 
 
Natural and Historic Resources 

 
 Flora  

 
In 1996, there were 24 flora species in the county listed by the Florida Department of Agriculture 
and Consumer Services (FDACS) as being commercially exploited, threatened, or endangered.  A 
complete list of endangered and potentially endangered flora is contained in the Conservation 
Element.    
 

 Fauna 
 
There were 45 fauna species in the county in 1996 listed by the Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish 
Commission as being rare, threatened, or endangered.  A complete list of endangered and potentially 
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endangered fauna is contained in the Conservation Element.   Federally listed species of particular 
note within the coastal zone were the Florida scrub jay, the Florida manatee, and three species of sea 
turtles (Loggerhead turtle, Atlantic green turtle and Leatherback turtle). 
 

o Florida scrub-jay 
 
In 1996, there were 27 Florida scrub-jay families documented in the City of Sebastian and 
surrounding unincorporated area. Because scrub jays were federally listed species, the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (FWS) had identified approximately 350 single-family lots in the Sebastian 
Highlands that contained scrub jay habitat subject to regulation under the Federal Endangered 
Species Act. At that time, owners of the identified lots were not allowed to develop their lots 
without first obtaining “incidental take permits” and providing mitigation for habitat loss and the 
“taking” of scrub jays.   
 

o Florida manatee 
 
In 1989, Indian River County was identified as one of 13 key counties directed by the state to adopt 
a manatee protection plan (MPP). In 1992, manatee protection boating speed zones were established 
in the lagoon. By 1996, however, an MPP had not been adopted by the county.    
 
Between 1974 and 1996, the average annual mortality rate in the county was 3. Of that average, one 
manatee death per year (approximately one-third) was attributed to watercraft collision. 
 

o Sea turtles 
 
In 1996, county sea turtle lighting regulations were in place to reduce sea turtle disorientation during 
nesting season (March through October each year). At that time, a comprehensive plan to address 
sea turtle habitat did not exist.  
 

 Historic Resources 
 
In 1989, a countywide survey of historic properties in the unincorporated county was completed.  
That survey identified 284 historic building sites. In addition to historic sites, prehistoric shell 
middens were identified in the coastal zone. In 1992, the County obtained a countywide 
archaeological survey which identified 55 known and potential sites of archaeological significance 
in the designated coastal zone. The 1992 survey also established “probability zones” for 
archaeological resources. 
 
In 1996, there were five roads within the county that were designated scenic and historic. All five 
roads were located in the designated coastal zone.  The five roads were the Jungle Trail, Old Winter 
Beach Bridge Road, Quay Dock Road, Gifford Dock, and Fellsmere Grade. A management plan for 
one of the five roads, Jungle Trail, was adopted by the County in 1989. 
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Estuarine Water Quality 
 
In 1996, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) rated most of the Indian River 
Lagoon (IRL) in the county as Class III (Recreation/Propagation and Management of Fish and 
Wildlife).  At that time, waters conditionally approved for shellfish harvesting (Class II) in the 
County were limited to a portion of the IRL in the vicinity of the Pelican Island Wildlife Refuge 
(east of the Intracoastal Waterway) and in a small portion of the IRL near the south county line. 
 

 Aquatic Preserves  
 
In 1996, there were two State Aquatic Preserves within the County. The Southern segment of 
Aquatic Preserve No.7 encompassed the area from Malabar to the northern City Limits of Vero 
Beach, while Aquatic Preserve A-9 encompassed the area south of the City Limits of Vero Beach to 
the City of Ft. Pierce.  The Aquatic Preserves are depicted in Figure 4.  
 

 Non-Point Source Pollution 
 
In 1996, non-point source pollution was identified as a substantial threat to estuarine water quality.  
At that time, the Indian River Lagoon National Estuary Program (IRLNEP) indicated that nutrient-
rich (high concentrations of nitrogen and phosphorous) stormwater runoff was being transported into 
the Lagoon by the North, South and Main Relief canals.  
 

 Aquaculture 
 
In 1996, aquaculture was conditionally permitted in two regions of the County. The first region 
encompassed those waters east of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW) from Sebastian Inlet to Spratt 
Point north of the Wabasso Causeway. The second region included waters east of the ICW at the 
south county line, west of Round Island. Together, these two regions comprised approximately 
8,400 acres available for aquaculture.  
 

 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
 
At the time of the last major comprehensive plan update, there were seven species of submerged 
aquatic vegetation (SAV) which occurred in the IRL. These were: shoal grass (Halodule wrightii), 
manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme), turtle grass (Thalassia testudinum), star grass (Halophila 
engelmanni), paddle grass (Halophila decipiens), Johnson's seagrass (Halophila johnsonii), and 
widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima). 
 
In 1996, 2,934 acres (approximately 18%) of the Indian River Lagoon were covered with submerged 
aquatic vegetation (SAV).  Due to low levels of salinity, SAV coverage was least in the portion of 
the IRL within the City Limits of Vero Beach.  While moderate SAV coverage was present south of 
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Sebastian Inlet to John's Island, SAV coverage was most prevalent in the section of the County south 
of the 17th Street Bridge, extending to the south county line. 
 

 Mosquito Impoundments 
 
In 1996, there were 44 estuarine wetlands associated with the Indian River Lagoon.  Thirty of those 
estuarine wetlands, totaling 3,241 acres, were impounded for mosquito control purposes. Of those 30 
impounded wetlands, two were permanently flooded year round, and eight were seasonally pumped. 
Eleven of the 30 impoundments were connected to the lagoon via culverts and were undergoing 
"rotational impoundment management" (RIM).  
 
 
Natural Disaster Planning 
 
In 1996, the County’s emergency evacuation time was estimated at less than 12 hours in the case of 
a Category 3, 4 or 5 hurricane. At that time, the total population vulnerable to a hurricane was 
estimated at 60,000. Of this total, it was estimated that 19% (11,400) would seek shelter at one of the 
county’s 11 available emergency shelters during a hurricane event.  In 1996, there were 
approximately 7,000 mobile homes in the County, representing approximately 15 % of the total 
housing units in the County at that time. 
 

 Coastal High Hazard Area 
 
In 1996, the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) included all areas of the County designated as 
evacuation zones for a Category 1 hurricane. The CHHA included areas along the St. Sebastian 
River and along the Indian River Lagoon on both the barrier island and the mainland. 
 

 Hurricane Vulnerability Zone 
 
In 1996, those areas in the county that were threatened by beach erosion, flooding, storm surge, or 
other storm-related damages from a Category 3 hurricane were considered part of the “Hurricane 
Vulnerability Zone” (HVZ).  At that time, the HVZ encompassed the entire barrier island, the 
coastal mainland east of U.S. Highway 1 (approximately 1-2 miles inland), and properties along the 
St. Sebastian River.  
 
Beaches and Dunes 
 
In 1996, a total of 6.6 miles of beaches were defined as “areas of critical erosion.”  Most of this 
erosion was occurring in the northern section of the unincorporated county (north of Wabasso 
Beach) and within the city limits of Vero Beach.   
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Public Access Facilities 
 
In 1996, the number of river and beach front public access facilities included nine full-service beach 
parks; 21 beach access facilities, three county-owned public boat launching facilities accessing the 
Indian River Lagoon; eight parks on the lagoon; and two parks on the St. Sebastian River. Within 
the coastal zone, there were 15 inland parks of various sizes. 
 
In addition to county and municipal parks, there were 21 spoil islands with recreational access. The 
Sebastian Inlet State Recreation Area was the County’s only state park.   
 
Infrastructure 
 

 Potable Water  
 
At the time of the last major update, there were three regional water treatment plants which supplied 
potable water throughout the County’s Urban Service Area (USA). Public water service included 
provision of potable water to 141 subdivisions with undersized lots (lots less than ½ acre in size) in 
the unincorporated county and in the City of Sebastian. 
 

 Sanitary Sewer 
 
In 1996, there were six regional wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs).  Provision of sewer service 
included 72 of 136 subdivisions in the county classified as having “undersized” lots. 
 

 Stormwater Management 
 
In 1996, the County established level of service standards for stormwater management associated 
with new developments and local roads. That level of service was stormwater storage and positive 
drainage for a 25-year/24-hour storm event. At that time, the Indian River Farms Water Control 
District (IRFWCD) was the only water control district with operation and maintenance staff to 
operate flow control structures, and the only F.S. 298 Special Drainage District in the county to have 
adopted level of service standards. 
 

 Traffic Circulation 
 
At the time of the last major update, there were three bridges connecting the barrier island to the 
mainland in the County.  Two of those bridges, the Merill-Barber Bridge (four-lane fixed span) and 
the 17th Street Bridge (four-lane fixed span), were located in the City of Vero Beach. The third 
bridge (the Wabasso Bridge) was located in the unincorporated county and was the only access to 
the barrier island in northern Indian River County. In 1996, the northern section of Indian River 
Boulevard extending to 53rd Street was newly completed. 
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Ports 
 
In 1996, there were no existing or proposed deep-water ports in Indian River County.  
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
In 2008, the condition categories within the designated coastal zone were as follows: land use; 
economy; water-dependent/water related uses; natural and historic resources; estuarine water 
quality; natural disaster planning; beaches and dunes; public access facilities; infrastructure; and 
ports. Those categories are addressed below. 
 
Land Use 
 
In 2008, 53,586 acres were classified as “agricultural use” within the Coastal Zone. Consequently, 
agriculture was the dominant land use category in the coastal zone. The second largest land use 
category within the coastal zone was residential. Acreages for existing land use classifications are 
contained in the Future Land Use Element Section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report.  
 

 Barrier Island 
 
Currently, the unincorporated portion of the barrier island consists mainly of scattered low-density 
residential development. There is limited commercial development located at the intersection of CR 
510 and SR A1A.   
 
Economy 
 
The County’s current annual employment is 61,149. Of that number, 3,505 are employed in the 
agriculture, fisheries, and forestry industries. In 2006, 2,998 commercial fishing trips resulted in 
a commercial finfish catch of 841,774 pounds, while 48 fishing trips for invertebrates, such as 
shrimp and crabs, yielded 9,638 pounds of commercial catch.   
 
According to the most recent Agricultural Census, there were 47,539 acres of actively cultivated 
citrus groves in Indian River County in 2004. In that year, 17,263,000 boxes of citrus fruit were 
harvested, ranking Indian River County 7th in the state for overall citrus production. 
 
According to the Indian River Lagoon Economic Assessment and Analysis Update (2007), the total 
economic impact of visitors to the Indian River Lagoon in Indian River County was over $110 
million in 2007. In that same year, tourist activities on the Indian River Lagoon created 970 local 
jobs. In 2007, visitors to the Indian River Lagoon in Indian River County spent more time (27% of 
each day) recreating on the lagoon than lagoon visitors in any other county.    
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Water Access and Water Related Uses  
 
According to the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, there were approximately 11,170 
boats registered in the County in 2007.   
 
Currently, there are 24 boat ramp lanes at 18 boat ramps located throughout the coastal zone of the 
County.  Of these, eight boat lanes are located at four county-owned public boat launch sites.  These 
include: Wabasso Causeway Park, Donald McDonald/Dale Wimbrow Park, the Oslo boat ramp 
(unimproved) adjacent to the Oslo Riverfront Conservation Area (ORCA), and Round Island Park.  
Two parks with public boat lanes, Riverside Park and MacWilliams Park, are located in the City of 
Vero Beach, while the City of Sebastian has two public boat ramps.  The Sebastian Inlet State 
Recreation Area also has public boat ramps.  The remaining boat ramp lanes are located at 
commercial facilities. 
 
At present, there are more than 1,186 boat slips (1,128 wet slips and 58 dry slips) located at the 
public and private marinas throughout the County.  While the City of Vero Beach Municipal Marina 
is the only commercial marina located in the City of Vero Beach, two commercial marinas are 
located in the City of Sebastian. Over 40% of the boats moored at these marinas are designated as 
Class 2 watercraft (25 to 40 feet). At the present time, Grand Harbor Marina is the only commercial 
marina located in unincorporated Indian River County. Consisting of 178 wet slips, the Grand 
Harbor Marina has room to expand to a total of 468 wet slips. 
 
Natural and Historic Resources 
  

 Flora 
 
In 2008, there were 24 plant listed plant species in the county. A complete list of these species can 
be found in the Conservation Element.   
    

 Fauna 
 
In 2008, there were 45 listed animal species in the county. Recently, the status of the American 
crocodile (Crocodylus acutus) was changed from endangered to threatened, and the gopher tortoise 
was upgraded from a state-listed species of special concern to a threatened species.  
 
Federally threatened and endangered species found in the coastal zone include: the Florida scrub-jay 
(associated with the Atlantic coastal ridge); the West Indian Manatee (associated with the Indian 
River Lagoon); and several species of sea turtles (associated with beaches and dunes). A complete 
list of listed animals in the county can be found in the Conservation Element.  
 

o Florida scrub-jay 
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In March 2000, Indian River County adopted the Sebastian Area-Wide Florida Scrub-Jay Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) in coordination with the City of Sebastian. The HCP allows residential 
development within scrub jay habitat of the Sebastian Highlands subdivision. In exchange for this 
allowance, Indian River County agreed to manage county-owned scrub conservation lands to 
maximize scrub-jay habitat.  
 
In 2006, 15 scrub jay families were documented within the HCP area. Recently, resident scrub jays 
were documented in the Vero Lake Estates area. Prior to 2008, scrub jays were not known to inhabit 
that part of the county. 
 
 

o Florida Manatee 
 
Since the last comprehensive plan update, Indian River County adopted a Manatee Protection 
and Boating Safety Comprehensive Management Plan (MPP). The purpose of the MPP is to 
establish a strategy that equitably balances manatee protection, habitat protection, and boating safety 
with recreational and commercial marine interests. In 2005, the objectives and polices of the MPP 
were incorporated into the Coastal Management Element of the County’s comprehensive plan. 

 
o Sea Turtles 

 
Recently, Indian River County adopted a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for sea turtles. That 
plan addresses the impacts of sand renourishment and shoreline armoring on nesting sea turtles. 
Prior to adoption of the Sea Turtle HCP, there were no comprehensive data collected regarding sea 
turtle nesting on county beaches. 

 
o Gopher Tortoises 

 
In 2007, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission’s Gopher Tortoise Management 
Plan was revised. At that time, the gopher tortoise was upgraded from a species of special concern to 
a threatened species.  
 

 Historic Resources 
 
According to the Florida Master Site File (FMSF), 156 archaeological surveys have been conducted 
in Indian River County since 1992. Currently, the FMSF lists 145 archaeological sites, 1,011 historic 
structures, and 26 sites on the National Register of Historic Places in Indian River County (including 
municipalities). In 2007, there were 2,227 parcels in the unincorporated county with structures at 
least 50 years old. 
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Currently, there are five roads within the county that are designated historic and scenic in the 
designated coastal zone.  Those five roads are:  Jungle Trail, Old Winter Beach Bridge Road, Quay 
Dock Road, Gifford Dock, and Fellsmere Grade.  
 
Estuarine Water Quality 
 
In 2008, Lagoon waters within the county were designated by the State as being "Class III" from 
approximately Grand Harbor south to an east/west line intersecting the northernmost tip of Round 
Island, and along the western side of the Intercoastal Waterway (ICW) from the Wabasso Causeway 
north to the north county line. At that time, “Class II” waters extended from the north county line 
south to the Wabasso causeway east of the ICW, from the Wabasso causeway south to the northern 
limit of the Grand Harbor development, and from an east/west line intersecting the northern tip of 
Round Island south to the south county line.    
 
Recently, a SJRWMD study found that one in 10 acres (i.e., 10%) of the Indian River Lagoon 
bottom is covered in muck. In 22 of 72 sites tested (lagoon-wide), muck was found to be 39 inches 
deep or more.  In 2006 and 2007, approximately 800,000 cubic yards of muck were removed from 
the St. Sebastian River as part of a $20 million project being conducted by the SJRWMD. The muck 
removal project is expected to be completed in 2009, at which time the muck removal will total 
approximately two million cubic yards. 
 

 Aquatic Preserves 
 
Presently, there are two State Aquatic Preserves within Indian River County. One Aquatic Preserve 
extends from Malabar to the northern City Limits of Vero Beach, while the other extends from the 
southern limits of the City of Vero Beach to the City of Ft. Pierce.  
 

 Aquaculture 
   
Currently, aquaculture is permitted in waters of the Indian River Lagoon north of the Wabasso 
causeway to the Sebastian Inlet, east of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW), and south of the City of 
Vero Beach extending past the south county line. Aquaculture in Indian River County focuses on the 
harvest of clams. At present, 8,400 acres of surface water are available for aquaculture. In 2006, 98 
aquaculture leases occupied a total of 318 acres of surface waters in Indian River Lagoon among the 
tri-county area of Volusia, Brevard, and Indian River Counties.  
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 Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
 
There are seven species of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) occurring in the IRL.  These are:  
shoal grass (Halodule wrightii), manatee grass (Syringodium filiforme), turtle grass (Thalassia 
testudinum), star grass (Halophila engelmanni), paddle grass (Halophila decipiens), Johnson's 
seagrass (Halophila johnsonii), and widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima).  Turtle grass is only known to 
occur South of Sebastian Inlet.  
 
According to a 2002 update of the Indian River Lagoon Surface Water Improvement and 
Management Plan (SWIM), submerged aquatic vegetation coverage increased by 50% in the overall 
lagoon from 1996 to 1999. During that time, submerged aquatic vegetation coverage increased 
within IR16-20, or the central portion of the lagoon near the city of Vero Beach. That section of the 
lagoon historically displayed low coverages of submerged aquatic vegetation due to inherent low 
water qualities.  
 
 

 
    Indian River Lagoon SWIM Plan – 2002 Update 
 
 
In 2007, the Sebastian Inlet District dredged a deep-water channel connecting the Sebastian Inlet to 
the Indian River Lagoon Intracoastal Waterway (ICW). Prior to this channel, sensitive seagrasses on 
shallow shoals along the inside of the inlet were subject to damage from boat traffic. These seagrass 
areas are now clearly marked, and boat traffic going to and from the inlet is directed around these 
areas. In addition to the protection of sea grass, the deep channel facilitates a more rapid flushing of 
the lagoon with seawater.  
 

 Mosquito Impoundments 
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The Indian River Mosquito Control District (IRMCD) is responsible for managing the mosquito 
impoundments in the county. At the present time, the IRMCD manages 30 mosquito impoundments, 
totaling 2,657 acres, in the county. Within the 30 impoundments, 1,338 acres are held in public 
ownership, while 1,319 acres are privately owned. The majority of the impoundment areas (2,226 
acres) are connected to the Indian River Lagoon (IRL) via 126 culverts, although 431 acres, 
including approximately 30 acres that remain permanently flooded, are not connected to the IRL. 
 
The County, along with other state and regional government agencies, is currently a participant in 
the Indian River Lagoon Blueway Program.  Under that program, various government agencies are 
collectively cooperating to acquire private tracts of land adjacent to the IRL.  
 
Natural Disaster Planning 
 

 Coastal High Hazard Area 
 
Currently, the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA) includes all areas of the county designated as 
evacuation zones for a Category I hurricane. As such, the CHHA includes areas along the St. 
Sebastian River and areas along the Indian River Lagoon on both the barrier island and the 
mainland. 
 
In 2006, the Florida Legislature passed House Bill 1359, which changed the State’s definition of 
the CHHA. The CHHA is now defined as the area below the elevation of the Category 1 storm 
surge line as established by a “Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes” (SLOSH) 
computerized storm surge model.  
 
According to House Bill 1359, local governments are required to amend their Future Land Use 
Map and Coastal Management Element to include the new definition of the CHHA and to depict 
the CHHA line on the future land use map. Indian River County recently initiated an amendment 
to its Coastal Management Element and Future Land Use Map to reflect the newly defined 
CHHA.  
 

 Hurricane Vulnerability Zone 
 
Between 1995 and 2007, the county’s population grew by approximately 39,382 residents to 
139,757.  Although the population of the county increased during this period, the evacuation time for 
a Category 3-5 hurricane did not significantly increase.  At this time, the estimated evacuation time 
for the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone remains at less than 12 hours, 4 hours less than the state’s 
maximum requirement of 16 hours.   
 

 Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan  
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In 1997, the County adopted a Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP), which was 
then revised in 2007. That plan replaced the Peacetime Emergency Plan (PEP), the Florida Nuclear 
Civil Protection Plan, and the Disaster Event Recovery Plan.  The CEMP defines the roles and 
relationships of various agencies in response to a natural disaster. Those agencies include state 
agencies, special districts, local governments, and volunteer organizations.  
 

 Local Mitigation Strategy 
 
In response to several disaster events, including Hurricane Andrew (1992), the Florida Department 
of Community Affairs (DCA) initiated a Local Mitigation Strategy Program. That program 
encouraged private and public sector entities to take actions to permanently reduce or eliminate the 
long-term risk to people and property by different types of hazards. 
 
In 1999, Indian River County adopted a Unified Local Mitigation Strategy (LMS), which was later 
reviewed and updated in 2005. To ensure that the LMS adequately addresses current threats to the 
community, the document is reviewed and updated every five years.  
 
Beaches and Dunes 
 
In 2006, there were 15.7 miles (70%) of the County’s oceanfront shoreline that were defined as 
“areas of critical erosion”. Beach erosion at that time was occurring in all areas of the county.  
 
To address shoreline erosion, a Prefabricated Erosion Prevention reef (PEP Reef) was 
constructed in 1996 just offshore of the terminus of S.R. 60 in the City of Vero Beach. Profile 
surveys that have been conducted since the construction of the PEP Reef indicate that the 
shoreline has stabilized in the area of the PEP Reef. 
 
In 1998, the county adopted the Indian River County Beach Preservation Plan (BPP). That plan 
identifies future beach restoration projects, and prescribes shoreline change/coastal erosion 
monitoring. Consistent with that plan, 500,000 cubic yards of sand have been dredged from 
offshore and placed along 2.2 miles of beach in the northern section of the County (BPP Sectors 
1 and 2), while 375,000 cubic yards of sand have been placed on 2 miles of beach in the south 
section of the county (BPP Sector 7). Future plans include similar large-scale beach restoration 
projects in BPP Sector 3 (7 miles of beach in north county) and BPP Sector 5 (2.5 miles of beach 
in central county). 
 
Recently, the county completed a number of small-scale dune restoration projects at county 
beaches. Using state and federal emergency funding, the County replaced 600,000 cubic yards of 
sand on local beaches. 
 
In 2005, the County adopted a Sea Turtle Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). The County Coastal 
Engineering Section is responsible for implementing the Sea Turtle HCP. Under this plan, the 
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county compiled comprehensive data regarding sea turtle nesting on local beaches. Prior to 
adoption of the Sea Turtle HCP, no comprehensive data existed regarding sea turtle nesting on 
county beaches. 
 
Public Access Facilities 
 
Currently, there are nine full-service beach parks; 21 beach access facilities; three county-owned 
public boat-launching facilities accessing the Indian River Lagoon (six ramps); eight parks on the 
lagoon; and two parks on the St. Sebastian River. Within the coastal zone, there are fifteen inland 
public parks of various sizes and amenities. 
 
Infrastructure 
 
At the present time, the majority of county owned infrastructure is located within the designated 
coastal zone. 
 

 Potable Water 
 
Currently, there are four regional water treatment plants that supply potable water throughout the 
County's Urban Service Area (USA). Those plants are the North County Plant, the South County 
Plant, the City of Fellsmere Plant, and the City of Vero Beach Plant. To meet growing water 
demand, expansions to existing water treatment facilities are planned. 
 

 Sanitary Sewer 
 
There are six wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) in the County at the present time. Sanitary 
sewer is available to all developments within the urban service area.    
 

 Stormwater Management 
 
In 2006, the Indian River County Public Works Department created a new stormwater division. The 
stormwater division participates in the design of stormwater systems, educates the public on relevant 
stormwater topics, trains individuals involved in the design/construction of stormwater control 
systems, and enforces stormwater and erosion control standards. 
 
In 2007, construction work began on the Egret Marsh and the Spoonbill Marsh projects. Once 
complete, these projects will employ natural biological processes to treat wastewater and return it to 
local water bodies either directly or indirectly connected to the Indian River lagoon.   
 
Currently, the County is constructing a pollution control facility in the Main Relief Canal. This 
facility is to be completed in 2008. The facility will use “series screening methodology” designed to 
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remove litter and debris from up to 300 million gallons per day that outflow into the Indian River 
Lagoon. 
 
Recently, the SJRWMD completed the 166-acre Sebastian Stormwater Park, located within the City 
of Sebastian along the Collier canal and the Elkam waterway, both of which discharge into the south 
prong of the St. Sebastian River. According to a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
report, the Stormwater Park will reduce total suspended solids entering the south prong annually by 
173,280 pounds. The park is also projected to reduce annual nitrogen and phosphorous discharge 
into the south prong by 3,749 pounds and 1,034 pounds, respectively. Because the St. Sebastian river 
discharges into the Indian River Lagoon, the majority of these pollutants would otherwise eventually 
reach the lagoon. 
 

 Traffic Circulation 
 
At the present time, there are three bridges connecting the barrier island to the mainland in Indian 
River County. Two bridges are located in the City limits of Vero Beach. The Wabasso Bridge is the 
only access to the barrier island in the northern section of the County.  
 
Two road projects that will improve emergency evacuation timeframes in the coastal zone are 
currently underway. One of these projects is the four-laning of SR 60 west of I-95 to the Florida 
Turnpike, a project which will be completed in 2008. The other project relates to improvements to 
U.S. Highway 1. That project will include six-laning from 4th Street south into St. Lucie County to 
the Turnpike Feeder Road. The six-laning of U.S. 1 south of 4th Street to the Feeder Road is 
scheduled to be completed by 2015. 
 
Ports 
 
There are no existing or proposed deepwater ports in Indian River County.   
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Land Use 
 
A complete analysis of land use data, including a comparison of land use acreages by classification, 
is contained in the Future Land Use Element Section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR). 
 
Since the last major comprehensive plan update, comprehensive plan policies, including the Future 
Land Use Map, have successfully directed new residential and nonresidential development to 
designated areas of the county. During this period, there were few amendments to the land use map 
and only minor adjustments to the county’s Urban Service Area boundary. The only significant 
changes to the Future Land Use Map in the previous decade were amendments designating publicly 
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acquired environmental lands for conservation.   
 
Going forward, the major land use issues facing Indian River County in the coastal zone and in the 
overall county are urban sprawl, rural sprawl, agricultural preservation, and conservation of natural 
systems within the context of development.  Policies to address these issues should be 
incorporated into the Future Land Use Element and Conservation Element of the comprehensive 
plan. 
 
Economy 
 
The Economic Development Element component of the EAR describes Indian River County’s 
economy as largely reliant on service oriented industries and lacking in diversity.  Despite this 
current lack of economic diversity, Indian River County has attractive qualities that certain 
businesses look for, which will aid the County as it seeks to diversify its economic base in the 
future. These qualities include an available development-ready supply of land and an exceptional 
quality of life (warm weather, beaches, minimal population density, resource-based recreational 
opportunities, etc.).   
 

o Ecotourism 
 
A significant aspect of the County’s quality of life is its natural resources, not the least of which is 
the Indian River Lagoon. Resources such as the lagoon provide significant economic benefits to the 
county. According to the Indian River Lagoon Economic Assessment and Analysis Update (2007), 
the total economic impact in 2007 of visitors to the Indian River Lagoon in Indian River County was 
over $110 million.  
 
Because of its natural assets, as well as cultural heritage, Indian River County has an opportunity to 
capitalize on ecotourism.  From an economic development standpoint, the County, through the 
County environmental lands program, is actively preserving some of its greatest natural assets 
and helping to position itself for maintaining a strong base for ecotourism related activities.  
Those activities include hiking/walking, bird watching, fishing, bicycling, natural photography, 
nature appreciation, environmental education, wildlife viewing, and kayaking/boating.  The 
County should capitalize on its land preservation efforts by: 
 
 continuing to acquire property as a method to preserve the County’s existing character 

that is attractive to residents and tourists alike; 
 making public access improvements to the preserved environmental lands; and 
 marketing the County’s existing and developing environmental assets.  
 

o Commercial fisheries 
 
Comparison of 1996 and 2006 data indicates a 32% drop in commercial finfish catch in the 
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county, from 1,236,473 pounds to 841,774 pounds.  In 1996, the annual shellfish harvest in the 
county was 85,253 pounds. By 2006, the annual shellfish harvest was down to 9,638 pounds. 
 
These decreases may be due to a number of factors. In 1995, the state imposed a net ban that has 
resulted in a decline in commercial fish landings statewide over the years.  Another factor is a 
decline in “working waterfronts” in the county, particularly in the City of Sebastian, which is the 
hub of commercial fishing in the county. In Sebastian, several commercial fish houses have been 
converted to private marinas. Also, hurricanes in 2004 caused damage to riverfront businesses, 
including the Archie Smith Fish House, which closed due to storm damage.  
 
Decline in working waterfronts is a statewide issue. In 2008, the State Legislature created “The 
Stan Mayfield Working Waterfronts” Florida Forever grant program to preserve and restore 
commercial fishery businesses. To fund the program, the Legislature provided 2.5% of the total 
Florida Forever program distribution, which at the current level provides $7.5 million annually 
to the program. 
 
In 2009, The Stan Mayfield Working Waterfronts funds will be available to acquire land directly 
used for the purposes of commercial harvesting of marine organisms or saltwater products. The 
funds may also be used for the acquisition of land used for exhibitions, demonstrations, 
educational venues, civic events, and other purposes that promote and educate the public about 
the economic, cultural, and historic heritage of Florida's traditional working waterfronts.  
 
In 2007, the County acquired the Archie Smith Fish House under the County’s environmental 
lands program, with plans to restore the fish house as a visitor center and “demonstration” 
working waterfront. In the future, the County should seek grant funding for restoration of the 
fish house. 
 
 

o Agriculture 
 
From 1996 to 2004, Indian River County’s annual production of citrus declined by 21%. During that 
time, Indian River County dropped from the sixth largest citrus producer in the state to the seventh 
largest producer. This decline in citrus production is a statewide phenomenon and attributable to 
various agricultural diseases and the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses.  
 
Recently, the County revised its landscape ordinance to prohibit the planting of Caribbean fruit fly 
and citrus greening host plants, except as may be planted by government institutions or research 
centers conducting scientific research on control of agricultural diseases. The County should 
continue its policy of prohibiting the planting of agricultural disease host plants.   
 
Currently, Indian River County allows, but does not require, removal of citrus trees from abandoned 
groves. Un-maintained citrus trees in abandoned groves have the potential of harboring agricultural 
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diseases, to the detriment of active citrus groves in the region.  To address this problem, the County 
should adopt a policy, in the Conservation Element of the comprehensive plan, requiring landowners 
to remove un-maintained citrus trees from abandoned groves. 
 
Water Access and Water Related Sites  
 
Between 1996 and 2007, registered boats in Indian River County increased by 32%, from 8,900 
boats to 11,740. During that time period, the County issued 468 building permits for single-family 
docks. Over the past ten years, the number of boat slips at multi-slip marinas and the number of boat 
ramps in the county have not substantially changed. 
 

o Boat ramps 
 
Most registered boats in the county are trailered and not stored at boat slips. Consequently, most 
boat owners rely on the availability of boat ramps to access waterways. According to the Indian 
River County Manatee Protection and Boating Safety Comprehensive Management Plan (MPP), the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) has a standard recommendation for the 
number of boat ramps (lanes) per person in a geographic area.  That recommended level of service 
(LOS) is a minimum of one boat lane per 10,000 residents.  While Indian River County has 
approximately one boat lane for every 5,823 residents, the current LOS standard does not account 
for the use of boat lanes by seasonal residents or visitors from outside the county. 
 
According to a 1995 boating study by the Florida Institute of Technology (FIT), the typical zone 
of influence for boat ramps throughout the county averages three miles or less.  As a result of a 
lack of adequate boat ramps in the southern section of the county on the mainland, the “zones of 
influence” for MacWilliams Park and Riverside Park in Vero Beach are twice as large (over six 
miles) as those for other boat ramps located in the county. 
 
To improve trailered boat access to the Indian River Lagoon on the south mainland, the County is in 
the process of obtaining permits to replace the Oslo boat ramp that is currently in disrepair. Initial 
plans to expand the parking area associated with the Oslo boat ramp, however, have been abandoned 
due to environmental concerns. Notwithstanding, the Oslo boat ramp replacement will afford an 
improved, safer access to the Indian River Lagoon for small boats (less than 21 feet in length ) in the 
south mainland portion of the county. 
 
Currently, the County owns land at the river terminus of Gifford Dock Road (a.k.a. 45th Street). 
That property has a fishing pier, but no boat launch facility. Going forward, the County should 
consider installing a boat ramp at the Gifford Dock Road riverfront. 
 

o Multi-slip dock facilities 
 
Adopted in 2000, the County’s MPP established nine marina siting zones in the Indian River Lagoon 
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and the St. Sebastian River. Restrictions on marina siting within these zones vary, depending on the 
characteristics of each zone. The zones were established based a number of factors, including: 
density of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV); manatee use abundance; manatee mortality; water 
depth and proximity to existing channels; and boating patterns. 
 
Currently, county staff works with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 
in implementing the plan. In 2005, the Coastal Management Element was revised to include the 
objectives and polices of the MPP. 
 
Going forward, the County should continue to implement the MPP by reviewing all proposed 
multi-slip dock facilities and boat ramps in the county and requiring that those facilities meet 
criteria set forth in the MPP. In 2009, the MPP is due to undergo its five-year update. At that 
time, the County should coordinate with the FWC and consider modifications to the MPP based 
on a review of the mortality data for Indian River County.  
 
Conservation of Natural Resources 
 
From 1996 to 2007, the total acreage of all native plant communities in the county decreased. The 
loss of these plant communities is largely attributable to development of previously undeveloped 
lands within the Urban Service Area of the coastal zone. Despite these losses, progress has been 
made in the past ten years with respect to lands acquired in the coastal zone for conservation and 
restoration, or protected under conservation easements. These include: 
 

o Federal acquisition of land on north Jungle Trail for expansion of the Pelican Island National 
Wildlife Refuge (+500 acres); 

 
o State, SJRWMD and County acquisition of the Carson Platt Estate portion of the St. 

Sebastian River Preserve State Park (+5,334 acres of the overall +22,000 acre park); 
 
o County acquisition of conservation lands within the Indian River Lagoon Blueway, 

including: 
 

 The South Oslo Riverfront Conservation Area (143 acres) 
 The Harmony Oaks Conservation Area (90 acres) 
 The Round Island South Conservation Area (59 acres) 
 The Oyster Bar Marsh Conservation Area (96 acres) 
 The Lost Tree Islands Conservation Area (508 acres) 

 
o Conservation of native uplands under conservation easements on private development sites, 

as a result of the County’s native upland set-aside land development regulation (+500 acres). 
 
An objective of the County’s environmental lands acquisition program is for the County to acquire 
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environmentally significant lands that contribute to wildlife corridors and greenways that 
interconnect existing conservation areas.  The following wildlife corridors in the coastal zone 
warrant conservation: 
 

o Indian River Lagoon Blueway (including the St. Sebastian River Greenway) 
o Atlantic Coastal Sand Ridge (Winter Beach area) 
o Ten-mile Ridge (between CR 510 and SR 60) 

 
For the County to succeed in conserving significant environmental lands within the referenced 
wildlife corridors, a number of approaches, beyond just fee-simple acquisition, have to be employed. 
Those approaches include transfer of development rights, less than fee-simple purchase of 
conservation easements, requirement(s) of natural area set-asides associated with new developments, 
and requirement(s) of “greenbelts” for new towns established outside of the Urban Service Area. 
 
 - Invasive Exotic Plants 
 
The Florida Exotic Pest Plant Council (EPPC) maintains a list of invasive exotic plants found in 
Florida. The EPPC classifies invasive exotic plants as Category I invasives when such plants are 
known to alter native plant communities by displacing native species, changing community 
structures or ecological functions, or hybridizing with natives. Category II invasive exotics are 
plants that have increased in abundance or frequency in natural areas but have not yet altered 
Florida plant communities to the extent shown by Category I species. These species may become 
Category I if ecological damage is demonstrated. 
 
Since 1990, the County’s upland habitat protection ordinance has contained requirements that 
certain nuisance exotic vegetation, including Brazilian pepper, Australian pine and melaleuca, be 
removed from development sites. Recently, the County’s landscape ordinance was revised to 
require that all invasive exotic plants listed by the EPPC as Category I plants be removed from 
new development project sites. 
 
In the future, the County should continue its policy to require that nuisance exotic plants be 
removed from development sites, and that such sites be maintained free of nuisance exotic 
plants. 
 
 - Native Upland Set-Asides 
 
In 2007, the county’s native upland set-aside land development regulations were revised. Now, 
county regulations require that a minimum of 15% of the native upland habitat on parcels 5 acres 
and larger be preserved onsite. The previous minimum required native upland set-aside was 10%. 
Since 1996, approximately 500 acres of native habitat have been preserved in upland set-aside tracts 
related to private developments.   
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The 2007 native upland set-aside revisions also included a provision prohibiting linear set-aside 
areas less than 50 feet wide. This change was based on the premise that the narrower an upland set-
aside, the less the ecological value. 
 
As a result of the upland set-aside ordinance revisions, recent native upland easements have 
consisted of larger and more ecologically valuable tracts of land on development sites. In the future, 
the county should continue its set-aside requirements as reflected in the policies of the Conservation 
Element of the comprehensive plan.  
 
 - Threatened and Endangered Species 
 
Between 1996 and 2007, the County adopted plans to conserve and protect Florida scrub jays, 
manatees, and sea turtles. Following is a summary and analysis of those plans. 
 

o Florida Scrub-Jay Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) 
 

In 2000, Indian River County (and City of Sebastian) adopted the Sebastian Area-Wide Scrub 
Jay Habitat Protection Plan (HCP). Since that time, the number of documented scrub jay families 
has remained constant. Prior to the scrub jay HCP adoption, a drastic decline in the number of 
scrub jay families occurred from 1991 to 1998, resulting in a 50% decrease in the number of 
scrub jays. Since HCP adoption, the number of scrub jay families has fluctuated by less than 
10%. 
 
During the last five years, intensive habitat restoration has occurred within the “Scrub Jay 
Habitat Compensation Areas,” including the Wabasso Scrub Conservation Area, Pelican Island 
Elementary School Scrub Habitat, and the North Sebastian Conservation Area.  These areas were 
successfully timbered and show a marked reduction in pine canopy and an increase in suitable 
scrub-jay habitat.  These areas were also the subject of successful prescribed burns. 
 
In the future, the County should continue to implement the scrub jay HCP by managing its scrub 
conservation lands with periodic prescribed burns, mechanical clearing, and timbering (as necessary) 
to maximize scrub jay habitat. Because of the drastic decline in scrub jay families prior to adoption 
and the stabilization in numbers post adoption, the evidence indicates that the HCP has been 
successful.  
 
At this time, the HCP covers only a portion of the County. In 2008, scrub jays were documented 
inhabiting areas of the County, such as Vero Lake Estates, that historically did not support scrub jay 
populations. For that reason, the County should develop policies, in its Conservation Element, to 
expand its scrub jay HCP countywide, beyond the Sebastian area and inclusive of scrub-jay habitat 
within municipalities. 
 

o Manatee Protection Plan 
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In 2000, Indian River County adopted a Manatee Protection and Boating Safety Comprehensive 
Management Plan (MPP). Currently, county staff works with the FWC in implementing the plan. In 
2005, the Coastal Management Element of the County Comprehensive Plan was revised to include 
the objectives and polices of the MPP. 
 
Overall, collisions with watercraft account for the largest portion of manatee deaths. Since MPP 
adoption, the percentage of manatee deaths caused by watercraft collisions decreased from 
29.6% to 23% in Indian River County. The actual number of overall collision deaths, however, 
increased from an average of one per year pre-MPP adoption to two per year post-MPP adoption. 
This average annual increase may be due to the fact that there were more years to average pre-
MPP adoption compared to post-MPP adoption and, therefore, it is too early to tell if the MPP 
will have a positive effect in the long term. Similarly, other aspects of the plan, such as habitat 
protection and marina siting, may have visible positive effects only after sufficient time has 
passed. 
 
Going forward, the County should continue to implement the MPP by reviewing all proposed 
multi-slip dock facilities and boat ramps in the county and requiring that those facilities meet the 
criteria set forth in the MPP. In 2009, the MPP is due to undergo its five-year update. At that 
time, the County should coordinate with the FWC and consider modifications to the MPP based 
on a review of the mortality data for Indian River County. 

 
o Sea Turtle Protection Plan 

 
In 2004, Indian River County adopted a Sea Turtle Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP). Adoption of 
the Sea Turtle HCP has led to the development of a complete and accurate sea turtle nesting 
dataset, has increased public awareness of the issues facing sea turtle nesting, and has 
specifically identified threats to sea turtle nesting and survival.   
 
Because light sources visible from the beach often disorient nesting sea turtles and are a leading 
cause of mortality and failed reproduction, Indian River County environmental planning staff, in 
2007, began working in conjunction with the County Coastal Engineering Division on resolving 
beach lighting violations by sending letters to beachfront property owners indicating lighting 
violations unique to each property.  
 
One benefit of the Sea Turtle HCP is that the county compiled a complete database of sea turtle 
nesting sites and nest numbers beginning in 2005. Prior to 2005, comprehensive data were not 
available on nesting sea turtles in the county. Over the next several years, the county needs to 
continue to implement the HCP by enforcing lighting restrictions and by continuing to monitor 
nesting data to discern trends in nesting.   
 
In 2008, the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), in partnership with the 
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Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), began an initiative to develop a Florida-
wide HCP for coastal beaches.  The purpose of the HCP is to establish uniformity in how the State 
addresses post-disaster recovery for construction east of the Coastal Construction Control Line, as it 
affects state (and federal) listed species. In light of this initiative, the County should adopt a policy to 
assist the FWC in development of the statewide coastal beaches HCP by sharing local data on sea 
turtle nesting, erosion events, potential coastal mitigation sites, and other coastal data as may be 
requested by the FWC and DEP. 
 

o Gopher Tortoise Protection 
 
In 2007, the FWC’s Gopher Tortoise Management Plan was revised.  At that time, the gopher 
tortoise was upgraded from a species of special concern to a threatened species. This upgraded 
status, along with FWC’s prohibition of gopher tortoise entombment on development sites, has 
heightened the importance of gopher tortoise habitat within the county. According to the FWC’s 
revised gopher tortoise management plan, gopher tortoises must be relocated in all cases. At this 
time, the county has no established policies for gopher tortoise relocation beyond those established 
by the FWC. 
 
In the past, Indian River County has acquired conservation lands with scrub habitat suitable for 
receiving gopher tortoises, including the North Sebastian Conservation Area, the Wabasso Scrub 
Conservation Area, and the Sebastian Scrub Conservation Area. In light of the revised FWC gopher 
tortoise management plan, the County should consider developing policies in the Conservation 
Element of the comprehensive plan for the relocation of gopher tortoises from private development 
lands to county owned lands. These policies should allow developers the option of paying a fee to 
have gopher tortoises relocated to county owned lands, rather than the current procedure of 
relocating gopher tortoises to largely private lands outside of the county. The fees collected could be 
used to support the ongoing management of resident tortoises and relocated tortoises on county 
owned lands. 
 
Protection of Historic Resources 
 
It has been almost 20 years since a survey was conducted of historic structures in the unincorporated 
county. That survey, conducted in 1989, documented 284 historic building sites. 
 
For a structure to qualify as historic, the structure must be at least 50 years old. A structure that is at 
least 50 years old, however, does not automatically qualify as historic. County Code Section 933.10 
provides the following criteria for determining if a structure is a historic resource: 
 

(a)   The considered historic resource must be a minimum of fifty (50) years old and 
contain significant character, interest, or value as part of the historical, cultural, 
aesthetic and architectural heritage of Indian River County, its municipalities, the 
surrounding counties, the state, or the nation. General evaluation criteria shall include 
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the significance and association of the building with the way of life or activities of a 
major person, location, event, family, business or institution recognized as important to 
the county, its municipalities, the surrounding counties, the state, or the nation; or 

 
(b)   The considered historic resource displays the historical, political, cultural, 
economic or social trends of community history; or 

 
(c)   The considered designation displays unique and/or distinguishing characteristics of 
an architectural style, design period, method of construction, detail, craftsmanship or 
material; or 

 
(d)   The considered historic resource is a historic or outstanding work of a prominent 
architect, designer, engineer, builder or landscape architect; or 

 
(e)   The site, building or structure meets the historic development standards as defined 
by, and listed in the regulations of, and criteria for, the National Register of Historic 
Places, as prepared by the U.S. Department of the Interior, under the Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 

 
In 2007, County Property Appraiser records indicated there were 2,227 parcels in the unincorporated 
county with structures at least 50 years old. Under the referenced criteria, it is unlikely that all of 
those structures qualify as historic resources. Notwithstanding, it is apparent that the 1989 historic 
structures survey is in need of an update. 
 
In the past ten years, the County has acquired the following conservation lands (or easements) with 
historic structures: 
 

 The Hallstrom Farmstead (outbuildings) 
 The Rodney Kroegel Homestead 
 The Shadowbrook Estates parcel of the South Prong Preserve (Stough House) 
 The Archie Smith Fish House 
 The Sexton Ranch (a.k.a., Treasure Hammock Ranch) conservation easements 
 Jones’s Pier 

 
Since the historic structures on these sites are planned to be restored and maintained, the County 
should apply for historic preservation grants and other funding sources to restore these structures and 
allocate funding for ongoing maintenance once the structures are restored.  
 
In 1992, the County conducted a countywide archaeological survey. That survey identified 55 
known and potential sites of archaeological significance in the designated coastal zone. The 1992 
survey also established “probability zones” for archaeological resources.   Since 1992, county staff 
has required archaeological surveys of proposed development projects within areas with high 
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probability of having archaeological resources. When an archaeological resource is documented at a 
proposed development site, the developer is required to protect the archaeological site under a 
conservation easement. If substantial protection of the archaeological resource is not feasible given 
site characteristics, the developer is required to mitigate impacts by conducting a full “dig” 
investigation and documentation of the resource prior to development. In the future, the County 
should continue its policy to require archaeological surveys and protection or mitigation of such 
resources on development sites. 
   
Estuarine Water Quality 
 
Between 1996 and 2007, Indian River Lagoon water quality remained fairly constant. Within the 
lagoon, water quality is measured at various points. At each point, water quality generally fluctuates 
within established ranges. Recently, water quality at several water monitoring stations has shown 
improvement. This improvement may be the result of several recent water quality projects, 
including: muck dredging in the St. Sebastian River; construction of sub-regional stormwater 
treatment facilities in Vero Lake Estates, Gifford and Roseland; and improved sedimentation and 
erosion control practices through County implementation of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Act.   
 
Once completed, several projects that are currently under construction will contribute to water 
quality improvement. These projects include the Egret Marsh and Spoonbill Marsh water treatment 
projects, as well as the Main Relief Canal Pollution Control Facility. 
 
Slight increases in water quality in the lagoon indicate that water quality improvement projects are 
having a positive affect. For that reason, the County should consider construction of pollution 
control facilities in the North and South Relief canals, using series screening methodology similar to 
the Main Relief canal project.  In that vein, the County should continue its policy of seeking funds 
through Section 319 Grants, Snook Tag funds, the Surface Water Improvement Management 
(SWIM) program, and other funding sources for stormwater management and pollution control 
projects that benefit lagoon water quality. 
 
In 1990, the County adopted land development regulations requiring shoreline protection buffers 
along the St. Sebastian River and along the aquatic preserves in the Indian River Lagoon. The 
regulations prohibit development, except for docks, boat ramps, pervious walkways and elevated 
walkways which provide riparian access for landowners, within the protection buffers. Since 1990, 
the shoreline buffers have been applied to all parcels along the rivers, even those parcels that are 
platted lots with seawalls and no pre-existing shoreline vegetation. In the future, the County should 
continue its policy of requiring shoreline protection buffers, but should consider exempting existing 
platted lots with seawalls from the requirement, since applying the buffer in such circumstances does 
not serve the intent of the regulation. 
 
Recently, a river-dredging project began in the St. Sebastian River. This project will result in the 
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removal of two million cubic yards of muck from the river bottom and will likely lead to improved 
water quality. 
 
Currently, the SJRWMD is working on plans for a stormwater park south of Micco Road in Brevard 
County, similar to the recently completed Sebastian Stormwater Park. When complete, the Sebastian 
Stormwater Park will reduce total suspended solids entering the South Prong annually by an 
estimated 173,180 pounds. In combination with the Sebastian Stormwater Park, the stormwater park 
in Micco will reduce the amount of sediment flowing into the St. Sebastian River and ultimately 
reduce the amount of muck reaching the lagoon.  
 
In the IRL National Estuary Program’s 2008 draft update to the IRL Comprehensive Conservation 
and Management Plan (CCMP), there are various recommended actions to address issues that affect 
the lagoon.  These actions include eradication of invasive flora and fauna, reduction of 
sedimentation, and assessment of potential climate change impacts to lagoon resources. Going 
forward, the County should revise its policies to include those actions recommended in the CCMP 
update. 
 
In 2005, Indian River County hired a stormwater education coordinator and a stormwater 
enforcement inspector. The stormwater education coordinator’s role is to assist county staff, 
contractors, and the public with education and training regarding problems associated with non-point 
source pollution. The coordinator’s role is also to provide guidance and expertise in stormwater, 
erosion, and sediment control to the general public, business, industry, and development 
communities. With respect to the county stormwater inspector, his responsibility is to review 
development projects to ensure that developers implement erosion control measures in accordance 
with issued permits. These two positions serve important roles that ultimately contribute to improved 
estuarine water quality through public education and regulatory enforcement. 
 
Natural Disaster Planning 
 

o Local Mitigation Strategies 
 
According to state law, local governments are required to prepare Local Mitigation Strategies 
(LMS) to identify actions that permanently reduce or eliminate the long term risk to people and 
property from the different types of hazards faced by Florida residents. In 1999, the county 
adopted its first LMS. That document was subsequently updated in 2005.   
 
Since adoption of the LMS, the county has undertaken the actions identified within the strategy. 
Those actions include acquiring and preserving environmentally sensitive land in flood and 
storm surge prone areas, regulating the removal of vegetation in flood and surge prone areas, and 
constructing a new county Emergency Operations Center. 
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Overall, the county has focused on identifying natural hazards and addressing those hazards. In 
fact, a report produced by the Florida Department of Community Affairs titled Integrating Hazard 
Mitigation into Comprehensive Planning that was published in 2006 stated that “[t]he county has 
done a great job of integrating hazard mitigation into their comprehensive plan and Local Mitigation 
Strategy. Therefore, a main recommendation to the county is to ensure the enforcement of the 
comprehensive plan and LMS.” 
 

o Coastal High Hazard Area 
 
In 2006, the state legislature modified the definition of the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 
Prior to that change, the CHHA encompassed all evacuation areas for a Category 1 hurricane. As 
a result of the 2006 legislation, the CHHA is now defined as the area below the storm surge line 
of a Category 1 hurricane as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes 
(SLOSH) computer model. This storm surge line is depicted in the county’s Local Mitigation 
Strategy (LMS). 
 
According to the 2006 legislation, each coastal jurisdiction must depict the CHHA boundary on 
its Future Land Use Map by July 1, 2008. At this time, there is a statewide effort to update the 
storm surge maps. When the updated storm surge maps become available, the county will need 
to modify the Future Land Use Map to depict the revised CHHA boundary. Therefore, the 
county should adopt a new policy, in its Future Land Use Element, requiring that the CHHA 
boundary, as defined by state statutes, be based on the best available existing information and 
that the depiction of the CHHA boundary on the Future Land Use Map be updated as necessary. 
 

o National Flood Insurance Protection Program 
 
Currently, Indian River County participates in the Community Rating System (CRS) of the 
National Flood Insurance Protection (NFIP) program. By undertaking floodplain management 
activities beyond the minimum requirements of the NFIP, the County has achieved a CRS rating 
of 6, a rating which results in a 20% discount on all flood insurance premiums in the 
unincorporated county. By participating in the NFIP CRS, the County is conserving flood 
storage capacity and other natural functions and values of the 100 year floodplain. 
 
Presently, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is undertaking a Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) modernization project in the county. This modernization project 
entails assessment of current available flood studies and use of up-to-date high resolution aerials 
to revise the County’s FIRMs to be more accurate and useable in depicting flood zones. The 
FEMA map modernization project is on schedule to be completed in 2010.  Going forward, the 
County should assist FEMA in modernizing the FIRMs by making local drainage studies 
available to FEMA and by conducting public information workshops to advise development 
professionals, as well as the general public, of the floodplain map modernization project.  
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o Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan 
 
The 2007 Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP) defines the roles and 
responsibilities of County departments through an Emergency Support Function (ESF) approach to 
operations and planning.  The CEMP addresses local and regional evacuation and shelter 
procedures, as well as post-disaster response and recovery issues. 
   
Between 1995 and 2007, the county’s population grew by approximately 39,382 residents to 
139,757.  Although the population of the county increased during this period, the evacuation time 
estimate for a Category 3-5 hurricane has not substantially changed. Currently, the estimated 
evacuation time for the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone remains at less than 12 hours, 4 hours less than 
the state’s maximum requirement of 16 hours.  Recent and ongoing improvements to State Road 60 
and U.S. Highway 1 will help the County continue to achieve its current objective of maintaining an 
evacuation time of 12 hours or less. 
 
As structured, the CEMP provides for annual review and assessment of emergency procedures set 
forth in the CEMP. Going forward, the County should continue its policy to annually assess its 
emergency preparation and response procedures, including assessment of public facilities and 
infrastructure in the CHHA after significant storm-damage events. 
 
Beaches and Dunes 
 
Indian River County has taken several steps to combat beach erosion and conserve coastal beach and 
dune systems: 
 

o Since the last comprehensive plan update in 1998, Indian River County has created a Beach 
Preservation Plan (BPP).  The purpose of the plan is to ensure continued monitoring of 
areas of critical beach erosion and to identify areas of beach that are the best candidates 
for renourishment projects.  

 
o A Prefabricated Erosion Prevention reef (PEP reef) was constructed just offshore of Vero 

Beach. Since the construction of the PEP reef, beach profile surveys have shown that the 
shoreline has stabilized within the area of the PEP reef. 

 
o Recently, Indian River County completed two large-scale beach restoration projects. In 

2003, approximately 500,000 cubic yards of sand dredged from offshore were placed 
along 2.2 miles of beach in the northern end of the County. In 2007, approximately 
375,000 cubic yards of sand were distributed along two miles of beach in the south 
county. 

 
Despite these efforts, beach erosion is an ongoing concern. While beach erosion control 
measures have been taken to control ‘normal’ beach erosion, issues such as climate change and 
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sea level rise may lead to more severe coastal erosion in the future. Also, increases in strong 
tropical storms and hurricane activity along Florida’s coasts increase the likelihood of 
catastrophic erosion events.  In light of anticipated increases in erosion due to sea level rise, 
climate change, and hurricanes, the county needs policies that address the protection of coastal 
properties. These policies should include: 
 

o A requirement that the County, by 2012, evaluate its current Dune Stabilization Setback 
Line (DSSL) and consider relocating the DSSL westward from its current location (i.e., 
the 1981 Coastal Construction Control Line). The DSSL is the County’s “line of 
prohibition,” serving as the easternmost building setback line from the ocean, with the 
exception of beach access dune crossovers that are allowed east of the line. 

 
o A requirement that substantially damaged oceanfront structures in nonconforming 

“footprints” be relocated westward, in compliance with current coastal regulations, even 
when such structures are substantially damaged during declared natural disasters. 

 
o A requirement that new oceanfront development hook up to public sewer, where public 

sewer is available. This will alleviate potential adverse health and environmental impacts 
associated with erosion damage to on-site disposal systems (OSDS). 

 
Public Access Facilities 
 
The Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) for the Recreation and Open Space Element of the 
comprehensive plan identifies two facts that are important in analyzing public access to County 
beach, river and lake resources. These are: 
 

o All indications are that the population of the County will continue to grow. 
For example, the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business 
Research projects that the County's population will increase from 130,041 in 
2005 to 209,000 in 2030. That growth represents a nearly 61% population 
increase in 25 years; 

 
o The amount of park lands adjacent to natural water bodies in the County has 

remained constant since the time of the last major plan update (356 acres). Of 
those 356 acres, 192 acres are beachfront parks, and 164 acres are riverfront 
or lakefront parks. The opportunities for acquiring additional parks adjacent to 
water bodies are limited. 

 
In the past, the county and the municipalities have provided beach, river, and lake parks to 
accommodate the population of the county. In the future, the opportunities for acquiring 
additional beach, river, and lake parks will be limited. Consequently, the county will probably 
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not be able to obtain additional access to these water bodies. For that reason, the county must 
ensure that the current accesses to water bodies be retained. 
 
One of the major ongoing expenses for beach parks is to provide for lifeguards and beach rescue 
operations. Since all of the public beach parks are located within the City of Vero Beach and the 
unincorporated county area, operational expenses for beach rescue operations and lifeguards are 
borne by the county and City of Vero Beach. Since beach rescue operations and lifeguards are 
essential health and safety services, the City of Vero Beach and the county must continue to 
provide these services to the county residents. 
 
Infrastructure 
 

o Potable Water 
   
In the last 10 years, the county’s potable water system has expanded and now serves all 
urbanized areas of the county, including major commercial and industrial nodes. During that 
time, the county’s potable water system has adequately met the potable water demand from new 
residential and nonresidential developments. There are, however, some existing residential 
developments with undersized lots that are not connected to the county potable water system. 
 
A review of the county utilities department assessment projects indicates that most residents of 
existing unconnected residential subdivisions would like to be connected to the county potable 
water system, but they are not willing or able to pay for the connection. In the past, the county 
has utilized Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) to connect several low income 
neighborhoods in the Wabasso area to the county potable water system. The CDBG program, 
however, is a competitive funding source and is available only to low and moderate income 
neighborhoods. In the future, the county may, whenever the opportunity becomes available, 
apply for CDBG or other federal or state grants to connect homes in existing residential 
neighborhoods to the county potable water system. The EAR of the Potable Water Sub-Element 
contains a complete analysis of potable water service in the county. 
 

o Sanitary Sewer 
 
Since the last major update of the comprehensive plan, the county sanitary sewer system service 
area has expanded, and sanitary sewer service is now available to most of the urbanized area of 
the unincorporated county, including major commercial and industrial nodes. In addition, the 
county provides sanitary sewer service to the City of Fellsmere, the Town of Orchid, and the 
City of Sebastian. Although not all of the master plan lines are in, the county’s sanitary sewer 
system has adequately met the sanitary sewer demand from new residential and nonresidential 
development. 
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There are, however, a number of existing residential developments that are not connected to the 
county sanitary sewer system. In many cases, septic systems are adequate to accommodate 
individual single family houses, and there is no need to retrofit existing subdivisions with 
sanitary sewer lines. Where subdivisions are served by a centralized potable water system, there 
are seldom problems caused by lots having individual septic tanks. Given the high cost of 
retrofitting existing subdivisions with sanitary sewer lines and given the limited benefits of 
connecting, it is unlikely that many existing subdivisions will be retrofitted with sewers in the 
future. 
 
There are certain circumstances where connecting existing subdivisions to the sanitary sewer 
system would be beneficial. Those circumstances relate to a subdivision’s proximity to a 
waterbody. Because septic tanks can leach pollutants and those pollutants can impact the ocean, 
the Indian River Lagoon, the St. Sebastian River, or other surface water bodies, the county has 
an interest in promoting the connection of waterfront subdivisions to the sanitary sewer system. 
A complete analysis of sanitary sewer is provided in the EAR of the Sanitary Sewer Sub-
Element. 
 

o Stormwater Management 
 
Since 1990, stormwater management facilities in the County have been designed to handle a 25 
year/24 hour storm event, as well as provide treatment before discharging stormwater runoff.  
Because many sections of the County were developed prior to 1990, the level of service for 
stormwater management facilities continues to vary throughout the County. Since the last major 
comprehensive plan update, the County has made progress by constructing stormwater management 
projects in certain areas of the county with known flooding problems, including Vero Lake Estates, 
east Gifford and Rock Ridge Subdivision. Moreover, projects such as the Sebastian Stormwater Park 
and the North Relief Canal Pollution Control Facility, described previously in this report, contribute 
to improved stormwater quality. Despite implementation of these projects, the County needs to 
continue to identify, seek funding, and construct new stormwater improvement projects in areas 
where needed, as summarized in the EAR of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element.  A more 
complete analysis of the County's stormwater management facilities is contained in the Stormwater 
Management Sub-Element EAR. 
 

o Traffic Circulation 
 
As mentioned earlier in this report, two road projects are currently underway that will improve 
traffic circulation, as well as emergency evacuation, in the coastal zone. Those projects are the four-
laning of SR 60 west of I-95 to the Florida Turnpike, which will be completed in 2008, and 
improvements to U.S. Highway 1, which will include six-laning from 4th Street south into St. Lucie 
County to the Turnpike Feeder Road. The six-laning of U.S. 1 south of 4th Street to the Feeder Road 
is scheduled to be completed by 2015. A complete analysis of the transportation network in the 
county is contained in the EAR of the Transportation Element. 
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Port Master Plan 
 
There are no existing or proposed deepwater ports in Indian River County.   
 
 
EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
In the following section, the Coastal Management Element's 14 objectives and related policies 
are listed. This section contains an evaluation of each objective and a determination of whether 
the objective was achieved and whether it should be maintained, revised, or deleted.  
 
Under each objective, those policies associated with the objective were assessed to identify those 
that were implemented, those that were partially implemented, and those that were not 
implemented. Each policy was also assessed to determine if it should be maintained, revised, or 
deleted. 
 
Objective 1: Natural Resource Protection 
 
“Using 1990 data as a baseline, through 2020, there will be no significant reductions in the overall 
amount of terrestrial and marine resources within the coastal zone of Indian River County.” 
 
Measure: amount of terrestrial or marine resources in the coastal zone. 
 
Although Objective 1’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: From 1996 to 2007, the total acreage of all native plant communities in 
the county decreased, largely attributable to development of previously undeveloped lands within 
the Urban Service Area of the coastal zone. Despite these losses, progress has been made in the past 
ten years with respect to lands acquired in the coastal zone for conservation and restoration, or 
protected under conservation easements.  There are also indications that submerged aquatic 
vegetation coverage has increased in the Indian River Lagoon over the past decade. Objective 1 is 
appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

    POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION / ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED?  
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    POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION / ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED?  

(1.1) Restrict development in 
environmentally sensitive / 
environmentally important 
areas. 

- Implementation of wetland 
conservation C-2 and Con-2 land 
use and zoning designations (1/40 
ac. density) applicable to estuarine 
wetlands; requirement of wetland 
resource permits, upland set-asides. 
 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(1.2)  C-2 designation of 
estuarine wetlands, 1 unit per 
40 acres density, 1 unit per 
acre density transfer credit. 

- Designation of estuarine wetlands 
as C-2, subject to site specific 
survey; allowance of density 
transfer of 1 unit per acre through 
PD development, as reflected in 
LDR requirements. 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(1.3) Designation of and 
protection of environmentally 
important upland vegetative 
communities over 5 acres. 

- Review of site developments with 
requirement of protection of 
environmentally important uplands 
with density transfer opportunity,  
per Upland Protection LDR 
Chapter 929 
 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 

(1.4) Require environmental 
surveys for proposed 
developments in areas deemed 
environmentally sensitive and 
environmentally important. 

- Environmental surveys required 
on a site-by-site basis in 
conjunction with site development 
review. 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 

 

 

(1.5) Coordinate field 
inspections, environmental 
survey reviews, and habitat 
preservation measures with 
federal and state agencies. 
Require HCPs where 
necessary. 

- Jurisdictional agency permits 
required in conjunction with 
county approval of site 
development projects, prior to 
release of project plans. 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(1.6) Protect sea turtle nesting 
habitat by implementing 
Policy 7.7 of Conservation 
Element. 

 

- Sea Turtle HCP adopted. 

- County planning and code 
enforcement staff work in 

Yes Yes Maintain 
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    POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION / ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED?  

coordination with Coastal 
Engineering staff in identifying 
beachfront sea turtle hazards.  

 

(1.7) By 1998, adopt a 
Manatee Protection and 
Boating Safety 
Comprehensive Management 
Plan (MPP). 

- MPP adopted in 2000, revised in 
2004.  

Yes Yes Delete (plan adopted) 

(1.8) By June 1998, evaluate 
manatee protection speed 
zones. 

- Manatee protection speed zones 
evaluated at the time of MPP 
adoption (2000), and at time of first 
revision (2004). 

Yes Yes Revise date for next 
review (2009) 

 

(1.9) Protect and preserve 
coastal vegetative 
communities through 
easements and fee simple 
acquisition, as set forth in 
Conservation Element 
policies.  

 

- Acquisition and conservation of 
coastal vegetative communities 
through the County Environmental 
Lands Program; requirement of 
native upland set-asides associated 
with coastal development. 

 

Yes 

 

Yes 

 

Maintain 

(1.10) Assist USFWS and 
FDEP in acquiring 
undeveloped tracts of coastal 
vegetative communities. 

- Land acquisition through the 
County Environmental Lands 
Program; in-kind assistance 
through management. 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(1.11) Support efforts of 
SJRWMD to update maps of 
submerged aquatic vegetation 
in IRL. 

- Provide SJRWMD access to 
updated aerials for seagrass 
inventory mapping. 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(1.12) Interim requirements to 
protect submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV) until the 
County adopts a manatee 
protection plan (MPP).  

- County adoption of MPP in 2000, 
revised in 2004 

Yes Yes Delete (interim 
measures moot; MPP 
adopted) 

(1.13) Promote commercial 
and private fishing activities 

- Construction of new IRL access 
facilities. 

Yes Yes Maintain 
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    POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION / ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED?  

- County acquisition of properties 
abutting public waterways to buffer 
marine resources. 
 
 

(1.14) Adopt resolution 
supporting designation of 
submerged land lease areas in 
the Pelican Island National 
Wildlife Refuge as an 
aquaculture use zone. 

- Resolution supporting submerged 
land leases in the PINWR. 

Yes Yes Delete (lands  have 
been designated) 

(1.15) Require shoreline 
protection buffers along Indian 
River Lagoon Aquatic 
Preserves and along the St. 
Sebastian River. 

- Shoreline buffer setbacks 
required (LDR Section 929.07) 

Yes Yes Revise so as not to 
apply to platted lots 
with existing seawalls 

 

Policies 1.1 through 1.6, and Policies 1.9, 1.10, 1.11, and 1.13 are appropriate, continue to serve 
the objective, and should be maintained. 
 
In 2000, the County adopted a Manatee Protection and Boating Safety Comprehensive 
Management Plan (MPP), which was later revised in 2004. Because Policy 1.7 calls for County 
adoption of an MPP and because an MPP has been adopted, Policy 1.7 should be deleted. 
 

Policy 1.8 indicates that, by 1998, the County will evaluate manatee protection speed zones and 
make recommendations to the State on whether or not modifications to the speed zones are 
warranted. When the County adopted (and later revised) the MPP, the County evaluated manatee 
protection speed zones and made recommendations to the State.  Consequently, Policy 1.8 should be 
revised to indicate that that County will evaluate and make recommendations to the State on 
manatee protection speed zones when the MPP undergoes its five-year evaluation in 2009. 
 
Prior to County adoption of its MPP, the County adopted Policy 1.12, a policy which contains 
interim measures to protect submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) until an MPP is adopted. Since an 
MPP has been adopted and since the MPP contains policies to protect SAV, Policy 1.12 should be 
deleted. 
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Policy 1.14 provides that the county shall adopt a resolution in support of expansion of the amount 
of submerged lands within the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge (PINWR) available for 
aquaculture leases. Since the last major comprehensive plan update, the amount of submerged land 
in the PINWR available for aquaculture leases has increased. In that this policy has been achieved, 
the policy should be deleted. 
 
Consistent with Policy 1.15, the County has adopted land development regulations that require 
shoreline buffer setbacks along the St. Sebastian River and Indian River Lagoon Aquatic Preserves. 
These shoreline buffers apply to all parcels along the rivers, even those parcels that are platted lots 
with seawalls and no pre-existing shoreline vegetation. Since applying the buffer in such 
circumstances does not serve the intent of the policy, the County should revise Policy 1.15 to exempt 
existing platted lots with seawalls from the shoreline buffer requirement. 
 
New Policies: Several new policies are needed to achieve Objective 1.  One new policy should 
be to establish state certified “receiver sites” for relocation of displaced gopher tortoises to 
county-owned conservation lands. This policy should include collection of fees from developers 
relocating gopher tortoises to county lands, with the fees to be used to fund management of such 
sites for gopher tortoises. This policy should also include reservation of certain receiving areas 
for county projects. 
 
Another new policy should indicate that the County will use various methods to preserve natural 
systems and wildlife corridors in the county. These methods include land acquisition, 
development clustering requirements, conservation easements, transfer of development rights, 
and mitigation banks.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new 
policies, Objective 1 will continue to be achieved.  
 
Objective 2: Estuarine Water Quality 

 
“Through 2020, there will be no significant reduction in the water quality of the Indian River 
Lagoon or the St. Sebastian River.” 
 
Measure: Water quality in the Indian River Lagoon and St. Sebastian River. 
 
Although Objective 2’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Currently, water within the Indian River Lagoon meets the State Class  
II or Class III water quality standards, as it did at the time of the last major comprehensive plan 
update. While water quality in the St. Sebastian River has remained the same over the past ten 
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years (i.e., does not meet Class III standards), improvement is anticipated in the near future due 
to muck removal and stormwater treatment projects in progress or recently completed.  Objective 
2 is appropriate and should be maintained. 
 

   Assessment of Policies 
 

      POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(2.1) Adopt State Class II water 
quality standards for IRL 

- Adopted Yes Yes Revise to reflect the 
change in water class 
designation areas 

(2.2) Adopt State Class III water 
quality standards for IRL and St. 
Sebastian River 

 - Adopted Yes Yes Revise to reflect the 
change in water class 
designation areas 

(2.3) Prohibit new point-source 
discharges into IRL 

- County prohibition of new point-
source discharges associated with 
new development 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(2.4) Implement CCMP and 
SWIM policy recommendations 

- Implementation of actions 
consistent with the IRL CCMP and 
SWIM program 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect updates 
to CCMP 

(2.5) By 2000, Establish Water 
Quality Level of Service 
Standards 

- Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) established by DEP 
used for WQLOS 

Yes Yes  Revise time horizon 

(2.6) Reduce freshwater inflow 
and improve water quality in IRL 
through implementation of LDRs, 
including requirement of littoral 
zones 

 

- Establishment of stormwater 
division of Public Works 

- Implementation of stormwater 
management LDRs   

 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect change 
in littoral zone 
requirements 

(2.7) Require marinas to be 
designed to minimize impacts to 
SAV and marine resources 

- County adoption of MPP, 
including marina siting criteria to 
minimize impacts to SAV 

Yes 

 

Yes Maintain 

(2.8) Enforce dredge and fill 
permit regulations 

-Requirement of jurisdictional 
permits and county wetland 
resource permits 

Yes Yes Maintain 
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(2.9) Prohibit waster  discharge 
from vessels, when such activity 
is under county jurisdiction 

-Sheriff’s marine patrol 
enforcement against illegal 
discharge 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(2.10) Implement Objective 2 of 
the Conservation Element and 
Objective 7 of the Stormwater 
Management Element to improve 
water quality 

- Implementation of policies in 
Conservation and Stormwater Mgt 
Elements (cross-reference) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

   
Policies 2.1 and 2.2 adopt state designations of water classifications for various areas of the 
Indian River Lagoon.  These policies should be revised to reflect the fact that the designations 
have changed since the last major comprehensive plan update. 
 
The following policies were successfully implemented, are ongoing in nature and should be 
maintained to serve the objective of no significant reduction in water quality in the Indian River 
Lagoon and St. Sebastian River: 2.3, 2.7, 2.8, 2.9 and 2.10. 
 
Policy 2.4 indicates that the County shall implement recommendations contained in the IRLNEP’s 
Comprehensive Conservation and Management (CCMP) and the SJRWMD’s Surface Water 
Improvement and Management (SWIM) Plan to reduce non-point source pollution entering the 
Indian River Lagoon. This policy should be revised to reference changes contained in a 2008 update 
to the CCMP. 
 
According to Policy 2.5, the County, by 2000, was to establish Water Quality Level of Service 
(WQLOS) standards for drainage basins within the county, which the County did. Policy 2.5 should 
be revised to reflect a new timeframe (by 2010) and should be reworded to indicate that the County 
will meet Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) established by SJRWMD and EPA for drainage 
basins in the county. 
 
Recently, the County revised its littoral zone requirements to apply to waterbodies on new 
development project sites exceeding 10 acres, irrespective of SJRWMD littoral zone 
requirements. Policy 2.6 should be revised to reflect the recent changes in County littoral zone 
requirements. 
 
New Policies: To ensure that Objective 2 is achieved, two new policies should be adopted. First, 
a new policy should be added to indicate that the County should monitor water quality in the 
Indian River Lagoon and St. Sebastian River to determine the success or failure of water quality 
improvement projects, including the St. Sebastian River muck removal project, the Sebastian 
Stormwater Park, the Main Relief Canal Pollution Control Facility, and the Spoonbill Marsh 
project. This information should be used to assess the need, design, and location of future water 
quality improvement projects.  
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Secondly, the County should adopt a new policy supporting federal and state funding for 
implementation of the Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new 
policies, Objective 2 will continue to be achieved.  
 
Objective 3: Boat Facility and Boat Ramp Siting and Construction 
 
“Through 2010, there shall be no increased impact to manatee habitat, or the natural resources of 
the Indian River Lagoon, including seagrass beds, water quality, estuarine wetlands, and mangrove 
fringe, attributed to the development or expansion of boat facilities or boat ramps in Indian River 
County.” 
 
Measure: No increase in habitat impacts due to boat ramps or boat facilities through 2010. 
 
Although Objective 3’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since County adoption of the Manatee Protection and Boating Safety 
Comprehensive Management Plan (MPP) in 2000, all new or expanded multi-slip dock facilities and 
boat ramps in the county have been subject to compliance with criteria set forth in the MPP. Those 
criteria apply to such dock facilities and boat ramps in municipalities as well as in the 
unincorporated county, as required by the State. By applying the MPP criteria, which have since 
been adopted as policies in the Coastal Management Element, the County has taken steps to ensure 
that new or expanded dock facilities and boat ramps will not adversely impact manatee habitat or 
natural resources in the Indian River Lagoon. Objective 3 is appropriate and should be maintained, 
but with a new time horizon (through 2030). 
 
Assessment of Policies 
   

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(3.1) Require that new boat 
facilities and ramps be 
consistent with the MPP 
policies 

- County and FWC review of multi-slip 
dock facilities and boat ramps for 
consistency with the IRC MPP 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.2) Require that boat - Implementation of MPP marina siting Yes Yes Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

facilities meet specified 
marina siting zone criteria 

zone criteria to proposed multi-slip dock 
facilities 

(3.3) Require that boat ramp 
facilities meet specified 
criteria 

-Review of new or expanded boat ramps 
for consistency with specified criteria 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.4) Allow private 
residential marinas only in 
certain zoning districts, 
subject to administrative 
approval 

- Requirement of AA for  private 
residential marinas allowed in residential 
zoning districts (only) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.5) Allow public / private 
residential marinas only in 
certain zoning districts 

-  Requirement of special exception 
approval for public/private residential 
marinas in residential districts 
 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.6) Allow recreational 
marinas only in certain 
zoning districts 

-  Requirement of special exception 
approval for recreational marinas in 
certain commercial zoning districts 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.7) Allow commercial 
marinas only in certain 
commercial and industrial 
zoning districts 

- Requirement of administrative approval 
for commercial marinas in heavy 
commercial and industrial districts 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.8) Require mitigation for 
boat facility impacts to 
resources; fee-in-lieu not an 
option 

-Requirement of mitigation of impacts 
associated with new or expanded boat 
facilities 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.9) Require county 
coordination with 
municipalities regarding 
MPP requirements 

- Coordination with municipalities in 
adopting MPP 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect 
coordination with 
municipalities on five-
year updates to MPP 

(3.10) Allow reconstruction 
of nonconforming marinas if 
destroyed by natural disaster 

-Allowance of reconstruction of dock 
facilities destroyed by natural disaster in 
pre-existing footprint 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.11) Restrict covered slips 
and platforms in 10% SAV 
areas 

- Restrictions on covered boat slips in 
areas of SAV (LDR Chapter 932) 

Yes Yes Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(3.12) Prohibit floating 
docks and designs that 
entrap manatees 

- Requirement that dock designs do not 
have potential to entrap manatees  

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.13) By 2005, map 
resource constraints to boat 
facilities siting on IRL 

- Individual maps in MPP of manatee 
abundance, manatee mortality, seagrass 
density and marina siting zones. 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect new 
timeframe for 
establishment of GIS 
multi-layer maps 

(3.14) Require 1:100 power 
boat slip to shoreline ratio 
requirement in certain zones 

- 1:100 boat slip –to linear feet shoreline 
ratio established for certain marina siting 
zones 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(3.15) Encourage upgrading 
of existing marinas in certain 
zones by not applying 1:100 
ratio 

- 1:100 boat slip- to linear shoreline ratio 
not applied in certain marina siting zones 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
With the exception of Policies 3.9 and 3.13, the policies of this objective are appropriate, are 
ongoing in nature and should be maintained, without need for revisions. 
 
Policy 3.9 calls for County coordination with coastal municipalities in adopting the MPP. That 
occurred. This policy should be revised to indicate that County coordination with such 
municipalities should again occur whenever the MPP undergoes its five-year evaluation and update, 
the next of which is slated for 2009. 
 
As structured, the MPP contains several general maps depicting manatee abundance areas, manatee 
mortality areas and seagrass areas of the lagoon in the county. The MPP also contains a map of nine 
marina siting zones within the Indian River Lagoon and St. Sebastian River. Going forward, the 
County should coordinate with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) 
Bureau of Protected Species to create GIS map layers of these various areas. This will enable the 
County to create marina siting resource constraint maps. Policy 3.13 should be revised to reflect a 
new target date (by 2010) for the County to establish such GIS map layers. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 3 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
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Objective 4: Beaches and Dunes 
 
“By 1998, all natural functions of the beach and dune system in Indian River County shall be 
protected and no unmitigated human-related disturbance of the primary dune system shall occur.” 
 
Measure: Protection of natural functions of the beach and dune system in the county. 
 
Objective 4 was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: In 1998, the county adopted a Beach Preservation Plan (BPP). In 
implementing the BPP, the County has completed two large-scale beach restoration projects in 
areas of critical beach erosion. The County has also undertaken other actions to protect the 
county’s beach and dune system, including adoption of a sea turtle habitat conservation plan 
(HCP) and implementation of land development regulations that require mitigation or restoration 
of dune disturbances caused by human activities. Objective 4 is appropriate and should be 
maintained, but with a new time horizon (through 2030). 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

        POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(4.1) Prohibit construction oceanward 
of the DSSL (based on 1981 CCCL) 

- County Policy (LDR Chapter 
932) 

Yes Yes Revise to indicate 
evaluation to move 
DSSL westward 

(4.2) Protect beach and dune systems; 
review beach and dune projects 
within the city limits of Vero Beach 

- review  proposed beach and 
dune projects in the County and 
City of Vero beach for 
compliance with  county 
regulations, and provide 
comments to state and federal 
jurisdictional agencies  

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.3) Pursue funding for shoreline 
stabilization projects  

- Obtainment of state and federal 
funding for beach renourishment  
projects 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.4) Require dune crossover 
structures for oceanfront properties  

 - Dune crossovers required (LDR 
Chapter 932) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.5) By 2000, develop dune 
crossover construction and 

- Establishment of dune crossover 
maintenance plan 

Yes Yes Delete (implemented) 



                                   EAR Coastal Management Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                            47   
 

        POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

maintenance plan through County 
parks Division 

(4.6) Adopt specific criteria for 
shoreline stabilization as outlined in 
Policy 10.5 of the Conservation 
Element (cross-reference) 

- Specific criteria of Conservation 
Element Policy 10.5 adopted in 
LDR Chapter 932, relating to 
shoreline stabilization  

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.7) Prohibit motorized vehicles on 
beaches, except for emergency 
vehicles, government, research and 
authorized construction vehicles 

 - Prohibition of vehicles on 
beaches except under certain 
circumstances (LDR Chapter 932) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.8) Impose fines for beach and dune 
violations 

- Code enforcement actions 
against illegal dune alteration 
activities 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.9) Attend meetings and evaluate 
technical studies prepared by the 
Sebastian Inlet Tax District 

- Participation in Sebastian Inlet 
Tax District meetings 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(4.10) By 1999, complete three- year 
monitoring report for PEP reef ; 
determine need for supplemental 
beach renourishment 

- Three- year monitoring report of 
PEP reef 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect 
continued monitoring 

(4.11) By 1999, study alternatives to 
funding shoreline stabilization, 
including establishment of a Beach 
Taxing District 

- Evaluation of establishing Beach 
Taxing District to fund shoreline 
stabilization 

Yes Yes Revise timeframe 

 
As reflected in Policy 4.1, the County has adopted the 1981 State Coastal Construction Control 
Line (CCCL) as a Dune Stabilization Setback Line (DSSL). The DSSL is the County’s “line of 
prohibition,” serving as the easternmost building setback line from the ocean, with the exception 
of beach access dune crossovers and other minor structures that are allowed east of the line. Due 
to a potential increase in coastal erosion from climate change, sea level rise and other factors, 
this policy should be revised to indicate that the County, by 2012, will evaluate the location of 
the DSSL and consider relocating the DSSL westward. 
 
Policies 4.2, 4.3, 4.4, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8 and 4.9 are appropriate, continue to serve the objective, and 
should be maintained. 
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Currently, County Parks Division staff maintains dune crossover structures at county-owned 
parks. When crossover structures become storm-damaged or are otherwise in disrepair, repairs 
are scheduled through that Division. As such, a dune crossover maintenance procedure has been 
established. Therefore, Policy 4.5 should be deleted. 
 
In 1996, a Prefabricated Erosion Prevention reef (PEP reef) was constructed just offshore of the 
terminus of S.R. 60, in the City of Vero Beach. Profile surveys since the construction of the PEP 
reef indicate that the shoreline has stabilized in the area of the PEP reef since its construction. 
Consequently, Policy 4.10 should be revised to reflect ongoing monitoring of the PEP reef to 
evaluate the effects of the reef on shoreline stabilization. 
 
Policy 4.11 calls for the County, by 1999, to study alternatives to fund shoreline stabilization, 
including establishment of a beach taxing district. This policy should be revised to indicate a new 
timeframe (by 2012). 
 
New Policies: The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), in partnership with 
the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), are developing a Florida-wide Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP) for coastal beaches.  The purpose of the HCP is to establish uniformity in 
how the State addresses post-disaster recovery for construction east of the Coastal Construction 
Control Line, as it affects state (and federal) listed species. Because the Florida-wide HCP for 
coastal beaches could benefit the County, the County should adopt a policy to assist the FWC in 
development of the statewide coastal beaches HCP by sharing local data on sea turtle nesting, 
erosion events, potential coastal mitigation sites, and other coastal data as may be requested by the 
FWC and DEP. 
 
To alleviate potential adverse health and environmental impacts associated with beach erosion 
damage to on-site disposal systems (OSDS), the county should adopt a new policy requiring that 
new oceanfront development hook up to public sewer, where public sewer is available. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new 
policies, Objective 4 will continue to be achieved.  
 
Objective 5: Limiting Public Expenditures in the Coastal High Hazard Area 
 
“Through 2004, there will be no expansion of infrastructure within the Coastal High Hazard Area 
(CHHA) other than that which is deemed necessary to maintain existing levels-of-service.”  
 
Measure:  Expansion of infrastructure (or lack thereof) within the Coastal High Hazard Area 
(CHHA). 
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Objective 5 was achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since the last major update to the comprehensive plan, the County has 
limited expenditures on infrastructure in the CHHA to maintaining beachfront parks and beach 
accesses. Also, the County, through its Environmental Lands Program, purchased lands for 
conservation in the CHHA, lowering the potential need for infrastructure to serve private 
development that otherwise would have occurred on lands bought for public conservation. This 
objective is appropriate and should be maintained, but with a new time horizon (through 2030). 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(5.1) Adopt Coastal High Hazard 
Area based on 1994 TCRPC 
Hurricane Evacuation Study 

- CHHA adopted Yes Yes Revise to reflect new 
CHHA to be depicted 
on FLU map, based on 
Category 1 storm surge 
SLOSH map (per state 
requirement) 

(5.2) The County shall not 
subsidize public facilities within the 
CHHA, except to maintain existing 
level of service within CHHA 

- Public facilities not subsidized 
in CHHA 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(5.3) Assessment of  county 
facilities in the CHHA damaged by 
storm events 

 - County assessment of  facilities 
in CHHA after storm events (e.g., 
2004 hurricanes) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(5.4) Maintain FEMA CRS of “7”; 
enforce LDR Chapter 930; evaluate 
structures for compliance with 
FEMA’s 50% rule 

- Maintenance of  NFIP/CRS 
rating of Class 7 (or better) 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect current 
CRS rating of 6 

 
In 2006, the state legislature modified the definition of the CHHA to be the area below the storm 
surge line of a Category 1 hurricane, as established by a Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from 
Hurricanes (SLOSH) computer model. For that reason, Policy 5.1 needs to be revised to reflect 
the new definition of the CHHA and to reflect that the CHHA shall be depicted on the County’s 
Future Land Use Map. 
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Policies 5.2 and 5.3 are appropriate, ongoing in nature and should be maintained, without need for 
revisions. 
 
Indian River County participates in the Community Rating System (CRS) of the National Flood 
Insurance Protection (NFIP) program. By undertaking floodplain management activities beyond 
the minimum requirements of the NFIP, the County recently achieved a CRS rating of 6, which 
results in a 20% discount to all flood insurance premiums in the unincorporated county. Policy 
5.4 should be revised to reflect the County maintaining a “6” CRS rating. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 5 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
Objective 6:  Reduction of Hurricane Evacuation Times to Reduce Public Risk 
 
"Through 2020, Indian River County will maintain an estimated evacuation time of 12 hours or 
less for a Category 3 hurricane.”   
 
Measure: Maintenance of an estimated evacuation time for a Category 3 hurricane at 12 hours or 
less. 
 
Although Objective 6’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Between 1995 and 2007, the county’s population grew by approximately 
39,382 residents to 139,757.  Although the population of the county increased during this period, the 
evacuation time estimate for a Category 3-5 hurricane has not substantially changed.  The estimated 
evacuation time for the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone remains at less than 12 hours, 4 hours less than 
the state’s maximum requirement of 16 hours.  Recent and ongoing improvements to State Road 60 
and U.S. Highway 1 will help the County continue to achieve its current objective of maintaining an 
evacuation time of 12 hours or less. Objective 6 is appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE TO 
MEETING THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 
BE MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(6.1) Designate Hurricane 
Vulnerability Zone (HVZ) 

- HVZ designated as area 
described by the TCRPC as the 
area subject to inundation from a 
Category 3 or greater hurricane  

Yes Yes Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE TO 
MEETING THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 
BE MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(6.2) By 1998, conduct a 
survey of existing 
hurricane shelters; solicit 
funding to reduce “safe” 
shelter capacity deficit  

- Evaluation of hurricane shelters, 
solicited funding for upgrades 

Yes Yes Revise to set new 
timeframe 

(6.3) By 1999, assess 
vulnerability of public 
infrastructure in CHHA 

- Review of all proposed 
development within the CHHA in 
coordination with Emergency 
Services Department through 
Technical Review Committee 

Yes Yes Revise as ongoing policy 

(6.4) Coordinate 
emergency evacuation 
procedures with TCRPC, 
Brevard County, and St. 
Lucie county   

 - Coordination with TCRPC and 
adjacent counties concerning 
evacuation routes 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(6.5) Adopt CME 
Objective 11 and FLUE 
Objective 17 :  no increase 
in land use density  in 
CHHA 

- Prohibition of land use density 
increase in the CHHA 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(6.6) Coordinate with 
Florida East Coast 
Railroad to ensure train 
movements are stopped 
during hurricane 
evacuations 

- Coordination with FECRR 
during hurricane evacuations 
 
 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(6.7) Prohibit location of 
Adult Congregate Living 
Facilities (ACLFs) and 
facilities serving special 
needs populations in the 
CHHA 

- Prohibition of new ACLFs and 
similar uses in the CHHA 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
The following policies were successfully implemented, are ongoing in nature and should be 
maintained to serve the objective of maintaining an estimated evacuation time of 12 hours or less 
for a Category 3 hurricane:  6.1, 6.4, 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7. 
 
Policy 6.2 calls for the County, by 1998, to conduct a survey of public buildings appropriately 
designed and located to serve as hurricane evacuation shelters, and for the County to solicit state 
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funds to retrofit existing primary shelter facilities, as needed. The County’s 2007 Comprehensive 
Emergency Management Plan (CEMP) identifies 12 primary shelters located outside of 
designated storm surge areas, some of which have been retrofitted in recent years in the 
aftermath of the 2004 hurricanes. Policy 6.2 should be revised to be an ongoing policy for the 
County to evaluate designated shelters and seek state funding for retrofitting primary shelter 
facilities to increase hurricane-proofing of such shelters as warranted. 
 
Through the County’s inter-departmental development review process, the County has established a 
procedure to assess the vulnerability of public infrastructure, private residences and businesses 
within the CHHA, and to ensure that all new developments within the CHHA incorporate hazard 
mitigation techniques, such as dedication of emergency accesses, as required by the Department of 
Emergency Services. In that respect, Policy 6.3 should be revised to be an ongoing policy. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 6 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
 
Objective 7:  Post-Disaster Recovery and Redevelopment 
 
“Consistent with the requirements of Chapter 163, F. S. and DCA Rule 9J-5, F. A. C., the County 
shall have a Local Mitigation Strategy (LMS), as an annex to the Indian River County 
Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP). The LMS shall list and prioritize disaster 
mitigation projects.” 
 
Measure: Implementation of a Local Mitigation Strategy as an annex to the Comprehensive 
Emergency Management Plan. 
 
Objective 7 was achieved.   
 
Evaluation of Objective: In 1999, the county adopted its first LMS. That document was 
subsequently updated in 2005. Since adoption of the LMS, the county has undertaken the actions 
identified within the strategy. Those actions include acquiring and preserving environmentally 
sensitive land in flood and storm surge prone areas, regulating the removal of vegetation in flood 
and surge prone areas, and constructing a new county Emergency Operations Center. Objective 7 
is appropriate and should be maintained. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
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      POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(7.1) Perform initial damage 
assessment immediately following a 
natural disaster; declare local 
emergency; request assistance from 
FDEM 

 - Post-disaster recovery 
procedures adopted in CEMP 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(7.2) Maintain Local Mitigation 
Strategy 

- LMS strategy adopted as annex 
to CEMP, updated in 2005 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(7.3) Following a natural disaster, 
structures located east of the DSSL 
sustaining more than 50% damage 
must relocate west of historic 
location  

- Required relocation of 
nonconforming structures east of 
DSSL if more than 50% damaged 
based on market value 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(7.4) Structures predating 1989 
FEMA maps in flood hazard areas 
sustaining substantial damage must 
be replaced at an elevation 6 inches 
above base flood elevation  

- Requirement of 6 inch freeboard 
above base flood elevation for 
reconstruction of substantially 
damaged structures 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(7.5) Substantial improvements to 
pre-FIRM structures located within 
a flood hazard area must be located 
6 inches above base flood elevation 

- Requirement of 6 inch freeboard 
above base flood elevation for 
substantially improved structures  

Yes Yes Maintain 

(7.6) The county shall continue to 
regulate and manage natural 
resources within the coastal zone. 

- Implementation of LDR Chapter 
932; prohibition of increased land 
use density in CHHA 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
All six of the policies serving this objective are appropriate, are ongoing in nature and should be 
maintained. 
 
New Policies: Currently, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is undertaking a 
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) modernization project in the county. This modernization 
project entails assessment of current available flood studies and use of up-to-date high resolution 
aerials to revise the County’s FIRMs to be more accurate and useable in depicting flood zones. 
The County should adopt a new policy to assist FEMA by making local drainage studies 
available to FEMA and by conducting public information workshops to advise development 
professionals, as well as the general public, of the floodplain map modernization project. 
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As a result of two hurricanes in 2004, a number of damaged boats (“derelict vessels”) were 
abandoned in the Indian River Lagoon, causing navigational hazards. Although the County 
succeeded in obtaining funds from the Florida Inland Navigation District (FIND) and the Florida 
Boating Improvement Fund to remove the derelict vessels, the County does not currently have 
formal procedures to address marine debris removal resulting from severe storm events. 
Establishment of such procedures would help the County streamline the process of obtaining 
state and federal permits to removal derelict vessels and other marine debris from the Lagoon, as 
well as increase the County’s opportunity to obtain funds from the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) for marine debris removal resulting from declared natural 
disasters. For these reasons, the County should adopt a new policy to establish formal procedures 
in its LMS to address the removal of marine debris resulting from natural disasters. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and the addition of the referenced new 
policies, Objective 7 will continue to be achieved.  
 
Objective 8:  Public Access 
 
"By 2010, the number of public access points to natural resources within the coastal zone of 
Indian River County, including beaches, the St. Sebastian River, and the shoreline of the Indian 
River Lagoon, will be increased by a minimum of five public access points.” 
  
Measure: Number of new access points to natural resources in the coastal zone. 
 
Although Objective 8’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: As a result of public acquisition of conservation lands and public access 
improvements on conservation lands, the number of public access points to natural resources in the 
coastal zone has increased by at least five over the past decade. Acquired and improved public 
access points include Sebastian Canoe Launch Park; Captain Forster Hammock Preserve; the 
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge; Round Island South Conservation Area; North Sebastian 
Conservation Area; Prange Island and the St. Sebastian River Preserve State Park. Other riverfront 
conservation lands acquired with planned public access improvements include the Russell Grove 
River Buffer Conservation Area; the Lost Tree Islands; the Archie Smith Fish House and Jones’s 
Pier.  Objective 8 is appropriate and should be maintained, but with a new time horizon of 2012. 
 
Assessment of Policies   
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(8.1) Participate in CARL 
“Blueway” project 

- Acquisition of coastal wetlands 
for conservation within the IRL 
Blueway 

Yes Yes Revise to indicate 
revised program name 
(Florida Forever ARC 
program) 

(8.2) Accept donations of shoreline 
lands 

- Acceptance of donate coastal 
lands (“Green Salt Marsh”) 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(8.3) Explore feasibility of 
improving boat access in south 
county 

-  Replacement of Oslo boat ramp 
(permitting in progress) 

Yes Yes Revise to indicate 
funding to be sought to 
construct boat ramp at 
Gifford Dock Road  

(8.4) Prohibit the net loss of public 
access and facilities 

-Provision of public access 
facilities to natural waterbodies; 
acquisition of waterfront 
conservation lands with planned 
water access facilities 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(8.5) Complete improvements to 
Round Island Park by 1999 

- Improvements to Round Island 
Beach Park 

Yes Yes Delete (completed) 

(8.6) Complete management plan 
for Cairns tract by 1999 

- Management plan completed, 
site access improvements 
constructed (Captain Forster 
Hammock Preserve) 

Yes Yes Revise to set timeframe 
for ocean access / dune 
crossover improvement 
with limited parking 
east of SR A1A 

(8.7) Provide public access to the 
Pelican Island NWR by 2000 

- Parking, restrooms, kiosks, trails 
and viewing platform constructed 
at PINWR in partnership with 
FWS 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect  
ongoing maintenance 
assistance of public 
access facilities 

(8.8) Provide passive recreation on 
acquired conservation lands (cross-
reference Conservation Objective 
12 policies) 

- Construction of public access 
improvements conservation lands 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
Policies 8.2, 8.4 and 8.8 serve the objective, are ongoing in nature and are being implemented. 
These policies should be maintained.  Policy 8.1, which calls for the County to participate in the 
Indian River Lagoon Blueway project, should be maintained, but revised to reflect the current name 
of the state acquisition program (i.e., the Florida Forever Acquisition and Restoration Council 
(ARC) program). 
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In an effort to improve boat access from the south mainland, the County recently applied for permits 
to replace the Oslo boat ramp. In the south-central portion of the county, where Gifford Dock Road 
(a.k.a., 45th Street) terminates at the Indian River Lagoon, the County has an opportunity to 
construct a new boat ramp access to the lagoon. For these reasons, Policy 8.3 should be revised with 
a new timeframe for the County to seek funding (e.g., from the Florida Inland Navigation District 
Waterway Assistance Program) to construct a boat ramp at Gifford Dock Road. 
 
 
Since the last major update to the comprehensive plan, the County has completed access 
improvements to Round Island Beach Park  Consequently, Policy 8.5, which calls for completion of 
those improvements, was achieved and should be deleted. 
 
 
In 1999, the County adopted a management plan for the Cairns Tract, now known as the Captain 
Forster Hammock Preserve (CFHP). As such, Policy 8.6 was achieved. While public access 
improvements have since been constructed on the Jungle Trail-front portion of the CFHP, they have 
not been constructed on the oceanfront portion. Therefore, Policy 8.6 should be revised to indicate a 
new timeframe for the County to construct limited beach access facilities on the CFHP oceanfront, 
consistent with the CFHP management plan. 
 
 
Leading up to the 2003 centennial celebration of the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge 
(PINWR), the County assisted the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) with funding, design, and 
construction of public access improvements at the Refuge. In that respect, Policy 8.7 was achieved. 
This policy should be revised to indicate that the County will provide ongoing assistance to the FWS 
by emptying trash receptacles and maintaining restrooms at the PINWR. 
 
 
New Policy: In 2007, the County acquired the Archie Smith Fish House under the County’s 
environmental lands program, with plans to restore the fish house as a visitor center and 
“demonstration” working waterfront. The County should adopt a new policy to seek grant 
funding to restore the Archie Smith Fish House as a demonstration working waterfront.  
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of the existing policies and addition of the referenced new policy, 
Objective 8 will continue to be achieved. 
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Objective 9:  Historic Resources 
 
"Through 2020, there will be no significant impact to roads, sites or structures deemed 
historically or archaeologically significant in Indian River County." 
 
Measure: Protection of designated historic roads, structures, and archaeological sites from 
significant adverse impacts. 
 
Although Objective 9’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: Since 1992, county staff has required archaeological surveys of proposed 
development projects within areas with high probability of having archaeological resources.  In such 
cases when an archaeological resource is documented at a proposed development site, the developer 
is required to protect the archaeological site under a conservation easement in conjunction with site 
development. If substantial protection of the archaeological resource by easement in conjunction 
with development is not feasible given site characteristics, a developer is required to mitigate 
impacts by conducting a full “dig” investigation and documentation of the resource prior to 
development.  
 
Overall, any proposed development sites with potential impacts to historic or archaeological 
resources, including developments along designated scenic and historic roads, are subject to review 
and recommendations by the County Historic Resources Advisory Committee (HRAC). Objective 9 
is appropriate, has been achieved to date, and should be maintained. 
 

Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(9.1) Continue to use incentives 
such as TDRs, tax relief, mitigation 
and public acquisition to protect 
and preserve historic and 
archaeological resources (cross-
reference FLU policy 8.2) 

- requirement of archaeological 
surveys and protection of 
resources on development project 
sites 

- Acquisition of conservation 
lands with historic  structures and 
archaeological resources 

- LDR Chapter 933 provisions for 
tax relief and TDRs 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(9.2) Pursue funding to preserve - FCT funds obtained to acquire Yes Yes Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

historic sites conservation lands with historic 
structures; historic preservation 
grants sought for restoration  

(9.3) Provide incentives to preserve 
historic resources – TDRs, tax 
incentives, etc. 

- LDR Chapter 933 provisions for 
tax relief and TDRs to preserve 
historic resources on development 
sites 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(9.4) Requirement of  
archaeological surveys of new 
development sites 

- Archaeological surveys required 
for proposed development in 
areas of high probability to have 
resources 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(9.5) Implement Objective 8 of the 
Future Land Use Element (cross 
reference) 

- Historic Resources Advisory 
Committee (HRAC) input on 
historic resource protection issues 

- Requirement of archaeological 
resource surveys of development 
sites 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(9.6) Develop management plans 
for historic / scenic roads (cross-
reference Recreation and  Open 
Space Element policies) 

- General criteria set forth in LDR 
Chapter 933 

Yes Yes Revise timeframe, 
correct Recreation  & 
Open Space Element 
policies cross-reference 

 
 
The policies serving Objective 9, with the exception of Policy 9.6, are appropriate, are ongoing in 
nature and should be maintained without revisions. 
 
Policy 9.6, which calls for County development of management plans for each of the five roads in 
the county designated and scenic and historic, should be revised with a new timeframe (by 2012). 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 9 will continue to be achieved. No new 
policies are necessary. 
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Objective 10:  Infrastructure in the Coastal Zone 
 
"Through 2020, the level of service (LOS) for traffic circulation, recreational facilities, 
stormwater management, and potable water and sewer service in the coastal zone of Indian River 
County will be consistent with the LOS standards set forth in the concurrency section of the 
Capital Improvements Element." 
 
Measure: Consistency of Levels of Service (LOS) in the coastal zone with concurrency 
requirements. 
   
Although Objective 10’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: All development orders issued by the county must comply with a 
concurrency management plan and meet level-of-service standards described in the Capital 
Improvements Element of the comprehensive plan. Development orders are county approvals for 
construction and/or land development activity, including comprehensive plan amendments, 
rezonings, site plan approvals, preliminary plat approvals, and building permit approvals for 
single-family homes located in subdivisions which were approved after the original adoption 
date (February 13, 1990) of the county’s comprehensive plan. 
 
Concurrency requires that each facility within the geographic scope of a proposed project’s 
impact area have sufficient capacity to accommodate the project's demand. If that capacity is not 
available, the project cannot be approved. As a matter of procedure, the County reviews all 
development orders for consistency with concurrency requirements, including development 
orders relating to land in the coastal zone. This objective has been achieved to date, is 
appropriate, and should be maintained, but with a revised time horizon of 2030. 
 
Assessment of Policies 

        POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(10.1) By 2003, decommission 
remaining wastewater treatment 
plants in Hurricane Vulnerability 
Zone (HVZ) 

- Package plant in HVZ 
decommissioned (i.e., Sea Oaks 
package plant) 

Yes Yes Delete (completed) 

(10.2) Evaluate damaged 
infrastructure in CHHA; include 

- Procedures set forth in the LMS 
to assess vulnerability of 

Yes Yes Maintain 
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        POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

recommendations in the LMS  infrastructure in CHHA  

(10.3) Coordinate with state and 
federal agencies regarding beach 
stabilization projects 

- state and federal funding sought 
for beach stabilization projects 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(10.4) Permit utilization of local 
funds for shoreline stabilization and 
beach renourishment projects 

- Ongoing County policy Yes Yes Maintain 

(10.5) Prohibit septic tanks east of 
the DSSL 

- Ongoing County policy (LDR 
Section 932.06) 

Yes Yes Maintain  

(10.6) Maintain standards, phasing, 
and funding of infrastructure in 
coastal zone consistent with the 
Infrastructure Elements  

- Ongoing policies reflected in the 
Transportation, Sanitary Sewer, 
Potable Water and Stormwater 
Sub-Elements 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
Policy 10.1 provides that, by 2003, the County shall decommission all remaining wastewater 
treatment package plants in the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone (HVZ). A number of years ago, the 
one remaining treatment plant in the HVZ, at Sea Oaks Development on the barrier island, was 
decommissioned. Consequently, Policy 10.1 was implemented and should be deleted. The other 
policies serving this objective are appropriate, are ongoing in nature, and should be maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 10 will continue to be achieved. No 
new policies are necessary. 
 
Objective 11: Limit Densities in the Coastal High-Hazard Area 
 
“Through 2020, there will be no increase in the density of land use within the Coastal High 
Hazard Area.” 
 
Measure: Land use density in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 
 
Although Objective 11’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
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Evaluation of Objective: As described in the Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) of the Future 
Land Use Element, the gross residential density of the unincorporated portions of the barrier island 
is 1.8 dwelling units per acre, less than the maximum allowed by the comprehensive plan. No 
increase in density was approved in the CHHA between 1995 and 2008. As such, Objective 11 was 
achieved. This objective is appropriate and should be maintained, but with a new time horizon of 
2030. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(11.1) Environmental Lands 
Program acquisitions to include 
lands in the Hurricane Vulnerability 
Zone (HVZ) 

- Acquisition of conservation 
lands in the HVZ under the 
Environmental Lands Program 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(11.2) Limit infrastructure in the 
CHHA so as not to increase land 
use intensity in the CHHA 

- Infrastructure improvements in 
the CHHA limited so as not to 
increase development density 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(11.3) Limit public and private 
development in the CHHA utilizing 
all applicable state, federal and 
local regulations and policies 

- Implementation of policies and 
regulations that limit development 
in the CHHA 

Yes Yes Maintain 

 
The three policies serving this objective were successfully implemented, are ongoing in nature 
and should be maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 11 will continue to be achieved. No 
new policies are necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
Objective 12: Boating Safety and Law Enforcement 
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“Through 2010, the annual accident rate in Indian River County will be at or below the 1995 
baseline rate of 131 accidents per 100,000 registered boaters. Furthermore, there will be no 
incidence of watercraft-related human fatalities.” 
 
Measure: Annual watercraft-related accident rates. 
 
Although Objective 12’s target date is in the future, the objective has been achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: A boating accidents statistical report by the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC) indicates that, in 2007, there were eight reportable boating 
accidents in the county, compared to 11,740 registered vessels in the county. That rate is 
approximately 52% lower than the baseline rate of 131 accidents per 100,000 registered boaters. The 
FWC report also indicates that there were no watercraft-related human fatalities in the county in 
2007. Objective 12 is appropriate and should be maintained, but with a new time horizon through 
2015. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(12.1) By the end of 2005, request 
manatee protection speed zone 
modifications 

- Request for speed zone 
modifications 

Yes Yes Revise to indicate speed 
zone modifications as 
part of MPP 2009 
update 

(12.2) By the end of 2005, establish 
a citizens’ marine patrol 

- Vero Beach Coast Guard 
Auxiliary provides boating safety 
education and patrol operations 

Yes Yes Revise to reflect 
ongoing Coast Guard 
Auxiliary patrol 
operations  

 
Policy 12.1 provides that, by the end of 2005, the County shall request the State to approve certain 
amendments to manatee protection speed zones in the county, at Gifford Cut, Wabasso Causeway, 
under the three bridges in the county, and north of Merrill Barber Bridge. In 2005, FWC staff were 
contacted and requested to amend the speed zones, but the FWC advised that such amendments 
should be tied to the five–year evaluation and assessment of the County’s Manatee Protection Plan 
(MPP) that is due in 2009. Accordingly, Policy 12.1 should be revised with a new timeframe of 
2010. 
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Currently, the Vero Beach Power Squadron and the Vero Beach Coast Guard Auxiliary provide 
boating safety education. The Coast Guard Auxiliary also provides volunteer patrol operations in the 
county. Policy 12.2, which calls for the County to establish a citizens’ marine patrol, should be 
revised to indicate that the County will support the Power Squadron’s and Coast Guard Auxiliary’s 
educational and voluntary marine patrol operations by providing in-kind services, such as locations 
for meetings and assistance in applying for grant funding for program operations. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 12 will continue to be achieved. No 
new policies are necessary. 
 
Objective 13:  Education / Public Awareness 
 
"By 2005, informational kiosks displaying manatee protection practices, safe boating practices, 
and the designated speed zones of the inland waters of the county will be installed at all public 
boat ramps in Indian River County." 
 
Measure: Manatee protection and boating safety information posted at all public boat ramps. 
 
Objective 13 was not achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective:  since the last major update to the comprehensive plan, an 
informational kiosk with manatee protection and boating safety information was installed at the 
Wabasso Causeway Park, in association with restroom and boat ramp improvements at the park. 
In September 2004, however, hurricanes damaged the kiosk, and the kiosk has not been replaced. 
Although there are informational displays on “No Name Island” at Round Island Park (riverside) 
with information about wildlife in the area, there is no kiosk at the location of the Round Island 
boat ramp with manatee protection, boating safety and speed zone information. Similarly, there 
is currently no informational kiosk at the Oslo boat ramp. Although this objective was not 
achieved, it is appropriate and should be maintained, but with a revised timeframe of 2010. 
 
Assessment of Policies 

       POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 
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       POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(13.1) By 2005, construct 
informational displays at public 
boat ramps 

- Information displays constructed 
at Wabasso Causeway and Round 
Island Riverside Park 

Yes Yes Revise timeframe to 
construct new or 
replacement displays at 
all boat ramps 

(13.2) Distribute manatee 
awareness and boating safety 
materials to local boaters 

- Distribution of manatee 
awareness information at 
appropriate locations 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(13.3) By 2005, initiate a 
monofilament line recycling 
program with receptacles at public 
fishing locations 

- Monofilament line recycling 
receptacles at certain locations 

Yes Yes Revise timeframe 

(13.4) Require posting of manatee 
awareness signs at boat facilities 

- Requirement that existing and 
new boat facilities post manatee 
awareness signs 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(13.5) By 2005, require rental 
vessels to display stickers or cards 
with boating safety and manatee 
protection information 

-Require rental vessels to display 
stickers or cards with boating 
safety and manatee protection 
information 

Yes Yes Revise timeframe 

 
Policies 13.1, 13.3 and 13.5 are appropriate and should be maintained, but with new timeframes (by 
2010). The other two policies, 13.2 and 13.4, serve the objective, are ongoing in nature and should 
be maintained, without need for revision. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 13 will be achieved. No new policies 
are necessary. 
 
Objective 14:  Manatee Protection Measures 
 
"Through 2005, the annual number of manatee mortalities in Indian River County shall be no 
more than five excluding unusual events such as red tide or disease outbreaks. Of these annual 
mortalities, no more than one mortality shall be watercraft-related." 
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Measure: Annual number of manatee mortalities in Indian River County. 
 
Objective 14 was not achieved. 
 
Evaluation of Objective: From 2003 through 2007, the average annual number of manatee 
mortalities in the county was 8.2. The average annual number of manatees killed by watercraft in the 
county during that time period was 1.8.  That average was skewed upward by a particularly bad year 
for manatees in 2005, when 16 manatee mortalities were documented in the county, 5 of which were 
attributed to watercraft collisions. Excluding 2005 as an anomaly, the average annual number of 
manatee mortalities from 2003 through 2007 was 6.25, with an annual average of one attributed to 
watercraft collisions. Although Objective 14 was not achieved, the objective is appropriate and 
should be maintained, but with a revised “through” date of 2015. 
 
Assessment of Policies 
 

       POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT DID THIS 
POLICY 
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED/ 
DELETED/REVISED? 

(14.1) Coordinate with the City of 
Vero Beach Utilities Department  
and FWC to prevent disruption of 
temperature flows at power plant in 
winter  

- FWC coordination with Vero 
Beach Utilities regarding power 
plant outflow disruption 
minimization in winter 

Yes Yes Maintain 

(14.2) By 2005,  obtain funds to 
retrofit stormwater outfalls in tidal 
waters to prevent manatee 
entrapment 

- IRMCD retrofitting of 
impoundment culverts with bars 
to reduce risk of entrapment 

Yes Yes Revise timeframe  to 
identify and retrofit any 
remaining  culverts or 
pipes posing manatee 
risk 

 
 
Policy 14.1 serves the objective, is ongoing and nature and should be maintained. 
 
In the past several years, the Indian River Mosquito Control District (IRMCD) has undertaken a task 
of retrofitting mosquito impoundment culverts by installing bars to prevent entrapment of manatees. 
Policy 14.2 should be revised with a new timeframe for the County, in cooperation with the IRMCD, 
to identify and retrofit any remaining culverts or pipes that may pose a threat of manatee entrapment. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Through the implementation of these policies, Objective 14 will be achieved. No new policies 
are necessary. 
 
OVERALL EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Coastal Management Element, with the proposed revisions, are sufficient 
to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The results of the evaluation of the existing conditions, objectives, and policies identified in the 
previous section are used to determine the future courses of actions needed to improve 
conservation conditions. The following section highlights anticipated amendments to the data, 
maps, texts, objectives and policies. These amendments will be incorporated in the revised 
version of the Coastal Management Element of the Comprehensive Plan, scheduled to be 
completed by the end of calendar year 2009.  
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
The following EAR related amendments to the Coastal Management Element are needed to 
update the element’s data and analysis as well as its goals, objectives, and policies sections.  The 
following revisions are necessary: 
 
Tables and Figures 
 
Each of the Coastal Management Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect current 
conditions. 
 
Text 
 
Since the text of this element will be a part of the new Coastal Management Element, and 
existing data and analysis will be revised, major revisions to the text will be required. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Coastal Management Element are 
summarized below. 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1 1.7 Delete (Manatee Protection Plan has been adopted) 

1 1.8 Revise  to reflect date of five-year review of the MPP (2009) 

1 1.12 Delete (interim measure moot; MPP has been adopted with measures 

1 1.14 Delete (lands in PINWR have been designated for aquaculture) 

1 1.15 Revise shoreline buffer requirement so as not to apply to platted lots 
with existing seawalls 

1 New policy Obtain receiver site certification for gopher tortoise relocations to 
county conservation lands 

1 New policy Use various methods to protect  natural systems and wildlife 
corridors, including TDRs, clustering, land acquisition, conservation 
easements and greenbelts 

2 2.1 Revise to reflect changes in Class II waters in areas of the IRL  

2 2.2 Revise to reflect changes in Class III waters in areas of the IRL 

2 2.4 Revise to reflect 2008 updates to the IRLNEP CCMP 

2 2.5 Revise time horizon and reference Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) 

2 2.6 Revise to reflect recent revisions to littoral zone requirements 

2 New policy Monitor water quality in IRL and St. Sebastian River to determine 
success of existing water quality improvements projects and need for 
new projects/locations 

2 New policy Support of federal and state funding for implementation of the IRL 
Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 

3 ----- Revised time horizon 

3 3.9 Revise to reflect coordination with municipalities on five-year 
updates to MPP 

3 3.13 Revise target date for GIS mapping of marina siting constraints 

4 ----- Revise time horizon 

4 4.1 Revise to evaluate moving DSSL westward (by 2012) 

4 4.5 Delete (dune crossover maintenance plan implemented) 

4 4.10 Revise to reflect ongoing monitoring of PEP reef 

4 4.11 Revise target date 



                                   EAR Coastal Management Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                            68   
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

4 New policy Support FWC and DEP development of a statewide Florida beaches 
habitat conservation plan (HCP) 

4 New policy Require new oceanfront development to hook up to public sewer 
where available 

5 ----- Revise time horizon 

5 5.1 Revise to reflect new CHHA based on Category 1 storm surge, depict 
on FLU map 

5 5.4 Revise to reflect maintenance of current CRS 6 rating 

6 6.2 Revise target date 

6 6.3 Revise as ongoing policy 

7 New policy Assist FEMA with map modernization project, public workshops 

7 New policy Adopt procedures in LMS for removal of marine debris resulting 
from natural disasters 

8 ----- Revise time horizon 

8 8.1 Revise to update CARL to Florida Forever ARC 

8 8.3 Revise to indicate County will seek funding to construct a boat ramp 
at Gifford Dock Road 

8 8.5 Delete (improvements to Round Island Beach Park completed) 

8 8.6 Revise to set a target date to construct limited beach access facilities 
at the Captain Forster Hammock Preserve 

8 8.8 Revise to reflect ongoing public access facilities maintenance 
assistance at the PINWR 

8 New policy Seek grant funding  for restoration of the Archie Smith Fish House 
acquisition 

9 9.6 Revise target date and cross-reference 

10 ----- Revise time horizon 

10 10.1 Delete (completed) 

11 ----- Revise time horizon 

12 ----- Revise time horizon 

12 12.1 Revise to indicate manatee speed zone modifications request as part 
of MPP five-year update (2009) 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

12 12.2 Revise to reflect support for VB Power Squadron and Coast Guard 
Auxiliary through in-kind services and grant writing 

13 ----- Revise target date (2010) 

13 13.1 Revise target date (2010) 

13 13.3 Revise target date (2010) 

13 13.5 Revise target date (2010) 

14 ----- Revise time horizon 

14 14.2 Revise target date to identify and retrofit any remaining culverts or 
pipes posing manatee risk 
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GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL 
 
To protect, maintain and enhance coastal resources and provide for the enjoyment of the 
social, economic and natural benefits of these resources, while reducing the potential loss of 
life, and public and private expenditures in the coastal zone. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Natural Resource Protection 
 
Using 1990 data as a baseline, through 2020, there will be no significant reductions in the 
overall amount of terrestrial and marine resources within the coastal zone of Indian River 
County.  
  

Policy 1.1: The county shall not permit development in areas deemed environmentally-
sensitive and environmentally-important unless the criteria established in the following 
sections of the Comprehensive Plan are met: 

 
 Comprehensive Wetlands Management Program (CWMP), as outlined in the 

Conservation Element; 
 Policies 1.6 and 1.7 of the Future Land Use Element; and, 
 Policies of Objectives 5 and 6 of the Conservation Element. 

 
Policy 1.2: As set forth in the CWMP and Policy 1.6 of the Future Land Use Element, all 
estuarine wetlands and deepwater habitats in Indian River County shall be deemed 
environmentally-sensitive and designated as C-2 on the future land use map.  The extent 
of estuarine wetlands on C-2 designated lands shall be based on a jurisdictional wetlands 
boundary determination, as verified by the Environmental Planning Section, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the Florida Department of Environmental Protection or the St. 
Johns River Water Management District.  Land designated C-2 shall be afforded the 
following protective measures:   

 
 Development on C-2 designated wetlands shall be limited to one (1) unit per 40 

acres, subject to approval of jurisdictional agency wetlands alteration permits; 
 

 For development projects having C-2 designated lands and contiguous uplands, 
the county shall allow a density transfer of one (1) unit per acre from the wetlands 
portion to the upland portion of the subject property, provided that the underlying 
zoning density of the receiving upland portion is not increased by more than 50 
percent.  Such density transfers shall be limited to planned residential 
developments (PDs). 
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 No density transfers from off-site lands, and no density bonuses shall be permitted 
within PD projects on C-2 designated lands; and, 

 
 The county shall allow a density transfer of one (1) unit per acre from C-2 

estuarine wetlands to non-contiguous uplands, provided that the receiving uplands 
are developed as a residential PD, and the underlying zoning density of the 
receiving uplands is not increased by more than 20 percent. 

 
Policy 1.3: All significant tracts of xeric scrub and coastal/tropical hammock 
communities, larger than five (5) acres, shall be deemed environmentally-important, and 
shall be afforded protective measures, including transfer of density rights (TDRs), cluster 
development requirements, and native upland set-aside requirements, as set forth in 
Policy 6.12 of the Conservation Element. 

 
Policy 1.4: Environmental surveys shall be required for developments proposed in 
environmentally-sensitive and environmentally-important areas.  The focus of these 
surveys shall be:  jurisdictional wetland boundaries, natural vegetative communities, the 
presence of existing or potential wildlife habitat and/or the presence of threatened or 
endangered species of flora or fauna. 

 
Policy 1.5: As set forth in Policy 7.2 of the Conservation Element, the county shall 
coordinate field inspections, environmental survey reviews, and habitat preservation 
measures on a site development basis with federal and state agencies concerning the 
protection of endangered species, threatened species, and species of special concern. 
Where appropriate, the county will require a habitat conservation plan. 

 
Policy 1.6: The county shall protect sea turtles and their nesting habitats by implementing 
the protection measures listed under Policy 7.7 of the Conservation Element.  

 
Policy 1.7: By 1998, the county shall complete a Manatee Protection and Boating Safety 
Comprehensive Plan, and implement the policies listed under Objective 3 of this element.  

 
Policy 1.8: By June 1998, the county will coordinate with the FDEP and the Florida 
Marine Patrol (FMP) to evaluate, and make recommendations concerning existing 
Manatee Protection speed zones in the IRL.    

 
Policy 1.9: As set forth in the policies and objectives of the Conservation Element, the 
county shall protect and preserve significant coastal vegetative communities, such as 
coastal (maritime) hammocks and coastal strand, through conservation easements and fee 
simple acquisition.  
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Policy 1.10: Consistent with Policy 6.1 of the Conservation Element, the county shall 
continue to assist the USFWS and the FDEP in acquiring undeveloped tracts of 
tropical/coastal hammock and coastal strand by identifying lands eligible for acquisition, 
evaluating local cost-share funding, and by providing “in-kind” services, such as land 
management.  

 
Policy 1.11: Indian River County shall support the SJRWMD’s efforts to establish 
update-to-date and accurate maps of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) communities 
by providing in-kind mapping and surveying services. 

 
Policy 1.12: Until the county adopts and the state approves the County Manatee 
Protection and Boating Safety Comprehensive Management Plan, the following interim 
requirements shall apply to minimize adverse impacts to SAV communities: 

 
 Covered boat slips, covered terminal platforms, and unwalled boat shelters shall 

be prohibited in areas of the IRL exhibiting greater than ten (10) percent SAV 
coverage, unless covered areas are constructed of a translucent material; 

 
 A maximum density threshold of one (1) powerboat slip per 100 feet of shoreline 

shall be applicable within areas of the IRL exhibiting greater than ten (10) percent 
SAV coverage.  These areas, as described in the Marina Facility Siting portion of 
this element, include:   Zone 1, Zone 2, Zone 4, the portion of Zone 6 lying within 
the Town of Indian River Shores, Zone 8, and Zone 9; and 

 
 Any marina facility siting or expansion that impacts SAV beds shall be required 

to perform on-site mitigation to SAV beds.  In the event on-site mitigation is not 
practical, off-site restoration mitigation, and/or increased manatee protection may 
be considered.  However no fee-in-lieu payments will be accepted as mitigation. 

 
Policy 1.13: Indian River County shall continue to promote both commercial and private 
fishing activities within the county through management of marine habitats and 
permitting of fishing resources. 

 
Policy 1.14: The county shall adopt a resolution in support of the State’s efforts to 
expand the amount of submerged lands available for aquaculture leases within the 
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge.  By 1999, the county will designate the 
expanded lease area as an aquaculture use zone.   

 
Policy 1.15: All non-water-related and non-water-dependent uses shall be subject to 
setbacks from the St. Sebastian River and the Indian River Lagoon Aquatic Preserves in 
order to afford a shoreline protection buffer as set forth in LDR Chapter 929.  The 
shoreline protection buffer setbacks are as follows: 
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 For parcels created after June 18, 1991, along the St. Sebastian River, a 100 foot 

shoreline buffer measured from the mean high water line (MHWL), or 50 feet 
from the landward boundary of wetlands, shall be required; and, 

 
 For parcels of record which existed prior to June 18, 1991, a 50 foot shoreline 

buffer for unplatted parcels, and a 25 shoreline buffer measured from the MHWL 
of the St. Sebastian River or the IRL shall be required.  However, the shoreline 
buffer shall not exceed more than 20 percent of the parcel depth perpendicular to 
the St. Sebastian River or IRL. 

 
OBJECTIVE 2 Estuarine Water Quality 
 
Through 2020, there will be no significant reduction in the water quality of the Indian 
River Lagoon or the St. Sebastian River. 
 

Policy 2.1: The county hereby adopts the State designation of Class II - “shellfish 
propagation or harvesting,” as defined in the 1996 Water Quality Assessment for the 
State of Florida (305(b) Report), as the water quality standard for the following portions 
of the IRL located within the unincorporated county:  Sebastian Inlet extending south to 
C.R. 510, east of the Intracoastal Waterway (ICW);  South of C.R. 510 extending to the 
northern City Limits of Vero Beach (both sides of the ICW); southern City Limits of 
Vero Beach extending south to the Indian River-St. Lucie County line, east of the ICW. 
(Ref. Figure 9.11) 

 
Policy 2.2: The county hereby adopts the State designation of Class III suitable for 
“Recreation, propagation, and maintenance of a healthy, well-balanced population of fish 
and wildlife,” as defined in the 1996 Water Quality Assessment for the State of Florida 
(305(b) Report), as the minimum water quality standard for the following portions of the 
IRL located within Indian River County:  Sebastian Inlet extending south to C.R. 510, 
west of the ICW; southern City Limits of Vero Beach extending south to the Indian 
River-St. Lucie County line, west of the ICW (Ref. Figure 9.11).  The county will strive 
to improve the surface water quality within the aforementioned sections of the IRL to 
State Class II water quality standards. 

 
Policy 2.3: In accordance with the Indian River Lagoon Act, the county shall prohibit all 
new point-source discharges into the Indian River Lagoon. 

 
Policy 2.4:  The county shall implement recommendations contained in the Indian River 
Lagoon National Estuary Program’s (IRLNEP) Indian River Lagoon Comprehensive 
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) and the SRJWMD’s Surface Water 
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Improvement and Management (SWIM) Plan to reduce the amount of non-point source 
pollution entering the Indian River Lagoon. 

 
Policy 2.5: By 2000, the county will establish Water Quality Level of Service (WQLOS) 
standards for each drainage basin within the county.  The county’s WQLOS standards 
will be based on the Pollutant Load Reduction Goals (PLRGs) being developed by the 
SJRWMD.   

 
Policy 2.6: Indian River County shall improve the quality of and reduce the overall 
amount of freshwater inflow to the Indian River Lagoon by: 

 
 requiring all new development in the coastal zone to utilize on-site retention or 

detention methods consistent with the provisions of the Stormwater Management 
Sub-Element prior to being discharged to the IRL ; 

 
 requiring new development to utilize natural drainage features, such as 

impounded and unimpounded wetlands and swales, to the maximum extent 
possible for stormwater management; 

 
 requiring all new development to retain, at minimum, the first one (1) inch of 

stormwater runoff.  In addition, the county will require retrofitting to achieve 
compliance with existing stormwater requirements where renovations or additions 
of greater than 50% to existing structures occur; 

  
 initiating a program to regularly inspect stormwater management facilities to 

ensure proper operation and maintenance, and invoke penalties for 
malfunctioning, altered, abused or neglected systems; and 

 
 requiring any new stormwater retention pond greater than one-half (1/2) acre in 

size to have a native littoral vegetation, unless deemed unnecessary from a water 
quality standpoint by the St. Johns River Water Management District. 

 
Policy 2.7: All marina facilities, single-family docks, bulkheads, and other similar 
structures constructed in, adjacent to, or directly affecting the surface waters of Indian 
River County, shall be located and designed in order to allow for maximum water 
circulation, and to minimize impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation and other marine 
resources. 

 
Policy 2.8: The county shall require all dredge and fill operations to utilize proper 
mitigation techniques and devices, in addition to obtaining all applicable federal, state 
and local permits.   
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Policy 2.9: The county shall prohibit the discharge of any waste and/or pollutant material 
into surface waters, by any commercial, public or private vessel, when such activity is 
under county jurisdiction. 

 
Policy 2.10:  The county shall implement the policies under Objective 2 of the 
Conservation Element and Objective 7 of the Stormwater Management Sub-Element to 
improve water quality within the Indian River Lagoon and the other surface waters of 
Indian River County. 

 
OBJECTIVE 3 Boat Facility and Boat Ramp Siting and Construction 
 
Through 2010, there shall be no increased impact to manatee habitat, or the natural 
resources of the Indian River Lagoon, including seagrass beds, water quality, estuarine 
wetlands, and mangrove fringe, attributed to the development or expansion of boat 
facilities or boat ramps in Indian River County. 
 

Policy 3.1: The siting of new or expansion, rearrangement, or slip conversion of all boat 
facilities and boat ramps in Indian River County, and in each municipal government with 
jurisdiction over a portion of the inland waters of Indian River County, shall be 
consistent with the assessment criteria and policies established in the Indian River 
County Manatee Protection and Boating Safety Comprehensive Management Plan 
(MPP).   

 
Policy 3.2: Boat Facility Siting Zones (1-9), as described in the Analysis section of the 
MPP, are hereby established.  The purpose of these Zones is to provide the public with 
some guidance as to the potential for the siting of new boat facilities or for the expansion, 
rearrangement, or conversion of an existing boat facility.  The regulatory criteria to be 
applied to each zone represent the baseline criteria that all proposed projects must meet.  
In addition to these Zones, specific criteria will be applied to each request for a new boat 
facility or the expansion, rearrangement, or conversion of an existing boat facility.  These 
criteria are as follows: 

 
1. The siting of new boat facilities, or the expansion or slip conversion of 
existing boating facilities shall be prohibited in the following areas of Indian 
River County:   

 
 All of the St. Sebastian River west of the U.S. 1 Bridge; and 
 All of the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge. 

 
2. The siting of new boat facilities, or the expansion, slip conversion or 
rearrangement of existing boating facilities, shall be prohibited in the following 
areas: 
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 Within the Town of Orchid;  
 Within the Town of Indian River Shores;  
 Within the area known as the Jungle Trail Narrows; and 
 Within any area designated as both a High Manatee Use area and a High 

Watercraft-related Manatee Mortality area, as defined in the MPP. 
 
Exceptions: The siting of new residential marinas, or the expansion, 
rearrangement or slip conversion of existing residential marinas, may be allowed 
in the prohibited areas identified in this Policy Subsection 3.2.2 under the 
following conditions: 
 
a. The proposed new or expanded residential marina is in lieu of single-family 

docks that could otherwise be built through riparian rights at riverfront lots 
within the development served by the residential marina, and the residential 
marina will result in less environmental impact than the alternative single-
family docks, provided the residential marina will not breach the 1:100 
powerboat slip to linear-foot shoreline ratio set forth in Policy 3.14. Under 
this section, an applicant for a new or expanded residential marina in lieu of 
single-family docks shall be required to record a conservation easement, in 
favor of the County or the State, along the shoreline of the riverfront lots that 
would otherwise be eligible for single-family docks. 
 

b. Slip conversions of existing boat facilities may be allowed on a one-time basis 
at a density of 1.5 total powerboat slips per 100 feet of shoreline if the facility 
is not located in an area of high manatee use and high manatee mortality 
based on the definitions and criteria in the MPP, and if the powerboat to 
shoreline restriction has been in place prior to July 1993, when the 
countywide speed zone rule was posted. 

 
c. The physical rearrangement of boat facilities may be authorized in the above 

noted areas of prohibition provided the following criteria are met: 
 

i. The number of slips at the boat facility is not increased (i.e., 
expansion); 

ii. The number of boats that can moor at the boat facility is not increased; 
iii. The size of the rearranged slips or mooring area is not increased; 
iv. The resulting footprint of the structure is not increased; and 
v. The rearrangement will result in the removal or cessation of any non-

water dependent structure or activity associated with the existing boat 
facility, as applicable. 
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In every case, the rearrangement shall result in a net benefit to manatee 
and manatee habitat protection. 

 
3. The siting of new or the expansion, rearrangement, or slip conversion, of 
existing boating facilities shall be prohibited when one or more of the following 
conditions are met: 

 
a. The footprint of the boating facility (including all docks, access walkways, 

finger piers, mooring areas, turning basins, and ingress and egress pathways) 
has submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) coverage of ten (10) percent or 
greater using a scientifically acceptable method of coverage determination 
and such determination is made between the months of May through 
October; 

 
b. The water depth within mooring areas, turning basins, and ingress and egress 

pathways is less than -4 feet at MLW unless the following criterion is met: 
 

 One-foot clearance at MLW between the lowest portion of the vessel 
(with the engine in the down position) and submerged aquatic 
vegetative resources (or submerged bottom, in areas devoid of 
vegetative resources) within the mooring areas, turning basins, and 
ingress and egress pathways. 

 
c.  There is less than a 150' distance between the waterward most projection 

of the boat facility (including mooring pilings and boats) and the ICW 
channel. 

 
4. The siting of new or the expansion, rearrangement, or slip conversion, of 
existing boating facilities shall be evaluated using all the following criteria: 

 
a. No more than 100 linear feet of native shoreline vegetation shall be altered 

(trimmed, cut, removed, killed, or destroyed); 
 

b. A site located within a High Manatee Use area, or a High Watercraft-related 
Manatee Mortality area, as defined in the MPP, shall be subject to site-
specific design restrictions to minimize potential adverse manatee impacts, 
including (but not limited to):  restrictions on the total number of boat slips 
allowed; use of more upland storage instead of wet storage; restrictions on the 
maximum size of boats that use the facility (powerboat:sailboat ratio); re-
design of the facility/marina; establishment of a powerboat to length of 
shoreline ration (e.g., one powerboat per 100 feet of shoreline); and/or 
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reduction in the size of the facility/marina; and  
 

c. The following sections of the MPP Action Plan: Objective 1, Boat Facility 
and Marina Siting and Construction, Sections 1.2, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.14, 
and 1.15. 

 
Using the evaluation criteria in Section 4 above may result in additional 
restrictions on the design, size, shape, and use of the boating facility/marina.  
These restrictions may include, but are not limited to: the total number of boat 
slips allowed, use of more upland storage instead of wet storage, restricting the 
maximum size of boats that use the facility/marina, restricting the number of 
powerboats that use the facility (powerboat to sailboat ratio), re-designing the 
facility/marina, establishing a powerboat to length of shoreline ratio (e.g., one 
powerboat per 100 feet of shoreline), or reducing the size of the facility/marina. 

 
5. In addition, any new or the expansion, or rearrangement, or slip 
conversion, of existing boating facilities will be required to comply with all 
applicable state and federal permitting and authorization processes. 

 
6. Notwithstanding the other criteria of this Policy 3.2, slip conversions of 
existing boat facilities in Indian River County may be allowed on a one-time basis 
at a density of 1.5 total powerboat slips per 100 feet of shoreline if the facility is 
not located in an area of high manatee use and high manatee mortality based on 
the definitions and criteria in the MPP, and if the powerboat to shoreline 
restriction on the existing facility has been in place prior to July 1993, when the 
countywide speed zone rule was posted. 

 
Policy 3.3: The following boat ramp siting criteria shall be used to evaluate any new boat 
ramp or the rearrangement or expansion of an existing boat ramp.  These criteria shall be 
applied to all boat ramps (e.g., new, existing, private, public, commercial, recreational, multi-
family, or individual single-family). 

 
 1. The rearrangement of existing boat ramps shall not be subject to the boat ramp siting 

criteria unless any one of the following are true: 
 

a. The rearrangement will result in more lanes than currently exist (i.e., expansion); 
 
b. The rearrangement will result in the boat ramp being able to increase the volume 

of traffic (e.g., increase the number of parking spaces, make the boat ramp more 
accessible, deepen or widen the access channel); 
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c. The rearrangement will result in the boat ramp being able to be used by larger 
vessels (e.g., increase the size of the parking spaces, deepen or widen the access 
channel); or 

 
d. The rearrangement, or the associated construction, will destroy, alter, or disturb 

any native upland, shoreline vegetation, or SAV. 
 

 2. The siting of new or the rearrangement or expansion of existing boat ramps shall 
be prohibited in the following areas of Indian River County:   

 
 All of the St. Sebastian River west of the U.S. 1 Bridge; 
 All of the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge; 
 The area known as Jungle Trail Narrows; 
 Town Limits of Orchid; 
 Town Limits of Indian River Shores; 
 If the proposed site is within a High Manatee Use area AND a High 

Watercraft-related Manatee Mortality area, as defined in this MPP. 
 

 3. The siting of new or the rearrangement or expansion of existing boat ramps shall 
be prohibited when one or more of the following conditions are met: 

 
a. The footprint of the new boat ramp or the rearrangement or expansion of the 

existing boat ramp (including all proposed lanes, docks, access walkways, finger 
piers, mooring areas, turning basins, and ingress and egress pathways) has a SAV 
coverage of ten (10) percent or greater using a scientifically acceptable method 
of coverage determination and such determination is made between the months 
of May through October; 

 
b. The site, whether new or existing, is located within a High Manatee Use area, 

AND a High Watercraft-related Manatee Mortality area as defined in the MPP; 
or 

 
c. The site, whether new or existing, is located such that new dredging will be 

required or necessary to provide access to the ICW or to deeper water AND the 
site is located within or on land adjacent to a FDEP designated Aquatic Preserve. 
 This does not include manmade waterbodies such as canals or  basins, or 
privately owned submerged bottom.  

 
In the event that all the required or necessary dredging is determined by the 
FDEP or the SJRWMD to be maintenance dredging then this subsection [3(c)] 
does not apply.  The determination of maintenance dredging shall be made in 
writing by the FDEP or SJRWMD and submitted to County Planning staff.  It is 
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the responsibility of the applicant, the property owner, or developer to secure this 
written documentation.  If any of the required or necessary dredging is 
determined to not be maintenance dredging (i.e., new dredging) then that part of 
the proposed project involving the proposed new dredging and any other activity 
or structures associated with the proposed new dredging, is prohibited. 

 
4. The siting of new or the rearrangement or expansion of existing boat 
ramps shall be evaluated using all the following criteria: 

 
(a) No more than 100 linear feet of native shoreline vegetation shall be 
altered (trimmed, cut, removed, killed, or destroyed); 

 
(b) A site located within a High Manatee Use area, OR a High 
Watercraft-related Manatee Mortality area, as defined in this MPP shall be 
subject to site-specific design restrictions to minimize potential adverse 
manatee impacts, including (but not limited to):  restrictions on the total 
number of boat lanes allowed; restrictions on the maximum size of boats 
that use the boat ramp; limitations on the size of boat trailer parking 
spaces; limitations on the depth of the boat ramp and/or the ingress – 
egress channel; posting of informational signs; installation of navigational 
aids; re-design of the boat ramp; and/or reduction in the size of the boat 
ramp. 

 
(c) Maintenance dredging, as determined in writing by the FDEP or 
the SJRWMD, shall be restricted to those areas where maintenance 
dredging has been determined and shall conform to one of the following 
situations using the order in which the situations are presented: 
 
i. The dredging shall conform with the original dredging permit 

specifications, if one was issued; 
 
ii. The dredging shall conform with the original design specifications, 

if the existing project was done prior to the issuance of permits 
required by federal, state, or local government entities; 

 
iii. The dredging shall be no deeper than to a maximum water depth of 

five (5) feet at mean low water, and no wider, at the top of the 
submerged bottom, than to safely allow the passage of two boats 
side-by-side, the size of which the boat ramp was/is designed to 
accommodate. 
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(d) If there is no existing access channel that provides for adequate water depth from the 
boat ramp to the ICW or to deeper water (i.e., not maintenance dredging) 
AND the site is not within or adjacent to a FDEP designated Aquatic 
Preserve, then the proposed project may be authorized if the following are 
complied with: 

 
  a. The area of new dredging shall not have a SAV coverage of greater 

than ten (10) percent as determined using a scientifically acceptable 
method of coverage determination and such determination is made 
between the months of May through October; 

 
b. The total length of new dredging shall not exceed 500 feet. 

   
c. The boat ramp facility shall have informational signs in clear view of 

boaters launching and landing vessels.  Signs used to comply with this 
section shall be in addition to any signs required by the regulatory 
agency.  Signs shall also be installed that warn boaters of the need to 
stay in the channel. 

 
d. The access channel shall be marked in accordance with U.S. Coast 

Guard and FWC standards. 
 

Policy 3.4: Within the unincorporated portion of Indian River County, private residential 
marinas shall be permitted with administrative permit approval in the following 
Residential Single-family (RS), and Residential Multi-family (RM) zoning districts: RS-
1, RS-2, RS-3, RS-6, RT-6, RM-3, RM-4, RM-6, RM-8, and RM-10. 

 
Policy 3.5: Within the unincorporated portion of Indian River County, public/private 
residential marinas shall be permitted with special exception approval in the following 
Residential Single-family (RS), and Residential Multi-family (RM) zoning districts: RS-
1, RS-2, RS-3, RS-6, RT-6, RM-3, RM-4, RM-6, RM-8, and RM-10. 

 
Policy 3.6: Within the unincorporated portion of Indian River County, recreational 
marinas shall be permitted in general commercial (CG) and heavy commercial (CH) 
zoning districts.  Recreational marinas shall be permitted with special exception approval 
in the following zoning districts: office-commercial-residential (OCR), neighborhood 
commercial (CN), and limited commercial (CL).    

 
Policy 3.7: Within the unincorporated portion of Indian River County, commercial 
marinas shall be permitted in the following zoning districts: heavy commercial (CH), 
light industrial (IL), and general industrial (IG).  Commercial marinas shall be permitted 
in the general commercial (CG) zoning district with administrative permit approval.   
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Policy 3.8: The county shall require an on-site mitigation plan to be submitted as part of 
any proposal to site or expand a boat facility within an area of the IRL exhibiting 
environmental constraints, such as manatee use, the presence of seagrass beds and/or 
shoreline vegetation.  Off-site restoration and/or mitigation to seagrass beds or estuarine 
wetlands are alternative techniques that may be considered in the event that on-site 
mitigation is not practical.  No fee-in-lieu payments will be accepted as mitigation.    
  
Policy 3.9:  By July 2005, the County shall coordinate with the Town of Indian River 
Shores, the Town of Orchid, the City of Sebastian and the City of Vero Beach concerning 
siting of marina/boat facilities and the overall implementation of this MPP by conducting 
public workshops and by soliciting comments from the staff and elected officials of these 
municipal governments. 

 
Policy 3.10: In the event that an existing marina is destroyed by a natural disaster, the 
marina may be re-built within the same footprint of the damaged structure provided that 
the marina was in compliance with regulations at the time of its construction.  Existing 
Marinas that are re-built shall be consistent with the policies listed under Objective 1 of 
the MPP. 

   
Policy 3.11:  Covered boat slips, covered terminal platforms, and unwalled boat shelters 
shall not be permitted in areas where SAV coverage is ten (10) percent or greater.  

 
Policy 3.12:  Floating docks and dock designs that have the potential to entrap manatees 
or prevent them from accessing foraging areas shall be prohibited. 

 
Policy 3.13:  By 2005, the County Environmental Planning Section, in cooperation with 
the FWC’s Bureau of Protected Species Management, will produce a map titled 
Constraints to Boat Facility Siting in the IRL.  This map will display the areas of high, 
medium and low constraints throughout the county.  Density thresholds and limitations 
for development shall apply to sites within these locations.  This map will be kept on file 
in the Community Development Department, and will be used to conduct site-specific 
reviews of boat facility siting and expansion proposals. 

          
Policy 3.14: A maximum density threshold of one (1) powerboat slip per 100 feet of 
shoreline along the IRL shall apply in Zone 1, Zone 2, Zone 4, the portion of Zone 6 
lying within the Town of Indian River Shores, Zone 8, and Zone 9. 
 
Policy 3.15: The County shall encourage the expansion and upgrading of existing boat 
facilities as an alternative to constructing new boat facilities by considering the removal 
of the 1:100 powerboat shoreline density ratio on a case-by-case basis from the following 
Marina Siting Zones: Zone 3, Zone 5, the portion of Zone 6 lying within the City of Vero 
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Beach, and Zone 7.  As a minimum a 1:100 powerboat-shoreline density ratio may be 
applied, if warranted, using the criteria in Section 1.2. 

 
OBJECTIVE 4 Beaches and Dunes 
 
By 1998, all natural functions of the beach and dune system in Indian River County shall be 
protected and no unmitigated human-related disturbance of the primary dune system shall occur. 
 

Policy 4.1: The county shall continue to recognize the 1981 Florida Department of 
Natural Resources (FDNR) Coastal Construction Control Line (CCCL), as established by 
Chapter 161.053, F.S., and recorded on June 10, 1981 in Plat Book 10, Pages 93-93H, as 
being the county’s line of regulatory prohibition, or Dune Stabilization Setback Line 
(DSSL).  Construction encroachment, except for the following, shall be prohibited 
oceanward of the DSSL: 

 
 federal, state and locally permitted erosion control stabilization and beach 

renourishment projects; 
 

 the construction of dune cross-over structures and other minor structures;  
 

 public navigational projects, markers or other control structures; 
 

 maintenance and/or restoration of legal nonconforming structures not requiring 
greater than 50 percent construction, per Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) regulations; 

 
 use of emergency equipment and/or activities, such as removal of ordnance and 

debris, to protect life and/or loss of upland property; 
 

 structural and non-structural stabilization techniques to protect coastal buildings 
from a 15 year or less storm event.   



APPENDIX A                                EAR Coastal Management Element 
 
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY                                            84   
 

 
Policy 4.2: To ensure appropriate protection of the beach and dune system, the county 
shall review all proposed beach and dune projects in the unincorporated area of the 
county and within the City Limits of Vero Beach, and shall review and submit comments 
regarding permit applications of all appropriate federal, state and local agencies 
governing beach and dune management. 

 
Policy 4.3: The county shall solicit cost-share funding for beach renourishment and 
shoreline stabilization from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Florida 
Department of Environmental Protection.  

 
Policy 4.4: The county shall require dune cross-over structures for all new public and 
private development desiring beach access.  The county shall not approve plans which do 
not include FDEP approved dune cross-over structures at beach access points. 

 
Policy 4.5: By 2000, Indian River County shall devise a dune cross-over construction and 
maintenance plan to be implemented through the Parks and Recreation Division of the 
county.  Criteria shall include: 

 
 elevated structures at all designated public access points designed to minimize 

environmental impacts and withstand adverse climatic conditions; 
 

 public structures a minimum of six (6) feet wide which utilize approach ramp 
facilities for the handicapped; and 

 
 the planting of native plant species in conjunction with the construction of new 

dune cross-over structures to discourage encroachment onto the neighboring 
sensitive dune area. 

 
Policy 4.6: Indian River County shall protect and preserve natural beach and dune 
systems by adopting the specific criteria for shoreline stabilization within the 
unincorporated portion of Indian River County and within the municipal limits of the 
City of Vero Beach, as outlined in Policy 10.5 of the Conservation Element. 

 
Policy 4.7: The county shall continue to prohibit motorized vehicles on the beach/dune 
area, except for vehicles engaged in emergency activities, permitted government vehicles 
and permitted vehicles associated with approved construction, restoration and/or 
scientific projects. 

 
Policy 4.8: The county shall enforce its beach and dune protection land development 
regulations by requiring mitigation or restoration of dune disturbances, and imposing 
fines as warranted in association with code violations.  
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Policy 4.9: County staff will attend meetings held by the Sebastian Inlet Tax District, and 
will participate in evaluating technical studies prepared by the District. 

 
Policy 4.10:  By 1999, the county will complete the three (3) year monitoring report for 
the experimental Pre-fabricated Erosion Protection (“PEP”) reef to determine its overall 
effectiveness of reducing shoreline erosion within the City of Vero Beach, and to 
determine the need for supplemental beach renourishment. 

 
Policy 4.11: By 1999, the county shall study alternatives to funding shoreline 
stabilization activities, including establishment of a Beach Taxing District to fund 
shoreline stabilization for the areas of critical erosion identified in the 1998 update of the 
Cubit Beach Preservation Plan. 

 
OBJECTIVE 5 Limiting Public Expenditures in the Coastal High-Hazard Area 
                    
Through 2004, there will be no expansion of infrastructure within the Coastal High Hazard 
Area (CHHA) other than that which is deemed necessary to maintain existing levels-of-
service. 
 

Policy 5.1:  In accordance with rule 9J-5.003(17), F.A.C., the county hereby designates 
the "Coastal High-Hazard Area" (CHHA) as identified in the Treasure Coastal Regional 
Planning Council Hurricane Evacuation Study (1994).  Figure 9.22 of this element is 
hereby adopted as the county’s CHHA designation map. 

 
Policy 5.2: The county shall not subsidize public facilities within the CHHA, other than 
those which are deemed necessary to maintain existing level-of-service standards, and 
those which are directly related to public access and/or resource management.  
Furthermore, the county shall adopt Objective 2 and its associated policies of the Capital 
Improvements Element. 

 
Policy 5.3:  Following a storm event, the Public Works Department shall assess all 
county facilities damaged from storm activity in the CHHA, and shall make 
recommendations to reduce future expenditures and potential damage risks.  In addition, 
the Public Works Department shall conduct a cost/benefit analysis to evaluate the 
relocation of storm damaged infrastructure or infrastructure which is repeatedly 
threatened by potential storm damage. 

 
Policy 5.4: The county shall maintain, at a minimum, a Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) Community Rating System (CRS) classification of  “7" by continuing 
to enforce LDR Chapter 930 - Stormwater Management and Flood Protection, and by 
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evaluating structures for compliance with the FEMA’s 50% Rule, as described in Policies 
7.4 and 7.5 of this Element. 

 
OBJECTIVE 6 Reduction of Hurricane Evacuation Times of Reduce Public Risk 
 
Through 2020, Indian River County will maintain an estimated evacuation time of 12 
hours or less for a Category III hurricane. 
 

Policy 6.1: The county hereby designates the "Hurricane Vulnerability Zone" (HVZ) as 
the area described in the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council’s Hurricane 
Evacuation Study (1988 update) as the area of the county subject to being inundated by a 
Category III or greater hurricane. (Ref. Figure 9.23) 
 
Policy 6.2:  Consistent with Chapter 252, F.S., by 1998, the county will conduct a survey 
of existing schools, municipally-owned, and county-owned buildings to identify those 
building that are appropriately designed and located to serve as hurricane evacuation 
shelters.  Once this survey is completed, the county will solicit state funding from the 
Florida Division of Emergency Management to decrease the deficit of “safe” shelter 
capacity by retrofitting existing primary shelter facilities.   

 
Policy 6.3: By August 1999, The utilities department and public works department shall 
assist the Department of Emergency Services in assessing the vulnerability of public 
infrastructure within the CHHA.  The Community Development Department shall assist 
the Department of Emergency Services in assessing the vulnerability of private 
residences and businesses within the CHHA, and by ensuring that all new developments 
incorporate hazard mitigation techniques, such as dedicating emergency accesses, as 
required by the Department of Emergency Services. 

 
Policy 6.4: Indian River County shall continue to coordinate with the Treasure Coast 
Regional Planning Council (TCRPC), Brevard County and St. Lucie County concerning 
evacuation routes and populations involved to assess the impact of regional growth on 
local evacuation times. 

 
Policy 6.5: To maintain current evacuation times, the county shall adopt Objective 11 of 
the Coastal Management Element and Objective 17 of the Future Land Use Element and 
their associated policies relating to no increase in the density of land use within the 
Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA). 

 
Policy 6.6: The county shall coordinate with the Florida East Coast Railroad (FECRR) 
and other concerned agencies to ensure that train movements will be stopped during 
hurricane evacuations. 
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Policy 6.7: The county shall prohibit the location of new adult congregate living 
facilities, nursing homes, and other similar medical facilities that serve the county’s 
special needs population within the CHHA. 

 
OBJECTIVE 7 Post-Disaster Recovery and Redevelopment 
 
Consistent with the requirements of Chapter 163, F.S. and DCA Rule 9J-5, F.A.C., the 
county shall have a Local Mitigation Strategy (LMS), as an annex to the Indian River 
County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP).  The LMS shall list and 
prioritize disaster mitigation projects. 
 

Policy 7.1: Consistent with the CEMP, the county will perform an initial damage 
assessment, immediately following a natural disaster event, in order to determine the 
extent of damage and prioritize allocation of recovery resources.  If the scope of damage 
exceeds the county’s ability to recover, the county shall declare a local state of 
emergency, pursuant to Chapter 252, F.S. and County Ordinance# 91-18.  Once a local 
state of emergency has been declared, the county will request assistance from the Florida 
Division of Emergency Management (FDEM). 

 
Policy 7.2: The County shall continue to maintain its LMS, and to implement the short-
term and long-term recommendations contained in the LMS. 

 
Policy 7.3: Following a natural disaster, principal structures and uses located eastward of 
the County Dune Stabilization Setback Line (DSSL) which sustain greater than 50 
percent of MAI (Member of Appraisal Institute) assessed current market value damage 
from a naturally occurring storm shall be required to relocate upland of their location 
and, when possible, westward of the DSSL.  Prior to reconstruction, principal structures 
east of the 1987 State Coastal Construction Control Line (CCCL) exhibiting damage 
from a naturally occurring storm event, greater than 50 percent of MAI assessed market 
value, shall be required to obtain all applicable permits and comply with all applicable 
building codes concerning coastal construction. 

 
Policy 7.4: Consistent with National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements, any 
structure predating 1989 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and located within 
a flood hazard area that sustains “substantial damage” due to a natural disaster (i.e. repair 
costs that exceed 50% or more of the building’s value) shall be required to be elevated a 
minimum of six (6) inches above the base flood elevation (BFE), as depicted on current 
FIRMs. 

 
Policy 7.5: Consistent with NFIP requirements, any proposed “substantial improvement” 
(i.e. additions, renovations, or modifications that exceed 50% or more of the building’s 
value) to a pre-FIRM structure located within a within a flood hazard area shall be 
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required to be elevated a minimum of six (6) inches above the BFE, as depicted on 
current FIRMs.  The list contained in Annex IV of the CEMP will be used to determine 
the total value of “substantial improvement.” 

 
Policy 7.6: The county shall continue to regulate development and manage natural 
resources within the Coastal Zone by: 

 
 Continuing to enforce LDR Chapter 932 - Coastal Management, and LDR 

Chapter 402 - Coastal Construction Code; 
 
 Preserving flood storage capacity in the 100 year floodplain, in accordance with 

the policies listed under Objective 5 of the Stormwater Management Sub-
Element; 

 
 Maintaining or reducing land use density allowances in the Coastal High Hazard 

Area (CHHA) in accordance with the policies under Objective 17 of the Future 
Land Use Element and Objective 11 of this element; 

 
 Minimizing beach and dune disturbance in accordance with Coastal Management 

Element Policy 4.8 and County Code Chapter 932; and 
 

 Reviewing, in coordination with the FDEP Bureau of Beaches and Coastal 
Systems, all emergency seawall permit applications within the unincorporated 
area of Indian River County and within the City Limits of Vero Beach. 

 
OBJECTIVE 8 Public Access 
 
By 2010, the number of public access points to natural resources within the coastal zone of 
Indian River County, including beaches, the St. Sebastian River, and the shoreline of the 
Indian River Lagoon, will be increased by a minimum of five public access points. 
 

Policy 8.1: Indian River County will participate in the Indian River Lagoon “Blueways” 
Conservation and Recreation Lands (CARL) project to acquire the remaining 
undeveloped estuarine wetlands bordering the IRL by providing local funding assistance, 
and by providing “in-kind” services, such as identifying environmentally-sensitive 
parcels.  

 
Policy 8.2: Indian River County shall accept donations of shoreline lands suitable to 
increase public coastal access, provided this acceptance is in the best interest of the 
county. 
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Policy 8.3: By 1998, the County will explore the feasibility of improving boat access to 
the Indian River Lagoon from the mainland in the southern section of the County. 

 
Policy 8.4: The county shall prohibit the net loss of public access and facilities by: 

 
 requiring any displaced or removed public access to be replaced at a minimum of 

a one-to-one (1:1) ratio; 
 

 requiring private property owners to provide public access to beaches which are 
renourished or enhanced with public funds.  This requirement may include 
provisions for the establishment, relocation or enhancement of public accesses 
provided that such established, relocated or enhanced accesses will not adversely 
impact existing residential neighborhoods or adversely impact existing natural 
resources; and 

 
 providing public vehicular parking at more than 50 percent of all new public 

beach accesses. 
 

Policy 8.5: The county shall complete improvements to the ocean side of Round Island 
Park by 1999.   

 
Policy 8.6: The county will complete a management plan for the Cairns tract by 1999.  
Public access and passive recreation will be addressed in the management plan.  

 
Policy 8.7: The county, in cooperation with the USFWS, will provide public access to the 
Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge by 2000. 

 
Policy 8.8: The county will increase passive recreational opportunities on lands acquired 
through the county’s Environmental Lands Program as set forth in Objective 12 of the 
Conservation Element and the objectives and policies contained in the Recreation and 
Open Space Element. 

  
OBJECTIVE 9 Historic Resources 
 
Through 2020, there will be no significant impact to roads, sites or structures deemed  
historically or archaeologically significant in Indian River County. 
 

Policy 9.1: Consistent with Policy 8.2 of the Future Land Use Element, the county shall 
continue to use incentives such as transfer of development rights, tax relief, mitigation, 
and public acquisition to protect and preserve historic and archaeological resources in the 
Coastal Zone. 
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Policy 9.2: The county shall pursue state and federal funding to acquire and/or to 
preserve cultural and historic sites recognized as important and/or significant. 

 
Policy 9.3: The county shall provide developers with incentives, such as transfer of 
development rights, tax incentives and others, in return for preserving historic resources. 

 
Policy 9.4: Developments which include historical resource sites shall be required to 
submit archaeological surveys prior to commencing construction activities.  Developers 
shall be required to preserve these resources while maintaining a reasonable use of the 
land. 

 
Policy 9.5: The county shall recognize and properly manage its historical resources by 
implementing Objective 8 of the Future Land Use Element. 
 
Policy 9.6: By 2005, the county will develop management plans for the following scenic/ 
historic roads: Fellsmere Grade, Quay Dock Road, Old Winter Beach Road, and Gifford 
Dock Road. (Ref. Policies 7.2 and 7.3 Recreation and Open Space Element). 
 

OBJECTIVE 10 Infrastructure in the Coastal Zone 
 
Through 2020, the level of service (LOS) for traffic circulation, recreational facilities, 
stormwater management, and potable water and sewer service in the coastal zone of Indian 
River County will be consistent with the LOS standards set forth in the concurrency 
section of the Capital Improvements Element. 
 

Policy 10.1: By 2003, the county shall decommission all remaining wastewater treatment 
package plants in the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone. 

 
Policy 10.2: Consistent with DCA Rule 9J-5.012(3)(c)(8), the county shall identify and 
assess all infrastructure located within the CHHA to determine its vulnerability.  This 
vulnerability assessment will based on data from FIRMs, The Arbiter of Storms (TAOS) 
computer model, and the Sea, Lake, and Overland Surges from Hurricanes (SLOSH) 
map.  Any decision to abandon or relocate infrastructure outside the CHHA following a 
natural disaster will be based on a benefit-cost analysis of vulnerable infrastructure. This 
benefit-cost analysis will be included in the Local Mitigation Strategy, once completed. 

 
Policy 10.3: The county shall coordinate with all state and federal agencies in the funding 
and implementation of beach stabilization projects. 

 
Policy 10.4: Indian River County shall permit the utilization of local funds for shoreline 
stabilization and beach renourishment projects.  Priority shall be given to those projects  
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which demonstrate the best benefit-cost ratio while having the least impact to the 
offshore reef, and the nearshore beach and dune ecological communities 

 
Policy 10.5: The county shall not allow new underground storage tanks or septic facilities 
to be located oceanward of the county’s Dune Stabilization Setback Line (DSSL). 

 
Policy 10.6: The county shall maintain the standards, phasing and funding of 
infrastructure in the coastal zone, as set forth in the Transportation Element, and the 
Natural Groundwater Aquifer Recharge, Sanitary Sewer, Potable Water and Stormwater 
Management Sub-Elements of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan. 

 
OBJECTIVE 11 Limit Densities in the Coastal High Hazard Area (CHHA)  
 
Through 2020, there will be no increase in the density of land use within the Coastal High 
Hazard Area. 
 

Policy 11.1: Lands acquired by the county under its Environmental Lands Program shall 
include property located within the Hurricane Vulnerability Zone (HVZ).  This land shall 
be used for either natural resource conservation, passive recreation or both. 

 
Policy 11.2: Within the CHHA, the county will not make infrastructure improvements to 
accommodate development more intense than allowed by the comprehensive plan. 

 
Policy 11.3: The county shall utilize all applicable state and federal regulations, and the 
appropriate objectives and policies of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan, to 
limit public and private development in the CHHA. 

 
OBJECTIVE 12 Boating Safety and Law Enforcement 
 
Through 2010, the annual accident rate in Indian River County will be at or below the 1995 
baseline rate of 131 accidents per 100,000 registered boaters.  Furthermore, there will be 
no incidence of watercraft-related human fatalities. 
 

Policy 12.1:  By the end of 2005, the county shall request that the FWC adopt the 
following speed zone amendments for Indian River County: 

 
  Gifford Cut: Extend the “unregulated” speed zone north toward Channel Marker 

127; 
 

  Wabasso Causeway: Establish a year-round slow speed zone within 300 feet of 
the western shoreline of Wabasso Island, continuing 300 feet north and south of 
Wabasso Causeway (C.R. 510); and 
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Create a 400-foot “Idle Speed” zone, within the ICW, centered under each bridge 
over the Indian River Lagoon; and 

  
  Eliminate the “Slow Speed” zone in the ICW north of the Barber Bridge (SR 60). 

 
Policy 12.2: By the end of 2005, the County, in cooperation with the FWC, local law 
enforcement agencies, and local boaters’ interest organizations, will establish a Citizen's 
Marine Patrol. 

 
OBJECTIVE 13 Education/Public Awareness 
 
By 2005, informational  kiosks displaying manatee protection practices, safe boating 
practices, and the designated speed zones of the inland waters of the county will be 
installed at all public boat ramps in Indian River County.     
 

Policy 13.1:  By 2005, the County shall obtain funding from the FIND and the FWC to 
construct informational kiosks at boat ramps and other strategic locations, such as fishing 
piers. 

 
Policy 13.2:  The County, in cooperation with the FWC, USFWS, FIND, and the ELC, 
will distribute manatee awareness and boating safety materials to local boaters at the time 
of yearly boat registration and other appropriate locations such as marinas, bait and tackle 
shops, and public parks. 

 
Policy 13.3:  By 2005, the County shall initiate a monofilament line recycling program 
by placing marked collection receptacles at boat ramps, marinas, bridges, and strategic 
locations. 

 
Policy 13.4:  All existing and new boat facilities (public and private) shall be required to 
post manatee awareness signs. 

 
Policy 13.5:  By 2005, all rental vessels, including personal watercraft, in Indian River 
County shall be required to display stickers or plasticized cards with boating safety and 
manatee protection information. 

OBJECTIVE 14 Manatee Protection Measures 
 
Through 2005, the annual number of manatee mortalities in Indian River County shall be 
no more than five (5) excluding unusual events such as red tide or disease outbreaks.  Of 
these annual mortalities, no more than one (1) mortality shall be watercraft-related.  
 

Policy 14.1:  The county, in cooperation with the City of Vero Beach Utilities 
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Department and the FWC Bureau of Protected Species Management will ensure that 
disruptions to outflow, and/or inadequate temperatures to sustain manatees during winter 
are minimized, and that all necessary precautions to minimize hazards at the power plant 
are initiated. 

 
Policy 14.2:  By 2005, the county shall obtain funding to retrofit stormwater outfalls in 
tidal waters to reduce the risk of entrapment and drowning of manatees.  Any submerged 
or partially submerged pipes or culverts accessible to manatees during any tidal phase, 
larger than 8 inches in diameter but less than eight (8) feet in diameter, shall be grated 
with bars no more than eight (8) inches apart installed across the mouth of the outfall. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this section of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success or 
failure of the Recreation and Open Space Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment 
examines changes in recreation and open space conditions within the County, evaluates the 
achievement of objectives, and identifies changes in state requirements affecting the Recreation 
and Open Space Element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the Recreation and Open 
Space Element may need to be updated and revised.  This assessment contains the following 
components: 
 

• Recreation and Open Space Conditions at the Time of Last Major Plan Update (March, 
1998) 

 
• Existing Recreation and Open Space Conditions 
 
• Analysis of Recreation and Open Space Conditions Within the County 

 
• Identification of Major Issues Related To Recreation and Open Space 

 
• Evaluation of Recreation and Open Space Element Objective Achievement  

 
• Assessment of Recreation and Open Space Element Policy Implementation 

 
• Identification of Future Actions 
 
• Identification of Anticipated Amendments 

 
CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF THE LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE (1998) 
 
The summary of recreation and open space conditions that existed within the County in 1995/96 
is provided in Appendix A.  These data will enable the County to compare changes in recreation 
and open space conditions over time and make appropriate revisions to the Recreation and Open 
Space Element as needed. 
 
The last major update of the Recreation and Open Space Element was completed in 1998.  That 
update described conditions and facilities that existed in the years 1995/96.  These data, shown 
in Appendix A, must be compared to data that are more recent to assess changes in recreation 
and open space conditions from 1995/96 to the present. 
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Parks and Recreation 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, recreation programs and facilities in Indian River 
County were shared between the County and the municipalities in the County.  This approach 
prevented unnecessary and inefficient duplication.   
 
Park Categories 
 
Nationally and locally, parks are classified by type.  The various park categories are listed and 
described below. 
 
Regional Park (Urban District Park) - designed to serve large numbers of residents.  Facilities 
may include water, electricity, softball fields, foot trails, playground equipment, and public golf 
courses. 
 
Community Park - designed to serve the needs of residents living in a particular community. 
 
Neighborhood Park – designed to serve fewer people and have a more limited service area than 
community parks, but provide many of the same facilities as a community park. 
 
Specialty Park (River/Lake Park) - designed primarily for a specific purpose such as 
swimming, boating or camping.  Locations are contiguous to, or encompass, natural resources.  
 
Beach Park - designed to provide beach access, parking, and other facilities.  Locations are 
contiguous to the ocean. 
 
County Parks 
 
In 1995, there were 56 public parks in the County.  Of those parks, 23 were located in the 
unincorporated County.  Of the unincorporated County’s 23 parks, four were neighborhood 
parks, three were community parks, and one was an urban district park/regional park. In 
addition, there were 15 specialty (river, lake, and beach) parks. Beach parks comprised 
approximately 192 acres, while river parks consisted of 164 acres. The total amount of parkland 
in the unincorporated county in 1995 was 1,240 acres.  Of those 1,240 acres, only 140 acres were 
located in the south county area (south of S.R. 60).   
 
At the time of the last major plan update, Indian River County had financially contributed to 
capital improvements for some of the municipalities' parks, even though those parks were 
located within the physical boundaries of the municipalities.  As of 1996, the County had paid 
approximately 50% of the cost of developing the Barber Street Complex in the City of Sebastian, 
and had paid approximately 50% of the cost of the City of Fellsmere's park and recreation 
improvements. These improvements included lights, trails, and concession stands. 
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A similar situation existed in the south county area at the 16th Street ball fields.  Although 
located in the City of Vero Beach, the land is County-owned. 
 
Municipal Parks 
 
In 1995, the City of Vero Beach had 15 municipal parks, most being ten acres or less in size.  At 
that time, Riverside Park was Vero Beach's largest park at 54 acres. 
 
The City of Sebastian had ten municipal parks in 1995.  Six were community parks, while four 
were neighborhood parks.  With the exception of two 13-acre parks, all parks were five acres or 
less in size. 
 
The five parks within the City of Fellsmere were all community parks, and they were six acres or 
less in size.   
 
Beach, River, and Lake Parks 
 
At the time of the last major comprehensive plan update, there were 356 acres of beach, river, or 
lake parks in the entire county.  Of those 356 acres, 192 acres were beachfront parks, while 164 
acres were riverfront or lakefront parks.  In 1995, there were 17 boat ramps and 3 canoe launch 
areas within the unincorporated county. 
 
Beach parks are special types of recreational facilities that provide beach access, parking, 
showers, and other facilities.  In 1995, Indian River County’s 22 miles of Atlantic coastline had 
many access sites to public beaches.  At that time, Indian River County maintained five (5) 
public beach parks, while the City of Vero Beach operated and maintained four beachfront parks 
within its city limits.  In addition to the nine developed beachfront parks, there were 
approximately 35 other access sites that lead to public beaches.  While many access points 
contained some form of parking facilities, some did not.  Most of those beach access points were 
found in the unincorporated areas of the Barrier Island. 
 
Like beach parks, lake and river parks are special recreation facilities.  At the time of the last 
major plan update, the County maintained eleven (11) parks located on rivers, lakes, or the 
Indian River Lagoon.  While not owned by the County, one additional river\lake park was 
located in the County in 1995.  This was the Sebastian Inlet State Recreation Area, a facility 
owned and operated by the State of Florida. 
 
School Recreation Facilities 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, there were 18 public schools within the County.  The 
schools occupied 480 acres of land and included various recreation facilities.  While no formal 
interlocal agreement for joint use of the school’s recreational facilities existed between the 
County and the School District of Indian River County (SDIRC), many school facilities were 
used for various non-school recreation activities, including little league baseball, basketball 
leagues, group meetings, recreational classes, workshops, and day camps.    
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Private Recreation Facilities 
 
In 1995, private recreational facilities and housing developments in the county provided 
recreational opportunities for their clients and residents, respectively.  For example, a number of 
privately owned health clubs, marinas, and tennis clubs were open to the general public.  
Additionally, many privately owned recreation facilities, specifically swimming pools accessory 
to residential developments and private golf courses, were available exclusively to members. 
 
Recreation Activities and Programs 
 
In 1995, programs and activities at both Indian River County and City of Vero Beach parks were 
operated primarily by one entity.  That entity was the Indian River County/City of Vero Beach 
Recreation Department.  Funded by Indian River County and the City of Vero Beach, as well as 
user and registration fees, that department provided recreation services and programs throughout 
the County.  The Cities of Sebastian and Fellsmere also made minor financial and in-kind 
contributions to the budget of the recreation department. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the County also financially supported the North County 
Recreation and the Gifford Recreation organizations. Those organizations provided recreation 
services to north county and Gifford residents, respectively.   
 
Since the City of Vero Beach had maintained an extensive recreation program that also served 
south county residents, the need for the County to establish a separate recreation program for the 
south county area did not exist in 1995.  As part of its policy of making City recreation services 
available to south county residents, however, the Board of County Commissioners made annual 
contributions to the City of Vero Beach's recreation program. 
 
Bicycle, Trail, and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
In 1996, approximately 124 miles of the county’s thoroughfare plan roadways had a combined 
outside lane/paved shoulder width of at least fourteen feet.  These wide outside lanes and paved 
shoulders acted as on-road bikeways, serving residents for both transportation and recreational 
purposes.  On-road bikeways near parks, playgrounds, conservation lands, downtowns, and 
shopping areas provided for casual and short-trip biking to reach recreational destinations and 
for day-rides, touring, and fitness-biking.  In addition, 43 miles of roadways contained adjacent 
sidewalks.  Only a few off-road bike/ped facilities or trails existed in 1996.  Those trails included 
the Oslo River Conservation Area trail, the Charles Park fitness trail, the Riverside Park trail, 
and the Sebastian Buffer Preserve trail.  Such trails provided opportunities for hiking, jogging, 
wildlife-adventure, and sight-seeing. 
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Open Space 
 
Open space can be categorized as being any one of three different types.  These are corridor open 
space, utilitarian open space, and pastoral open space.  A brief explanation of each type of open 
space follows: 
 
Corridor Open Space These are rights-of-way or easements which accommodate traffic or utility 
facilities; they are linear in nature; and they are difficult to quantify. 
 
Utilitarian Open Space These are areas that are used for productive purposes from which 
monetary benefits accrue.  Utilitarian open space includes: agricultural lands, pasture lands, 
forestry lands, and mining areas. Generally, utilitarian open space is privately owned. In Indian 
River County, there is a substantial amount of utilitarian open space. 
 
Pastoral Open Space These are areas set aside for conservation, natural resource protection, or 
passive use purposes; they often include environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
In 1995, there were approximately 68,239 acres of publicly owned open space in the county.  
The largest publicly owned open space areas in the County were the St. Johns River upper basin, 
the Sebastian Inlet State Park, and the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge.  By the end of 
1995, approximately $930,000.00 of a $26 million environmental lands acquisition bond had 
been expended for the purchase of environmentally important land. Privately owned land and 
182,000 acres of agricultural land also provided significant open space acreage in the County. 
 
Level of Service Standards 
 
With adoption of the Comprehensive Plan in 1990, the County established Level of Service 
(LOS) standards for various types of parks in different geographical locations.  In 1995, the 
County’s adopted parkland LOS standards were: 
 

Park Type   Acres per 1000 Persons 
 
 Community, South    3.00 
 Community, North    3.00 
 Urban      5.00 
 Specialty, Beach    1.50 
 Specialty, River/Lake    1.50 
 
The following table shows service population size and available park acreage based on the above 
standards and the best estimates of the 1995 unincorporated functional County population. 
Functional population is the resident population plus the seasonal population. 
 

 
PARK TYPE 

ACRES/1000 
PERSONS 

UNINCORP. CO. 
FUNCTIONAL 

 
DEMAND 

 
1995 ACRES 

 
SURPLUS 
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POPULATION ACRES ACRES 
Community, 
South 3.00 56,431 169 140 -29 

Community, 
North 3.00 24,645 74 100 26 

Urban 5.00 81,076 405 644 239 
Specialty, Beach 1.50 81,076 122 192 70 
Specialty, 
River/Lake 1.50 81,076 122 164 42 

Total   892 1,240 348 

 
 
As structured, the Comprehensive Plan contains an estimate not only of the county’s resident 
population, but also an estimate of the county’s functional population.  The functional population 
is the resident population plus the seasonal population. The functional population is the largest 
population that would be expected to use County services and facilities on a given day. 
 
As indicated in the above table, the County had sufficient parkland in all categories, except for 
the south county community park category, to meet the Comprehensive Plan's parkland LOS 
standards at the time of the last major plan update.  Since there was sufficient parkland 
countywide, the last EAR recommended revising the park LOS standards to reflect the entire 
unincorporated area, rather than portions of the unincorporated county. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS 
 
In Appendix A, the most recent recreation and open space conditions and population information 
are provided under the existing conditions section of the corresponding matrix.  The information 
for existing recreation and open space conditions will be compared to the conditions at the time 
of the last major plan update to assess changes in recreation and open space conditions within the 
County. 
 
Parks and Recreation 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, Indian River County and the municipalities in the 
county have altered the arrangement of providing recreation programs and facilities in the 
County.  Each jurisdiction now provides recreation programs and facilities within its own 
jurisdiction. 
 
County Parks 
 
In 2005, there were 70 public parks in the County.  Of those parks, 27 were located in the 
unincorporated County.  At this time, the classification of park types is different from the 1995 
classification.  Currently, any parks that attract countywide residents are classified as regional 
parks/specialty parks.  With the new classification, the unincorporated county parks consist of 7 
neighborhood parks, 1 community park, and 19 regional parks or specialty parks (beach, river or 
lake access parks).  According to the Indian River County Public Works Department, the 70 
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parks comprise approximately 1,528 acres.  Currently, only 160 acres of parkland are located 
south of S.R. 60. 
 
Within its service area, the county has prepared master plans for two of its regional parks as well 
as the county fairgrounds. These regional park master plans are for the South County Regional 
Park and for the North County Regional park.  With respect to the North County Regional Park 
Master Plan, the only improvement not completed as of this time is the “Lazy River”. With 
respect to the South County Regional Park Master Plan, the improvements not completed as of 
this time are a new playground, parking renovations, picnic shelters, a multi-purpose facility, and 
additional restroom facilities. The location of the county parks are shown on Figure 10.1 
(attachment 2).   
 
Since 1995, the county has made several improvements to its park and recreational facilities, 
including the fairgrounds.  Among the improvements made to the fairgrounds were construction 
of a 20,000 sq. ft. Agricultural Exposition building, construction of a 20,000 sq. ft. open air 
agricultural pavilion, construction of perimeter fencing, and others. 
 
Since 1998, all new county park and recreation facilities have been constructed to be 
handicapped accessible and barrier free with no access constraints.  Also since 1998, the county 
retrofitted all of its existing parks and recreational facilities to ensure that the facilities are 
handicapped accessible. 
 
Municipal Parks 
 
In 2005, the City of Vero Beach had 20 parks.  Riverside Park remains the largest park and now 
contains 71 acres.  In addition, the City of Vero Beach has 4 beach parks and 13 beach access 
points.  Overall, the City of Vero Beach has approximately 230 acres of parkland and open 
space, including almost 3 acres of beach access.  Currently, the City of Vero Beach has six 
undeveloped areas, totaling about 4 acres, designated for future parkland.  The parks within the 
City of Vero Beach range in size from less than 1 acre to 71 acres. 
 
Currently, the City of Sebastian has 13 parks, totaling about 287 acres.  Besides its 13 parks, the 
City of Sebastian has seven undeveloped areas, totaling about 80 acres, that are designated as 
future parkland.  The parks within the City of Sebastian range in size from less than 1 acre to 33 
acres.  
 
There are 7 parks, that total roughly 18 acres, within the City of Fellsmere.   
 
Beach, River, and Lake Parks 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the amount of parkland adjacent to natural water 
bodies in the County has not changed.  Consequently, 356 acres of waterfront land remain 
classified as beach, river, or lake parkland.  Currently, Indian River County and the City of Vero 
Beach operate and maintain nine public beaches and approximately 35 beach access sites.  Both 
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the county and City of Vero Beach provide lifeguards and ocean rescue operations at their 
respective beach parks. 
 
In 2005, there were 13 river parks and lake parks in the unincorporated County.  The Sebastian 
Inlet State Recreation Area continues to serve as a river/lake park for Indian River County.   
Since 1995, the county has built the C.R. 510 causeway boat launch facilities and the north 
Sebastian canoe launch facility.  In 2005, there were 18 boat ramps and 4 canoe launch areas 
within the unincorporated county area. 
 
School Recreation Facilities 
 
Currently, the School District of Indian River County (SDIRC) operates 21 public schools within 
the County.  The schools occupy 549 acres of land, and many include recreation facilities.  While 
the County and the SDIRC do not have a formal interlocal agreement that provides for public use 
of school recreation facilities, there is public use of various recreational facilities at school sites.  
 
Below is the list of recreational facilities within the Indian River County School District. 
 
- Basketball/Vollyball/Tennis Courts  58 
- Baseball Fields    13 
- Football/Soccer Fields   20 
- Softball Fields     5 
 
 
Private Recreation Facilities 
 
Privately owned recreational facilities, such as tennis clubs, swimming pools, and golf courses, 
continue to provide a range of recreational opportunities in the County.  Many residential 
developments also provide recreational amenities to their residents. 
 
Recreation Activities and Programs 

At present, programs and activities at County and municipal parks are operated separately.  
Throughout the county, the Indian River County Recreation Department provides, operates, and 
publicizes recreational programs and facilities for use by County residents and visitors.   
 
Within the County, a variety of recreational activities are available for residents of all ages.  For 
example, shuffleboard and bocce ball are provided for the older population.  Playground 
equipment, jungle gyms, a splash pad, and a skate park are available for a younger crowd.   
Additionally, trails for walking, open fields for soccer, and piers for fishing provide further 
outdoor recreation options. 
 
Overall, the County Recreation Department provides diversified recreational opportunities 
supervised by professional staff in modern facilities.  As structured, the county’s recreational 
program supplements recreational programs provided by private non-profit or for-profit 
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providers.  Generally, county programs are free to children of very low and low income families. 
Because the county provided recreation programs usually cost less than programs provided by 
private for-profit providers, the county recreational programs are more suitable for very low and 
low income individuals.  Since very low and low income individuals generally cannot afford 
programs provided by private providers, the county’s programs do not compete with private 
recreation providers. 
 
Due to limited resources, the county provides only CORE recreational programs.  CORE 
programs are those programs that keep resources, staff, and/or funding focused on the primary 
activities that the Indian River County Recreation Department must support.  Determining if a 
program or service is CORE involves an evaluation based on the following criteria.   
 

• It is a program that must be provided because of an external regulation, law, and other 
regulatory requirement.  It is not viewed as optional by the department.  Depending on 
the program, the County may not have to provide the program, but the county must 
ensure that the program is provided. 

• It is a direct service to the public 
• If the County Recreation Department is in a cutback or reduction situation, the program 

would be preserved at the cost of all other services or programs. 
• It serves a significant number of people. 
• It is an activity, program, or service that the majority of current customers or users 

perceive as necessary and important. 
• It generates a reasonable revenue yield and/or a reasonable user participation rate. 

 
Each year, every individual program and facility that the recreation department operates is 
evaluated to identify the CORE and non-CORE programs.  Overall, the more of the above 
criteria that a program or facility meets, the more likely it is considered CORE to the department. 
A list of current CORE and non-CORE programs is provided on attachment 4. 
 
On average, the Recreation Department provides 142 recreation programs per year.  The 
following is an example of the type of recreation programs provided by the county recreation 
department. 
 

• Instructional – Self Defense, Senior Aerobics 
• Special Events – Winter Fest, Daddy/Daughter Dance, Screen on the Green, State Special 

Olympics, Aquatic Championships 
• Athletics – Youth Sports: Football, Baseball, Basketball, Sports Tournaments 
• Athletics – Adult Sports: Softball, Volleyball, Sports Tournaments 
• Camps – Summer Traditional Youth, Summer Youth Athletic Specialty Camps 
• Aquatic – Public Swimming Pools and Beaches, Swim Lessons, Aquanautics, Junior 

Lifeguard 
 

Generally, Indian River County Recreation Department program delivery is directly affected by 
the type and location of facilities, including those that are county owned or controlled and/or 
leased.  Program delivery is also influenced by available financial resources and the delivery of 
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programs by not-for-profit groups and organizations like the Indian River Soccer Association.  
The following indicates the geographical distribution of recreation programs. 
 
South of S.R. 60 
 

 Youth 
 
The majority of CORE youth sports programs are offered at facilities south of SR 60.  These 
programs include football, cheerleading and baseball.  Youth basketball programs are provided 
at school sites.  Growth of this program is limited due to lack of county facilities and 
accessibility to school facilities.  Since there is a lack of county facilities west of 43rd Avenue no 
programs are offered in that area. 
 

 Adult 
 
Most adult outdoor softball programs are also south of S.R. 60. 
 

 Aquatics 
 
There are no county operated pool facilities south of S.R. 60.  While the City of Vero Beach 
operates Leisure Square, a facility that accommodates city and county residents south of S.R. 60, 
there is a differential fee structure for county residents at the facility. 
 
North of S.R. 60 
 

 Youth 
 
When available, the indoor fairgrounds facility offers youth basketball leagues as part of a 
county-wide schedule which relies heavily on the use of school sites.  While youth baseball is 
played at the North County Regional Park, Hobart field is also used as needed for youth baseball. 
 

 Adult 
 
Softball sports leagues now operate at the North County Regional Park sports fields. 
 

 Aquatics 
 
The Gifford and the North County Aquatic Centers serve the residents in the central and north 
county areas with a wide range of programs. 
 
Recreation Program Sign-up and Facility Reservation 
 
To utilize the county’s recreation programs, applicants must sign up for programs and pay 
appropriate fees.  To sign up for a recreation program, applicants must come to the recreation 
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department in person.  Also, to reserve park facilities, such as large pavilions in Hobart Park, 
clients must go to that park office in person to make the reservation. 
 
Bicycle, Trail, and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
In 2006, approximately 200.44 miles of the county’s thoroughfare plan roadways had bikelanes 
(a combined outside lane/paved shoulder width of at least fourteen feet).  In addition, 101.84 
miles of roadways contained an adjacent sidewalk.  Currently, a CR 512 sidewalk/bikepath and 
an Oslo Road bikepath are under construction as part of improvements to these roadways.  
 
In addition to the facilities that were available prior to 1996, a boardwalk trail to the Pelican 
Island National Wildlife Refuge observation tower; a trail at Kitchen Station along C.R. 512; and 
a trail on Old Winter Beach Road now exist.  Current efforts to increase recreational 
opportunities along major transportation corridors include adding sidewalks, bikelanes or shared-
use paths along Aviation Blvd., 66th Avenue and CR 510. 
 
In 2006, the Indian River County MPO developed a Greenways Plan to identify greenway trails 
and additional off-road bicycle and pedestrian corridors that could connect major destinations in 
the Vero Beach/Central County area.  These projects will be located along railroad, canal, 
airport, and other publicly owned rights-of-way.  
 
Open Space 
 
In 2007, there were approximately 100,000 acres of publicly owned open space in the county.  
The largest publicly owned open space areas in the County include the St. Sebastian River 
Preserve and the Blue Cypress and Fort Drum Marsh conservation areas.  Approximately 
136,896 acres of agricultural land also provide significant open space acreage in the County. 
 
Level of Service Standard 
 
In 1998, the County adopted a parkland Level of Service (LOS) of 4 acres per 1,000 functional 
population.  Then, in 2005, the County revised its Level of Service and adopted a parkland LOS 
of 6.61 acres per 1,000 functional persons. 
 
The following table shows the unincorporated County’s 2005 functional population, the 2005 
demand for park acreage, and the number of surplus park acres based on the above referenced 
adopted LOS.  Functional population is the resident population plus the seasonal population. 
 
 

ACRES/1000 
PERSONS 

UNINCORP. CO. 
FUNCTIONAL 
POPULATION 

 
DEMAND 

ACRES 

TOTAL 

ACRES 

 
SURPLUS 

ACRES 
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6.61 96,680 639 1528 889 

 
As indicated in the above table, the County has sufficient parkland to meet the Comprehensive 
Plan's parkland LOS standard. 
 
Funding and Capital Projects 
 
All county capital park projects are funded by county general fund revenue, park and recreation 
impact fee revenue, optional sales tax revenue, federal and state grants, or developer 
contributions.  Recreational programs are funded by Municipal Service Taxing Unit (MSTU) 
revenue or recreation program user fee and reservation fee.  Recreation program user fees, 
however, are subsidized for children of very low and low income families.  Also, the recreation 
department charges user fees for reserving county park facilities, such as the 2 large pavilions in 
Hobart Park.  
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Comparing recreation and open space conditions at the time of the last major plan update with 
existing conditions provides an indication of changes that occurred between 1995/96 and 
2005/06.  In evaluating recreation and open space conditions in the county, several functional 
components must be considered.  These components include: parks and recreation facilities; 
open space; levels of service; funding; and capital projects. 
 
Parks and Recreation 
  
Since the last major update of the comprehensive plan, Indian River County has experienced a 
nearly 20% population increase and a 23% parkland increase.  Thus, the amount of park and 
recreation space required to serve the County’s residents has increased.  Throughout the county, 
park and recreation demand is met by County and municipal park facilities, schools, and 
privately owned recreation facilities.   
 
Overall, the county’s park and recreation facilities are not equitably distributed between county 
residents north of S.R. 60 and county residents south of S.R. 60.  Of the 1,528 acres of parklands 
in the unincorporated county, only 160 acres are located south of S.R. 60.  Also, there is no park 
within the S.R. 60 corridor west of 43rd Avenue to serve the population that is living in that area. 
Therefore, not all county residents have equal access to the unincorporated county parks and 
facilities 
 
Since planning is a continuous process, park master plans must be evaluated on a regular basis to 
ensure that they are updated and meet current needs.  To keep up with changing conditions, 
including changes to population projections, changes to population composition, funding 
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availability and historic demand for recreational programs, the Recreation Department plans to 
update both the north and south county regional park master plans by the year 2010. 
 
 
 
County and Municipal Parks 
 
Since the last major plan update, the County has acquired an additional 288 acres of parkland, 
representing a nearly 23% increase in total parkland acres.  In the same time period, the total 
number of parks in the unincorporated County and in the municipalities of Vero Beach, 
Sebastian, and Fellsmere increased by approximately 25%.   
 
Currently, there are 1,528 acres of parkland and many recreational facilities serving the county’s 
population.  Of those 1,528 acres, only 160 acres are located south of S.R. 60. At present, 1,002 
acres of the 1,528 areas parklands are developed.  In the future, the county should build 
additional parks in the south county area.  One such park can be built in the south county 
initiative area where the county coordinated with developers who set aside land for a public park. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the county and municipalities have kept pace with 
the need for parklands.  In so doing, the county has maintained its park LOS and provided park 
and recreational facilities for its citizens.   
 
Specialty (Beach, River and Lake) Parks 
 
Two facts are important in analyzing the County's beach, river and lake parks.  These are: 
 

 All indications are that the population of the County will continue to grow.  For 
example, the University of Florida's Bureau of Economic and Business Research 
projects that the County's population will increase from 130,041 in 2005 to 209,000 in 
2030.  That growth represents a nearly 61% population increase in 25 years;  

 
 The amount of parkland adjacent to natural water bodies in the County has remained 

constant since the time of the last major plan update (356 acres).  Of those 356 acres, 
192 acres are beachfront parks, and 164 acres are riverfront or lakefront parks.  The 
opportunities for acquiring additional parks adjacent to water bodies is limited. 

 
In the past, the county and the municipalities have provided beach, river, and lake parks to 
accommodate the population of the county.  In the future, the opportunities for acquiring 
additional beach, river, and lake parks will be limited.  Consequently, the county will probably 
not be able to obtain additional access to these water bodies.  For that reason, the county must 
ensure that the current accesses to water bodies are retained. 
 
One of the major ongoing expenses for beach parks is providing for lifeguards and beach rescue 
operations.  Since all of the public beach parks are located within the City of Vero Beach and the 
unincorporated county area, operational expenses for beach rescue operations and lifeguards are 
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borne by the county and the City of Vero Beach.  Since beach rescue operations and lifeguards 
are essential health and safety services, the City of Vero Beach and the county must continue to 
provide these services to county residents. 
 
 
Recreation Facilities and Programs 
 
Since the last major plan update, the most significant recreation and open space changes in the 
County have been the separation and restructuring of the County’s and the City of Vero Beach’s 
recreation departments.  
 
Since 1995, there has been an increase in the total number of recreational facilities in the County. 
Many of these recreational facilities are provided in conjunction with schools.  As a matter of 
fact, the majority of basketball courts, volleyball courts, baseball/softball fields and football 
fields within Indian River County are located adjacent to schools.   
 
On an annual basis, the Recreation Department, through its budget process, identifies CORE 
recreation programs and services that must be provided to serve the county population. The most 
important factor for providing CORE recreational programs is funding.  A list of the existing 
CORE and non-CORE programs is provided as attachment 4.   
 
To more accurately determine demand for existing park and recreational programs and to 
identify the need for new recreational programs, the Recreation Department plans to conduct a 
survey of the existing recreation facility users, as well as a random survey of the entire 
unincorporated county population, by 2010.  The results of this survey will be used to plan future 
capital projects and recreation programs. 
 
In Indian River County, there are some user groups that utilize county park and recreational 
facilities on a long-term basis.  Currently, there are no formalized agreements with most of those 
long term user groups.  To better serve the county’s population, a new policy should be 
established, requiring that the recreation department enter into multi-year contracts with the long 
term user groups utilizing the county’s park and recreational facilities. 
 
Currently, the recreation department’s reservation system requires clients signing up for 
recreation programs or reserving park facilities to make reservations in person at the recreation 
department or at the park office.  By developing a web based automated system which allows 
users to reserve park facilities or to sign up for recreational programs online, the recreation 
department could increase the efficiency of the parks and recreation program reservation system. 
For that reason, a new policy, requiring development of the web based reservation and recreation 
program sign up system, should be adopted.  
 
Within the county, there are some special events that impact more than one jurisdiction.  
Consequently, a new policy should be established to require that the county, when appropriate, 
enter into agreements with municipalities for county-wide programs and for special events that 
impact other jurisdictions. 
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Adequate Facilities 
 
Generally, park areas should consist of facilities that are appropriate for the intended population 
to be served.  As a guide, the National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA) has established 
park and recreation standards to be used as: 

• a national expression of minimum acceptable facilities for the citizens of urban and rural 
communities 

• guidance to determine land requirements for various kinds of parkland recreation areas 
and facilities 

• a basis for relating recreational needs to spatial analysis within a community-wide system 
of parks and open space areas 

• a means to justify the need for parks and open space within the overall land-use pattern of 
a region or community 

 
The purpose of these guidelines is to present park and recreation space standards that are 
applicable nationwide for planning, acquiring, and developing park, recreation, and open space 
lands.  These standards should be viewed as guidelines and should be interpreted according to 
the particular situation to which they are applied and specific local needs.  Since each locality 
has different demographics, local characteristics should be considered when determining what 
standard is appropriate. 
 
Based on the National Recreation and Park Association guidelines and the 2005 countywide 
functional population of approximately 130,000, the table below provides an indication of the 
number of facilities needed within the county. As the table indicates, the County needs 26 
basketball courts, 26 volleyball courts, 26 baseball/softball fields, 6 football fields, 13 soccer 
fields, and 65 tennis courts.  Since one 18-hole golf course is recommended for every 50,000 
people, three golf courses would meet that minimum need.  Overall, the NPRA guidelines 
recommend that a community have one public swimming pool per 20,000 population, thus 
requiring seven pools to meet that standard for Indian River County’s 2005 functional 
population.   
 
 
Activity/Facility Unit/pop. Units needed 

based on 130,000 pop 
Units 

Provided  
2005 

Provider of Facilities 

Basketball  1 per 5,000 26 51 Schools/public 
Tennis  1 per 2,000 65 101+ Schools/public/private* 
Volleyball  1 per 5,000 26 50+ Schools/public/private* 
Baseball/Softball 1 per 5,000 26 27 Schools/public 
Football 1 per 20,000 6 5 Schools/public 
Golf (18 hole) 1 per 50,000 3 20 public/private* 
Swimming Pools 1 per 20,000 7 10+ public/private* 
Soccer Fields 1 per 10,000 13 16** School/Public/Private 
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* Private facilities which are open to the public for a fee 
** 16 individual layouts, however, the soccer association counts them as 11 fields 
 
 
 
With the exception of football fields, Indian River County has sufficient recreation facilities to 
meet the minimum guidelines suggested by NRPA.  Since the county usually builds multi-
purpose fields that can be used for several different activities, football fields can also be used as 
soccer fields, and volleyball courts may also be used for tennis or basketball courts.  
 
According to the Introductory Element of the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan, the 
median age of the County’s population in 2005 was 47, with approximately 16% of the 
population at school age (6 -19 years).  Given that demographic makeup, five football fields are 
most likely sufficient for Indian River County’s 2005 population. 
 
Although some school recreation facilities may have use restrictions, school recreation facilities 
that are open to the public can supplement other recreational facilities and increase the 
community's recreational opportunities.  Currently, no formal agreements between the School 
District of Indian River County and the county exist for use of school recreation facilities.  To 
ensure access to school recreation facilities, a formal interlocal agreement between the County 
and the School District is essential. For that reason, a new policy should be established to require 
that the county enter into an agreement with the school district, regarding use of school 
recreation facilities. 
 
In addition to schools, private facilities offer a range of recreational activities within the County. 
 Privately owned, but publicly available, recreational facilities include tennis courts, golf 
courses, health clubs, and other facilities.  Some privately owned recreational facilities are not 
open to the general public, but still provide abundant recreational opportunities in Indian River 
County. 
 
Bicycle, Trail, and Pedestrian Facilities 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update there has been a significant increase in the supply of 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  This is evident from the 61% increase (76 miles) in the miles of 
on-road bikelanes between 1995 and 2005. 
 
While additional bikelanes have increased the opportunities for fast-biking, tour-biking, fitness 
biking, and utility biking, such bike lanes are continuous on only a few roadways in the county.  
Also, some of these bikelanes do not connect to major bike/ped attractions like playgrounds, 
parks, schools, employment centers, shopping areas, etc.  Overall, the increasing speed and 
higher volume of adjacent traffic, the increase in heavy or oversize vehicles on the adjacent 
roadways, poor intersection geometry, few dedicated crossings for pedestrians, and high crash 
rates cause unsafe biking conditions, discouraging residents from active use of biking as a source 
of recreation, as a means to a healthy lifestyle, and as a mode of transportation.   The Evaluation 
and Appraisal Report of the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan discusses 
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bike/ped services in the county in further detail and provides appropriate recommendations. 
 
Since 1994, the county has seen an increase of 136% (57 miles) in the number of miles of new 
sidewalks.  Most of the sidewalks provide walking access to new residential developments along 
state roads and along county roads.  These new sidewalk improvements have increased 
pedestrian access to destinations such as schools, parks, playgrounds, libraries, local stores, 
coffee shops, restaurants, and other destinations, resulting in increased pedestrian activity. 
 
One way that the county is addressing bicycle and pedestrian issues is through development of 
North, Central, and South County Greenways Plans.  Through these plans, the county will 
identify opportunities for off road, non-motorized travel on facilities such as abandoned rail 
corridors, public rights of way, and canal easements.  The first of these plans, the Central Indian 
River County Greenways Plan, was adopted by the MPO in 2006.  That plan identifies a number 
of off-road alternatives for non-motorized travel.  The highest priority alternative, the 
Airport/Aviation Boulevard loop, will provide a safe off-road travel alternative to several 
facilities, including U.S. 1, 41st Street, and 43rd Avenue. 
 
In addition, off-road trails in conservation areas and on beaches provide opportunities for hiking, 
sight-seeing, wildlife adventure, and water sports.  Through the MPO’s Greenways Plans, the 
county will focus on connecting bike/ped destinations, such as recreational centers, conservation 
lands, wildlife sanctuaries, and the beaches in the county, through on-road bikelanes, off-road 
walkways, and off-road trails.  Through these bike/ped connections, such destinations are 
expected to gain popularity. 
 
Open Space 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the amount of publicly owned or publicly controlled 
open space in Indian River County has increased by 46% (31,761 acres), from  approximately 
68,239 acres in 1995 to approximately 100,000 acres in 2005. 
 
Typically, the amount of open space declines as land is developed.  Conversely, the need for 
public open space becomes even more important as more development occurs.  Within the 
county’s Urban Service Area (USA), open space areas are being lost as development occurs on 
previously undeveloped tracts of land.   
 
Not only does open space enhance the aesthetics of an area; it can also define a community's 
character.  For example, corridor open spaces can enhance the image and character of the 
County. The County can also utilize the open spaces of road rights-of-way, drainage district 
rights-of-way, and utility rights-of-way as open space corridors.  
 
Equally important is pastoral open space.  Often, larger areas of pastoral open space, such as the 
St. John’s Marsh and the Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge, are under public ownership.  
As publicly owned lands, these areas will remain undeveloped and serve open space functions in 
perpetuity.  Privately owned pastoral open space areas, however, are subject to the threat of 
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development.  In recent years, however, the County has obtained an additional 31,761 acres of 
open space that is reserved as conservation land. 
 
Unlike corridor and pastoral open spaces, utilitarian open space is land used for productive, 
usually monetary purposes.  These areas are subject to development with changing 
circumstances.  One common example of that is the conversion of agricultural land within the 
Urban Service Area (USA) to urban uses.  Within development projects, retention ponds, buffer 
areas, upland set-asides, and required yard areas serve as open space.  Like the publicly owned 
pastoral areas, these areas can be expected to remain indefinitely. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, the county has acquired a significant amount of 
environmental land.  As detailed in the Conservation Element and Conservation element’s EAR, 
the county will, based on the availability of funds, continue to acquire and preserve 
environmental lands in the future. 
 
 
Level of Service Standards 
 
In 2005, an impact fee study that assessed park needs was conducted.  That study established a 
LOS standard of 6.61 acres per 1,000 permanent residents plus weighted seasonal population for 
unincorporated Indian River County.  The current standard is based on the existing 1,528 acres 
of parkland and the unincorporated county functional population of 96,680. This translates to a 
demand of 639 acres and a surplus of 889 acres.   Therefore, 6.61 is an appropriate standard.   
 
Often, residents and tourists use parks within several different jurisdictions. In Indian River 
County, this means that municipal parks serve County residents as well as municipal residents, 
and that County parks serve municipal residents as well as County residents.  This makes it 
difficult to determine the population to be served by each jurisdiction.  The adopted level of 
service standard, however, is based on the unincorporated area functional population and the 
unincorporated area parkland acreage.     
 
Population Projections 
 
The principal determinant of future park and recreation needs is the projected future population.  
As population increases, there is a need for more parklands and recreational facilities.  In the 
Introductory Element of the County’s Comprehensive Plan, there are projections of not only the 
resident population of the County, but also the functional population of the County.  The 
functional population is the resident population plus the seasonal population. 
    
While not a major tourist area, Indian River County can be expected to attract an increasing 
number of tourists and an increasing seasonal population in the coming years.  Some of the 
factors contributing to the growth of tourism are the ideal winter climate; access to beaches, 
water facilities, and other recreation facilities; and proximity to other major attractions in the 
state. 
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The seasonal population used in the development of the comprehensive plan is not intended to 
provide an enumeration or total count of persons who visit Indian River County throughout any 
given year, but rather to provide an estimate of the potential peak season population.  Overall, 
the projected population determines future needs for parks and recreation facilities.   
 
 
 

Functional Population Projections for Unincorporated Indian River County 
 
 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 
 
Resident 

 
98,114 

 
110,073 

 
119,164 128,056 135,375 

 
Seasonal 

 
14,198 

 
15,505 

 
16,582 17,768 18,790 

 
Functional (Total) 112,312 125,578 135,748 145,824 154,165 

Source:  Indian River County Planning Department 
 
With the current LOS standard of 6.61 acres of parkland per each 1,000 functional population, 
the current inventory of 1,528 acres of parkland is sufficient to meet the 1,019 acres of parkland 
needed to accommodate demand from the projected 2030 unincorporated county functional 
population of 154,165. 
 
Since the time of last major plan update, most of the growth in the county has occurred and is 
still occuring in the south county area between 20th Avenue and 58th Avenue, in the west 
county/SR 60 area between 58th Avenue and 98th Avenue, in the central county area between 49th 
Street and 65th Street, and in the north county area, including Vero Lake Estates and the C.R. 510 
Corridor.   
 
Even though there are sufficient parklands within the county to serve the overall unincorporated 
county population, the county’s geographical distribution of the parkland is not equitable.  Of the 
1,528 acres of parkland, only 160 acres are located south of S.R. 60, an area where a large 
percentage of the unincorporated county population live.  As shown on attached figure 10.5, a 5 
mile park service area radius around county parks does not cover the west portion of the 
urbanized area of the county along S.R. 60.  Consequently, there is a need for county parks in the 
western urbanized area of the county near S.R. 60, and in the area south of S.R. 60. 
 
Funding and Capital Projects 
 
Until 2005, the county’s recreation capital and operations needs were funded by county general 
fund revenue, optional sales tax revenue, Florida Recreation Development Assistance (FRDAP) 
grants, or other grants.  In 2005, the county adopted a new recreation impact fee to partly fund 
park acquisition and construction.  To offset the cost of acquiring parkland, the county has 
acquired parkland from development projects, including Pointe West, the South County 
Initiative, Liberty Park and others.   
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In the future, the County plans to use park impact fee revenue, optional sales tax revenue, and 
grants to build a multi-purpose recreation facility at the South County Park.  The county has also 
applied for and received a grant to improve the Oslo Road boat ramp.  The current list of 5-year 
parks and recreation capital projects is attached (attachment 3). 
 
In the future, most of the capital needs will be funded by recreation impact fees, grants, and 
optional sales tax revenue, while general funds revenue and user fees will be used for operational 
expenditures. Going forward, however, the Recreation Department should re-evaluate its user 
fees for recreational programs to ensure that costs are fully recovered.  Due to a recent decrease 
in general fund revenue, the Recreation Department should also evaluate other funding options, 
such as facility naming rights, beach and park concessions, and others. 
 
 
EFFECTS OF STATUTORY AND RULE CHANGES 
 
Local government comprehensive plans must be consistent with State and Regional growth 
management requirements such as Chapter 163, F.S., the State Comprehensive Plan, Rule 9J-5, 
F.A.C, and the applicable strategic regional policy plan.  As stated in Subsection 163.3191(1), 
F.S., the EAR is the "principal process for updating local comprehensive plans to reflect changes 
in state policy and growth management."  Therefore, this EAR includes an analysis of the effects 
of statutory and rule changes affecting the Recreation and Open Space Element. 
 
Consistency with Rule 9J-5, F.A.C 
 
Section 9J-5.014, F.A.C., previously provided the minimum requirements for the Recreation and 
Open Space Element, but that section was recently removed from the Florida Administrative 
Code.  Therefore, there is no conflict between the Recreation and Open Space Element and Rule 
9J-5, F.A.C. 
 
Consistency with State Comprehensive Plan 
 
The Recreation and Open Space Element of the Indian River County comprehensive plan is 
consistent with the State plan. 
 
Consistency with Strategic Regional Policy Plan 
 
The Recreation and Open Space Element of the Indian River County comprehensive plan is 
consistent with the Treasure Coast Strategic Regional Policy Plan. 
 
Consistency with Ch. 163, Part II, F.S. 
 
The Recreation and Open Space Element of the Indian River County comprehensive plan is 
consistent with Ch. 163, Part II. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF MAJOR ISSUES 
 
Since park users are not bound by jurisdictional boundaries, one issue is the coordination of park 
and recreational activities between the county and municipalities. Other issues relate to funding 
for the purchase of parkland for community parks in the western portion of the urbanized area of 
the county and the area south of S.R. 60, and for capital projects for improving existing 
parklands. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES 
 
This section contains an evaluation of the achievement of the Recreation and Open Space 
Element’s objectives.  Since the time of the last major plan update, Objectives 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 
10, and 11 were achieved, Objectives 2 and 9 were not achieved.  The goals, objectives, and 
policies of the recreation and open space element are attached (attachment 1). 
 
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 was implemented and if it directly or indirectly contributed to meeting the 
corresponding objective.  Then, each policy was assessed to determine if it should be 
maintained, revised, or deleted and the reason for revision or deletion. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Adequate Parklands and Recreation Facilities 
 
Through 2003, adopted recreation levels of service will be maintained to ensure that adequate 
parklands and recreation facilities are available for use. 
 
MEASURE - MAINTENANCE OF ADEQUATE PARKLAND LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS). 
 
With the current unincorporated county functional population of 96,680, 639 acres of the county 
parkland is needed to meet the level of service standard of 6.61 per 1000 functional population.  
Since the county presently has 1,528 acres of the county parkland, the plan's recreation LOS of 
6.61 acres per 1000 functional population was achieved. 
 
Objective 1 was achieved and should be retained; however, the objective’s target date should be 
revised to correspond to the time horizon of the plan. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.1) The county adopts 
recreation LOS standards 
of 6.61 acres per 1,000 
population 

LOS adopted and 
maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.2) For LOS purposes, 
the county will measure 
parkland acres per 1,000 
population by summing 
the total county owned 

Formula used to 
determine LOS 

X  X  X  Maintain  
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
parkland acreage and 
dividing by the current 
estimate of 
unincorporated county 
permanent, plus weighted 
seasonal population. 

1.3) The county shall  
maintain its concurrency 
management system 

Concurrency 
Management System 
maintained 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.4) The county adopts 
the facility standards as 
guidelines to be used in 
developing parklands. 

Standards used as 
guidelines 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.5) By 1998, the county 
shall request that the 
State of Florida lease 100 
acres of the 
Coraci/Sebastian Creek 
property to the county for 
the development of a 
north county park. 

Done, north county 
recreation complex 
built 

X  X  X  Delete 

1.6) By 1998, the county 
shall complete a needs 
analysis of its recreation 
services. 

Done X  X  X  Revise target 
date 

 
All policies under Objective 1 were implemented, and all contributed to meeting the objective.  
While Policy 1.5 was implemented, that policy related to acquisition of a specific property that 
was acquired.   Consequently, the policy is no longer needed and should be deleted.  Policy 1.6 
should be revised to change the target date. 
 
 
 
 
New Policy 
 
There are several new policies that should be added under this objective 1.  These new policies 
should indicate that: 
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• The Recreation Department should evaluate the existing user fee structure and include 
full cost recovery for adult programs. 

 
• The Recreation Department should revise its fee structure for county recreational 
programs and reservation of county park facilities to include a surcharge for out of county 
residents. 

 
• The Recreation Department should evaluate the current per capita expenditure in the 
north and south areas (with S.R. 60 as a dividing line) of the county to determine the current 
infrastructure values, and to utilize the collected data to guide placement of needed 
infrastructure in each area. 

 
• The Recreation Department should evaluate new funding options, including privatization 
and partnerships. 

 
• The Recreation Department should evaluate new revenue opportunities such as facility 
naming rights, beach and park concessions, and others. 

 
• The Recreation Department should evaluate the feasibility of creating a foundation to 
develop and receive donations for parks capital and infrastructure needs. 

 
• The Recreation Department should continue to charge recreation impact fees to fund a 
portion of the park system’s capital budget needs. 

       
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 1, with the proposed deletions and additions, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 Parklands in the South County 
 
By 2020, the county will have 461 acres of parkland in the south district. 
 
MEASURE - NUMBER OF ACRES OF PARKLAND IN THE SOUTH DISTRICT. 
 
There are currently 160 acres of parkland in the south district.  Since the last major plan update, 
20 acres of parklands have been acquired in the south county. 
 
Although this objective is not due until 2020, there has not been much progress toward 
achievement. 
 
Additional parkland in the south district is an appropriate objective; therefore this objective 
should be retained.   
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

2.1) The county shall 
develop South County 
Park. 

Several facilities have 
been built.  The county 
plans to build a multi-
purpose facility in the 
future. 

X  X  X  Revise to 
indicate that by 
2015 remaining 
improvements 
identified in 
south county 
master plan  will 
be built  

2.2) The county shall 
assess the feasibility of 
converting former landfill 
sites and wastewater reuse 
sites to county parks.  
Specific consideration will 
be given to the Oslo 
transfer station site and the 
old stump dump.  Those 
sites identified as feasible 
for conversion shall be 
developed for park use. 

Feasibility study not 
completed 

 X  X X  Delete 

2.3) The county shall 
include active recreation 
facilities such as baseball 
fields, basketball courts, 
tennis courts, jogging 
trails, and others in its 
future south county parks. 

referenced facilities 
included in South 
County Park 

X  X  X  Maintain 

2.4) The county shall give 
parkland acquisition 
priority to the area near 
S.R. 60, west of 43rd 
Avenue 

No parkland near S.R. 
60 west of 43rd Avenue 
has been  purchased as 
of yet.  Planning 
division, however, is 
working with a 
developer that is 
proposing to dedicate 
20 acres at 58th Avenue 
and 12th Street for 
county park lands in 
exchange for a TDR. 

 X Obj. 
is not 
due 
until 
2020 

 X  Maintain 
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Policy 2.1, involving development of the South County Park, was implemented and contributed 
to meeting the objective.  Since 1995, the county built Phase II of the south county park.  Phase 
II consists of 2 additional ballfields, a concession stand, a tennis court, a basketball court, and 
additional parking spaces.  This policy should be revised to set a target date of 2015 for 
completing the remaining improvements, including a South County Park multi-purpose facility, 
identified in the south county regional park master plan. 
 
Policy 2.2 calls for the county to study the feasibility of converting former landfill and 
wastewater reuse sites to county parks.  This policy was not implemented.  Although this policy 
has been in the county’s comprehensive plan since 1990, the feasibility study was not done.  
Since the recreation department has no plans to do this feasibility study, the policy should be 
deleted. 
 
Policy 2.3 indicates that active recreation facilities should be provided in future south county 
parks.  This policy was implemented when facilities, such as basketball courts, volleyball courts, 
tennis courts, baseball fields, and children’s playgrounds, were built at the South County Park.  
Although this policy does not directly contribute to meeting the objective of acquiring additional 
parkland in the south county area, it is an appropriate policy and should be maintained. 
 
Policy 2.4 calls for the county to make the acquisition of parkland in the area near SR 60, 
between 43rd Avenue and 82nd Avenue, a priority.  This policy should be retained. 
 
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 2, with the proposed deletion and revisions, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 Parkland Development 
 
By 2000, the county will have developed at least 60 percent of its currently undeveloped existing 
park acreage. 
 
MEASURE - ACRES OF DEVELOPED COUNTY PARKLAND AS A PERCENTAGE OF 
ALL COUNTY PARKLAND. 
 
Currently 65% (1002 acres) of the county's 1,528 acres of parkland are developed (park acreage 
and developed park acreage include 380 acres for Sandridge Golf Course). 
 
Objective 3 was achieved. 
 



 

 
 

28

The objective of continuing to develop existing undeveloped parkland should be retained, but the 
objective’s target should be changed to 65%, and target date should be revised to 2020. 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1) By 2000, the county 
will develop Treasure 
Shores Park. 

Phase I of Treasure 
Shores Park developed 

X  X  X  Revise to 
indicate that 
phase II of 
Treasure Shores 
Park must be 
developed 

3.2) By 2000, The county 
will improve existing 
fairground facilities. 

Some improvements 
made additional 
improvements are 
planned 

X  X  X  Revise target 
date and indicate 
that a master 
plan is being 
developed 

3.3) The county shall add 
facilities to existing 
parks. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

 
 
All policies under Objective 3 were implemented, and all contributed to meeting the objective. 
 
Policy 3.1, relating to the development of the Treasure Shores Park should be revised to refer to 
the development of Phase II of Treasure Shores Park.  Although policy 3.2, involving 
improvements to the fairgrounds, was implemented, that policy should be maintained, since 
additional  improvements to the fairgrounds are needed.  The target date of policy 3.2 should be 
revised. 
 
Policy 3.3 calls for the county to add facilities to undeveloped park areas.  Policy 3.3 also 
requires that added facilities be consistent with recreation facility guidelines and with the 
recreational capital improvements program.  This policy should be maintained. 
 
New Policy 
 
A new policy should be added to indicate that the Recreation Department will update the north 
county regional park and the south county regional park master plans. 
   
Overall Assessment of Policies 
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The policies under Objective 3, with the proposed revisions and additions, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4 Access to Parklands and Recreation Facilities 
 
By 2004, the county will have eliminated all access constraints at county parks. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF ACCESS CONSTRAINTS AT COUNTY PARKS. 
 
The county has retrofitted all of its parks and recreational facilities and has eliminated all access 
constraints.  All parks and recreational facilities are now handicapped accessible. 
 
Objective 4 was achieved. 
 
Since the county removed access constraints in all county parks, this objective should be revised 
to indicate that all new parks will be handicap accessible.  Also, the objective target date should 
be deleted. 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

4.1) By 2003, the county 
shall retrofit all existing 
parks and recreation 
facilities to provide 
barrier-free access. 

Done X   X X  Revise to 
indicate that all 
new parks 
provide barrier-
free access 

4.2) The county shall 
locate new park facilities 
in close proximity to the 
population to be served 
based upon service radius 
for different park types. 
 

Done X  X  X  Maintain but 
move it under 
another 
objective 

4.3) The county shall 
provide vehicular, 
pedestrian, and bicycle 
access consistent with the 
Bikeway/Sidewalk 
Development Plan to all 
county owned parks in 
conjunction with park 
development. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain but 
move it under 
another 
objective 

 
 
All policies under objective 4 were implemented, and all contributed to meeting the objective.  
Consistent with the requirements of Policy 4.1, all retrofitting of parks and recreation facilities to 
provide barrier-free access was completed, and no further action is needed.  Therefore, policy 4.1 
should be revised to indicate that all new parks should be built with barrier-free access. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 4, with revisions, are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other 
policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5 Private Recreation Facilities 
 
By 2010, the county will have a coordinated public and private recreation system that meets the 
county’s recreation demand. 
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MEASURE – LEVEL OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES PROVIDED 
 
Objective 5 was achieved. 
 
Through both the public sector and private enterprise, many recreational facilities and programs 
are provided within the county.  This objective, however, is vague and not measurable.   
Therefore, objective 5 should be deleted. 
 
 

POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer 
to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

IS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED,  
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

5.1) The county shall 
not duplicate private 
recreation facilities 

The county does not 
duplicate private 
recreation facilities 

X  X   X Delete 

5.2) The county shall 
maintain LDRs that 
require PD projects to 
provide recreation 
areas and facilities. 

LDRs maintained X  X  X  Move this policy 
under another 
objective 

5.3) The county shall 
coordinate with private 
recreation providers to 
ensure that recreation 
facilities are used 
efficiently and 
economically. 

Not done  X  X  X Delete 

 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
Objective 5 and policies 5.1 and 5.3 are vague, and cannot be measured.  Therefore, Objective 5 
and policies 5.1 and 5.3 under this objective should be deleted.  Policy 5.2 should be moved to 
another objective. 
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OBJECTIVE 6 Access to Natural Resources 
 
By 2010, the number of access points to the county’s major natural resources, including the 
Atlantic Ocean, Indian River Lagoon, St. Sebastian River, and freshwater lakes, will have 
increased by 5 from the 46 access points existing in 1996 to 51 access points. 
 
MEASURE - NUMBER OF ACCESS POINTS IMPROVED OR CONSTRUCTED SINCE 
PLAN ADOPTION. 
 
Objective 6 was achieved. 
 
There are many access points to the county’s major natural resources; however, the objective’s 
focus is on access to natural water resources.  Currently, there are 9 public beach parks, 35 beach 
access points, and 13 access points to fresh water lakes, the Indian River Lagoon, and the St. 
Sebastian River.  Consequently, there are 57 access points to water resources.  Since access to 
natural water resources is important, the intent of this objective should be retained.  The 
objective, however, should be revised to clearly indicate that the county’s 57 current access 
points to the county’s major natural water resources should be maintained.  Also, the objective’s 
target date should be revised to correspond to the time horizon of the plan. 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
 DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

6.1) By 1999, the county 
shall complete 
improvements to the ocean 
side of Round Island Park 

Done X  X  X  Delete 

6.2)  county shall develop 
plans for Phase II of 
Treasure Shores Park. 

Plans for phase II of 
the Treasure Shores 
Park is not done. 

 X  X X  Maintain 

6.3) The county shall study 
the possibility of using 
beachfront and riverfront 
lands that have been 
acquired through the 
county’s environmental 
lands acquisition program 
for public access to the 
county’s major natural 

There is no study, 
however, acquired 
beachfront and 
riverfront properties 
were utilized for public 
access. 

X  X  X  Revised to 
indicate that the 
county shall use 
acquired 
beachfront and 
riverfront 
properties for 
public access 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
 DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
resources. 

6.4) The county designates 
the Indian River Lagoon 
and the St. Sebastian River 
and associated coastal 
resources as a greenway 
(a.k.a. blueway). 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All of the policies under objective 6, except for policy 6.2, were implemented, and all 
contributed to meeting the objective. Since policy 6.1 was completed and no further action is 
needed, that policy can be deleted.  Policy 6.3 should be revised to indicate that the county shall 
use beachfront and riverfront properties acquired through the environmental lands acquisition 
program for public access to the county’s major natural resources. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 6, with the proposed deletion and revision, are sufficient to achieve 
the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 7 Recreation Program 
 
Through 2004, the county will maintain a recreation program with a recreation staff that 
adequately serves all geographic areas of the county with a range of programs. 
 
MEASURE – AVAILABILITY OF COUNTY RECREATION PROGRAMS AND STAFF 
 
The county recreation department staff provided an average of 142 countywide recreational 
programs per year. 
 
Objective 7 was achieved 
 
The county has maintained recreation programs and staff.  Since Objective 7 is an ongoing 
objective, the target date should be removed from the objective, and the objective should instead 
have an ongoing target.  As written, this objective is vague.  Therefore, the objective should be 
revised to be more specific. 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

7.1) The county shall 
provide supervised 
recreation activities at all 
community park sites. 

Provided X  X  X  Maintain 

7.2) The county shall 
continue to support the 
activities of the Indian 
River County/City of Vero 
Beach Recreation 
Department. 

There is no more 
county/City of Vero 
Beach Recreation 
Department 

 X  X  X Delete 

7.3) The county shall 
allow private groups to use 
park areas and preclude 
use of those areas for 
recreation programs and 
activities provided that 
certain conditions are met. 

Private groups use park 
areas 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Each of Objective 7's policies, except for policy 7.2, was implemented, and each contributed 
toward achieving the objective.  Since the county/City of Vero Beach recreation department no 
longer exists, Policy 7.2 should be deleted. 
 
New Policies 
 
Several new policies should be added under this objective.  These new policies should indicate 
that: 
 

• The Recreation Department should, by 2010, develop and conduct a survey to determine 
demand for existing recreational programs and to prioritize demand for new programs. 

 
• The Recreation Department should annually identify CORE recreation programs, and 
services. 

 
• The Recreation Department should establish an automated recreational program system 
which allows users to reserve park facilities; or to sign up for recreation programs online. 

 
• The Recreation Department should formalize multi-year agreements with all long term 
user groups for utilizing county’s public recreation facilities. 
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• The Recreation Department should sign an agreement with the IRC school district for 
access to school’s recreational facilities. 

 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 7, with the proposed deletion and additions, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 8 Open Space 
 
By 2004, publicly-owned or publicly-controlled open space acreage in Indian River County will 
have increased by at least 10% from the 1995 total of 68,239 acres. 
 
MEASURE – PERCENTAGE INCREASE OF PUBLICLY-OWNED OR PUBLICLY-
CONTROLLED OPEN SPACE. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, there were 68,239 acres of publicly-owned or publicly-
controlled open space in the county.  By 2005, that number had increased by 46% (about 31,761 
acres) to 100,000 acres. 
 
Objective 8 was achieved. 
 
The preservation of open space has a positive effect on the community's quality of life.  For that 
reason, this objective should be retained but updated to state that, through the time horizon of the 
plan, there will be no decrease in the amount of publicly-owned or publicly-controlled open 
space. 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

8.1) The county shall 
acquire those 
environmentally sensitive 
areas programmed for 
acquisition in the 
conservation element of 
this plan. 

Bond funded 
Environmental Land 
Acquisition Program 
implemented 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.2) The county hereby 
designates the following 
roadways as scenic/ 
historic roads: Jungle 
Trail, Fellsmere Grade, 
Quay Dock Rd., Old 
Winter Beach Rd., & 
Gifford Dock Rd. 

Jungle Trail 
Management Plan 
developed; 
enhancements planned 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.3) By 2005, the county 
shall develop 
management plans for 
each of the scenic/historic 
roads.  Those plans shall 
protect open space 
adjacent to those roads 
and shall designate areas 
for open space 
acquisition. 

Jungle Trail 
Management Plan 
developed; Fellsmere 
Grade Management 
Plan drafted 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.4) The county shall 
acquire right-of-way for 
future roads to provide 
additional open space by: 
Using rural cross sections 
including grassed swales 
unless precluded by 
physical constraints; 
Providing for grassed 
medians on divided 
roadways where 
conditions allow; and 
Designing roadways to 
provide for grassed 

right-of-way purchased X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
roadway-recovery areas. 

8.5) The county shall 
continue to apply  the 
open space definitions 
and standards reflected in 
this element. 

LDRs contain 
minimum open space 
requirements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.6) The county shall, 
through its land 
development regulations, 
specify minimum open 
space requirements by 
land use type 

Chapter 911 requires 
minimum open space 
for each zoning district 

X  X  X  Maintain 

8.7) The county shall, 
through its land 
development regulations, 
require the recording of 
conservation easements. 

LDRs require recording 
of conservation 
easements 

X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under Objective 8 were implemented, and all either directly or indirectly contributed 
to meeting the objective.    
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 8 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are 
needed. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 9 Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, the county will have a formal countywide recreation system that has been approved 
through an interlocal agreement involving Indian River County, the City of Vero Beach, The 
City of Sebastian, and the Town of Fellsmere. 
 
MEASURE – EXISTENCE OF A FORMAL COUNTYWIDE RECREATION SYSTEM. 
 
In the late 1990’s, efforts were made to create a countywide recreation system.  Those efforts 
were unsuccessful.  Each jurisdiction now provides its own recreation facilities and programs. 
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Objective 9 was not achieved. 
 
Since there is no countywide recreation system and there is no plan for creation of a countywide 
recreation system, this objective should be deleted.  Since intergovernmental coordination is 
important, this objective should be replaced with another intergovernmental coordination 
objective.  The new objective should indicate that the county will have agreements with 
municipalities for county-wide programs and for special events that impact other jurisdictions. 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED,  
DELETED,  
OR REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

9.1) The county shall work 
with municipalities to 
develop an interlocal 
agreement that formalizes 
the countywide recreation 
system. 

Not done  X  X X  Delete 

9.2) The county shall enter 
into one interlocal 
agreement with the City of 
Vero Beach, the City of 
Sebastian, and the City of 
Fellsmere to coordinate 
recreation planning. 

Not done  X  X X   Delete 

9.3) The county shall 
continue to coordinate 
with the SJRWMD on the 
district’s recreation 
advisory committee. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

9.4) To enhance recreation 
opportunities, the county 
shall coordinate with state 
and federal agencies in 
land acquisition programs. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain 

 
Policies 9.3 and 9.4 were implemented.  Since there is no countywide recreation system, policies 
9.1 and 9.2 were not implemented and should be deleted. 
 
New Policies 
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Several new policies should be added under this objective.  These new policies should indicate 
that: 
 

• The county should coordinate with the school board to exchange the county’s 16th Street 
complex for an equal value regional park property within the unincorporated area of the 
county. 

 
• The county should sign agreements with municipalities as needed for the provision of 
countywide programs and for special events. 

 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under objective 9, with the proposed deletions and additions, are sufficient to 
achieve the proposed new revised objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OBJECTIVE 10 Adequate Funding 
 
Through fiscal year 2003/04, all programs and facilities needed to maintain the adopted 
recreation levels of service will be adequately funded. 
 
MEASURE – FUNDING NEEDED FOR RECREATION FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS. 
 
Objective 10 was achieved. 
 
Since the time of the last major plan update, Indian River County has provided sufficient funding 
for recreation facilities and programs.   To ensure sufficient recreation capital funding, the 
county adopted a new recreation impact fee in 2005.  This objective is similar to objective 1 and 
should be combined with objective 1 into one objective. 
 
 

POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer to 
plan for actual policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

10.1) The county shall 
continue to apply user 
fees for those facilities 
and programs where the 
benefit is quantifiable 
and where the fee can be 
effectively implemented. 

The county charges a 
fee for use of the 
Gifford pool, North 
County pool, and 
Sandridge Golf Course 

X  X  X  Maintain 

Move under 
objective 1 
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POLICY 
DESCRIPTION (refer to 
plan for actual policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

10.2) The county shall 
as part of its user fee 
program subsidize low 
income residents. 

County pays for 
children of very low 
and low income 
households by using 
Children Assistance 
Program (CAP) funds. 

X  X   X Maintain 

Move under 
objective 1 

10.3) The county shall 
identify state and federal 
recreation grant 
programs and apply for 
funding. 

Done  X  X  X  Maintain 

Move under 
objective 1 

 
All policies under objective 10 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and 
should be maintained.  These policies, however, should be moved to objective 1 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 10 must be moved to objective 1.  No other policies are needed. 
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OBJECTIVE 11 Arts and Cultural Programs 
 
By 2005, the number of activities and events sponsored each year by Indian River County 
cultural organizations will exceed by 20% the number of activities and events sponsored in 2001. 
The number of activities in 2001 will be identified in a report titled “America for the Arts 
Economic Impact Study” to be published in 2002.  “The National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities 
Manual” (TNTEEM) or other appropriate sources shall be used to define cultural organizations. 
 
MEASURE – NUMBER OF ARTS AND CULTURAL EVENTS. 
 
Objective 11 was achieved. 
 
Private organizations provide many art and cultural events in the county.  For the county, 
however, it is difficult to determine how many programs and events are actually provided.  This 
objective should be deleted, since the county does not have any control over these programs and 
events. 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

11.1) The county may 
support cultural activities 
by providing financial 
support. 

Done X   X  X Delete 

11.2) The county shall 
support cultural 
organization applications 
for state, federal and 
private foundation grants. 

The county supports 
cultural organizations 

 X  X  X Delete 

11.3) The county shall 
consider arts and cultural 
activity funding request. 

Limited budget  X  X  X Delete 

11.4) The county shall 
support cultural programs 
and events by allowing 
the use of county 
facilities. 

Done X  X  X  Maintain, move 
under another 
objective 

11.5) The county will Not done  X  X X  Delete 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION 
(refer to plan for actual 
policy) 

ACTION/ 
ACCOMPLISHMENT 

WAS POLICY 
IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS 
POLICY  
CONTRIBUTE 
TO MEETING 
THE 
OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 
ORIGINAL 
POLICY 
APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS 
POLICY BE 
MAINTAINED, 
DELETED, OR 
REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  
annually pass a resolution 
recognizing October as 
National Arts and 
Humanities month. 

11.6) The county shall 
support the sale of the 
State of the Arts license 
plates through the 
distribution of flyers and 
posters in license tag 
offices. 

Not done – tag office 
does not accept flyers; 
therefore, no flyers 
submitted to tag office 
for distribution. 

 X  X  X Delete 

 
 
Only policies 11.1 and 11.4 under Objective 11 were implemented.  Since the county does not 
have control over arts and cultural programs, Objective 11 and Policies 11.1, 11.2, 11.3, 11.5 and 
11.6 should be deleted.  Policy 11.4 should be moved to another objective.   
 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies 
 
The policies under Objective 11, except for policy 11.4, should be deleted.  Policy 11.4 should 
be moved to another objective. 
 
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Recreation and Open Space Element, with the proposed revisions, are 
sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The county must adopt EAR based amendments which update the tables, figures, text, and 
Goals, Objectives and Policies of the Recreation and Open Space Element.  Much of that update 
involves the inclusion of new data. 
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ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
Tables and Figures 
 
Each of the Recreation and Open Space Element's tables and figures must be updated to reflect 
current conditions. 
 
Text 
 
Major portions of the text of the Recreation and Open Space Element must be revised with new 
data including existing conditions and projections. 
 
Objectives and Policies 
 
Anticipated amendments to the objectives and policies of the Recreation and Open Space 
Element are summarized below. 
 
 

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

1  Revise objective’s target date 

1 1.5 Delete policy 1.5 

1 1.6 Revise target date of policy 1.6 

1 New New policy to evaluate current per capita expenditures in 
north and south areas 

1 New Evaluate existing user fees 

1 New Surcharge for out of county residents 

1 New Evaluate other funding options 

1 New Evaluate new revenue opportunities 

1 New Creating a foundation for donations 

1 New Utilizing impact fees 

2 2.1 Revise to indicate that by 2015 remaining improvements 
identified in south county park master plan will be built 

2 2.2 Delete policy 2.2 

3  Revised the objective’s target and target date to 2020 

3 3.1 Revise policy 3.1 to indicate phase II of Treasure Shores 
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OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 
Park must be developed 

3 3.2 Revise target date and indicate development of master 
plan for the fairgrounds 

3 New Add new policy 3.4 for update of north and south county 
regional master plans 

4   Revise objective 4, all new parks will be barrier-free 
access 

4 4.1 Revise policy 4.1, all new parks should be built with 
barrier-free access 

5  Delete objective 5 

5 5.1 Delete policy 5.1 

5 5.2 Move this policy under another objective 

5 5.3 Delete policy 5.3 

6   Revise objective to set new target date 

6 6.1 Delete policy 6.1 

6 6.3 Revised to indicate that county acquired riverfront and 
beachfront properties will be utilized for public access. 

7  Revise target date and make the objective more specific 

7 7.2 Delete policy 7.2 

7 New Add new policy to conduct survey of recreation programs 
users 

7 New Add new policy to identify CORE recreational programs 

7 New Add new policy to establish automated system 

7 New Add new policy  to develop agreements with long term 
user groups 

7 New Add new policy to sign agreement with school board 

8  Revise the objective and objective’s target date 

9  Revised target and target date 

9 9.1 Delete policy 9.1 

9 9.2 Delete policy 9.2 



 

 
 

45

OBJECTIVE POLICY REVISION 

9 New Add policy exchange of 16th Street complex 

9 New Add policy county-wide programs for special events 

10  Combined with objective 1 

10 10.1 Move under objective 1 

10 10.2 Move under objective 1 

10 10.3 Move under objective 1 

11  Delete objective 11 

11 11.1 Delete policy 11.1. 

11 11.2 Delete policy 11.2 

11 11.3 Delete policy 11.3 

11 11.4 Move policy 11.4 under another objective 

11 11.5 Delete policy 11.5 

11 11.6 Delete policy 11.6 
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Attachment 1 
 
 
Goal, Objectives and Policies 
 
As with all elements of the comprehensive plan, goals, objectives and policies are the basis of 
the Recreation Open Space Element.  Not only do they establish the county's direction for 
recreation and open space; but goals, objectives and policies also set community expectations for 
recreation and open space and courses of action which the county will pursue to meet those 
expectations. 
 
GOAL:  It is the goal of Indian River County to provide a recreation and open space system 
which meets the needs of all residents of the county, is accessible to all residents of the county, 
and maximizes the county's physical, cultural and historical resources. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1:  Adequate Parklands and Recreation Facilities 
 
Through 2003, adopted recreation levels-of-service will be maintained to ensure that adequate 
parklands and recreation facilities are available for use. 
 
POLICY  1.1:  The county hereby adopts a recreation level-of-service standard of  6.61 
recreation acres per 1,000 permanent population plus weighted seasonal population  
 
POLICY 1.2:  For level-of service purposes, the county shall measure parkland acres per 1000 
population by summing the total county owned park acreage and dividing by the current estimate 
of unincorporated county permanent population, plus weighted seasonal population.1 
 
POLICY 1.3: The county shall maintain its concurrency management system, which allows 
proposed developments only if there is sufficient parkland to serve the proposed development. 
 
POLICY 1.4:  The county hereby adopts the facility standards identified in Table 10.1 as 
guidelines to be used in developing parklands. 
 
POLICY 1.5: By 1998, the county shall request that the State of Florida lease 100 acres of the 
Coraci/Sebastian Creek property to the county for the development of a north county park. 
 
POLICY 1.6:  By 1998, the county shall complete a needs analysis of its recreation services.  
This analysis will include an assessment of the type of parks and facilities needed in Indian River 
County, the quantity of facilities needed, the location where those facilities are needed, the 
current use of facilities, and a comparison of county needs to national standards for recreation 
services, and unique local conditions relevant to recreation services. 
 
                     
1Current unincorporated population estimate from the Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida. 
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OBJECTIVE 2:  Parklands in the South District 
 
By 2020, the county will have 461 acres of parkland in the south district. 
 
POLICY 2.1:  By 2010, the county shall complete the development of the South County Park. 
 
POLICY 2.2:  By 2000, the county shall assess the feasibility of converting former landfill sites 
and wastewater reuse sites to county parks.  Specific consideration will be given to the Oslo 
transfer station site and the old stump dump.  Those sites identified as feasible for conversion 
shall be developed for park use by 2020. 
 
POLICY 2.3:  The county shall include active recreation facilities such as baseball fields, 
basketball courts, tennis courts, jogging trails, and others in its future south county parks. 
 
POLICY 2.4:  The county shall give parkland acquisition priority to the area near SR 60, west 
of 43rd Avenue. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3:  Parkland Development 
 
By 2000, the county will have developed at least 60 percent of its currently undeveloped existing 
park acreage. 
 
POLICY 3.1:  By 2000, the county shall complete the north beach complex (Treasure Shores 
Park) provided that the endangered species issue is resolved. 
 
POLICY 3.2:  By 2000, the county shall improve the existing fairgrounds facilities by providing 
parking, permanent facilities, and necessary structures. 
 
POLICY 3.3: The county shall add facilities to existing parks having undeveloped area.  Some 
parkland will remain undeveloped for a variety of reasons, including environmental, regulatory, 
and aesthetics.  The facilities that will be added are to be consistent with the recreation facility 
guidelines in Table 10.1 and the recreation capital improvements program.  
 
OBJECTIVE 4:  Access to Parklands and Recreation Facilities 
 
By 2004, the county will have eliminated all access constraints at county parks. 
 
POLICY 4.1: By 2003, the county shall retrofit all existing parks and recreation facilities to 
provide barrier-free access.  Additionally, the county shall continue to design all new parks and 
recreation facilities to provide barrier-free access. 
 
POLICY 4.2: The county shall locate new park facilities in close proximity to the population to 
be served based upon service radius for different park types. 
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POLICY 4.3: The county shall provide vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle access consistent with 
the Bikeway/Sidewalk Development Plan to all county owned parks in conjunction with park 
development. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5: Private Recreation Facilities 
 
By 2010, the county will have a coordinated public and private recreation system that meets the 
county’s recreation demand. 
 
POLICY 5.1: The county shall not duplicate recreation facilities if recreation facilities are 
provided by the private sector, are available to the public and are adequate to serve the target 
population. 
 
POLICY 5.2:  The county shall maintain land development regulations that require certain 
planned residential development projects to provide recreation areas and facilities that meet the 
county’s recreation level-of-service standards. 
 
POLICY 5.3: The county shall coordinate with private recreation providers to ensure that both 
private and public recreation facilities are used efficiently and economically to meet the 
recreation demands of county residents and visitors. 
 
OBJECTIVE 6: Access to Natural Resources 
 
By 2010, the number of access points to the county's major natural resources, including the 
Atlantic Ocean, Indian River Lagoon, St. Sebastian River, and freshwater lakes, will have 
increased by 5, from the 46 access points existing in 1996 to 51 access points. 

 
POLICY 6.1:  By 1999, the county shall complete improvements to the ocean side of Round 
Island Park. 
 
POLICY 6.2: The county shall, dependent on demand for more facilities, develop plans for 
phase two of the Treasure Shores Park. 
 
POLICY 6.3: The county shall study the possibility of using beachfront and riverfront lands that 
have been acquired through the county’s Environmental Lands Acquisition Program for public 
access to the county’s major natural resources. 
 
POLICY 6.4: The county hereby designates the Indian River Lagoon, the St. Sebastian River, 
and associated coastal resources as a greenway (a.k.a. “blueway”) and waterway trail system. 
Consistent with Policy 8.1 of the Coastal Management Element, Indian River County will 
participate in the Indian River Lagoon “Blueway” Florida Forever (f.k.a. “Conservation and 
Recreation Lands”) project to acquire and provide passive recreational access to coastal 
resources bordering the Indian River Lagoon by providing local funding assistance, and by 
providing “in-kind” services, such as identifying environmentally-sensitive parcels. 
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OBJECTIVE 7:  Recreation Programs 
 
Through 2004, the county will maintain a recreation program with a recreation staff that 
adequately serves all geographic areas of the county with a range of programs. 
 
POLICY 7.1:  The county shall provide supervised recreation activities at all community park 
sites. 
 
POLICY 7.2:  The county shall continue to support the activities of the Indian River 
County/City of Vero Beach Recreation Department. 
 
POLICY 7.3: The county may allow private leisure and recreation groups to use park areas for 
recreation programs and activities provided that the following conditions are met: 
 

 The area of the park to be used must not currently be in use by the general public 
or designated for future use on the park master plan; 

 
 A lease specifying duration of use, characteristics of use, insurance requirements, 

and other applicable conditions must be executed by the Board of County 
Commissioners; 

 
 A site plan or temporary use permit must be approved by the planning 

department; 
 

 Any improvements made to the leased site must be done and paid for by the 
lessee with the improvements reverting to the county when the lease expires. 

 
OBJECTIVE 8:  Open Space 
 
By 2004, publicly-owned or publicly-controlled open space acreage in Indian River County will 
have increased by at least 10% from the 1995 total of 68,239 acres.  
 
POLICY 8.1: The county shall acquire those environmentally sensitive areas programmed for 
acquisition in the conservation element of this plan.  These areas will be used as open space, 
passive recreation areas, and historical sites, as appropriate. 
 
POLICY 8.2: The county hereby designates the following roadways as scenic/historic roads: 
 

 Jungle Trail 
 Fellsmere Grade 
 Quay Dock Road 
 Old Winter Beach Road 
       Gifford Dock Road 
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POLICY 8.3:  By 2005, the county shall develop management plans for each of the 
scenic/historic roads.  These management plans shall provide for the protection of open space 
resources adjacent to these roads and shall designate areas suitable for open space acquisition.  
These roads will be used as access ways, open space, and corridors incorporating passive and 
active recreational activities while maintaining their primary historical importance. 
 
POLICY 8.4:  Consistent with the Transportation Element, the county shall acquire sufficient 
right-of-way for future roads to provide additional green (open space) areas by: 
 

 Using rural cross sections including grassed swales unless precluded by physical 
constraints; 

 
 Providing for grassed and landscaped medians on divided roadways where 

conditions allow; and 
 

 Designing roadways to provide for grassed and landscaped roadway-recovery 
areas. 

 
POLICY 8.5: The county, through its land development regulations, shall continue to apply its 
open space definitions and standards as reflected in this element. 
 
POLICY 8.6: The county shall, through its land development regulations, continue to specify 
minimum open space requirements by land use type. 
 
POLICY 8.7: The county shall, through its land development regulations, continue to require 
the recording of conservation easements for all environmentally sensitive areas from which 
density is transferred, and other such areas that are to be maintained as open space. 
 
OBJECTIVE 9:  Intergovernmental Coordination 
 
By 2000, the county will have a formal countywide recreation system that has been approved 
through an interlocal agreement involving Indian River County, The City of Vero Beach, The 
City of Sebastian, and the Town of Fellsmere. 
 
POLICY 9.1:  The county shall work with the municipalities to develop an interlocal agreement 
that formalizes the countywide recreation system. 
 
POLICY 9.2:  The county shall enter into one interlocal agreement with the City of Vero Beach, 
the City of Sebastian, and the Town of Fellsmere to coordinate recreation planning. 
 
POLICY 9.3: The county shall continue to coordinate with the St. Johns River Water 
Management District through representation on the district’s regional recreation advisory 
committee. 
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POLICY 9.4: To enhance recreation opportunities, the county shall coordinate with and support 
state and federal agencies in their land acquisition programs by: 
 

 Compiling information; 
 Conducting site analyses; 
 Contacting owners; and 
 Providing staff assistance 

 
OBJECTIVE 10: Adequate Funding 
 
Through fiscal year 2003/04, all programs and facilities needed to maintain the adopted 
recreation levels-of-service will be adequately funded. 
 
POLICY 10.1:  The county shall continue to apply user fees for those facilities and programs 
where the benefit is quantifiable and where the fee can be effectively implemented. 
 
POLICY 10.2:  The county shall, as part of its user fee program, develop a method to subsidize 
recreation user fees for low income residents so that there will be minimal effects of user fees on 
participation at sites or programs. 
 
POLICY 10.3: The county shall identify state and federal recreation grant programs.  When 
applicable, the county shall apply for available grant funds, for recreation facility or program 
funding. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11:  Arts and Cultural Programs 
 
By 2005, the number of activities and events sponsored each year by Indian River County 
cultural organizations will exceed by 20% the number of activities and events sponsored in 2001. 
 The number of activities in 2001 will be identified in a report titled “America for the Arts 
Economic Impact Study” to be published in 2002.  “The National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities 
Manual” (TNTEEM) or other appropriate sources shall be used to define cultural organizations. 
 
Policy 11.1  The County may support cultural activities by providing financial support through 
tourist tax revenue and the Tourist Development Council. 
 
Policy 11.2  The County shall support cultural organizations’ (as defined by TNTEEM or other 
appropriate sources) applications for state, federal, and private foundation grants.  The County’s 
support may include providing customized demographic information, leveraging the County’s 
grant eligibility, providing letters of support, and providing other support as needed. 
 
Policy 11.3  The County shall consider arts and cultural activity funding requests only for 
organizations (as defined by TNTEEM or other appropriate sources) that submit the following 
information to the County Budget Office: 
• detailed information about the organization’s accomplishments during the last fiscal year, 

specifically as related to funding received from the County; 
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• detailed budget information pertaining to any funds that the organization is requesting; 
• the organization’s proposed goals and activities for the upcoming fiscal year; and 
• a copy of the organization’s most recent audit, if applicable. 
 
Policy 11.4 The County shall support cultural programs and events by allowing the use of 
County facilities when appropriate and not inconsistent with County needs. 
 
Policy 11.5 The Board of County Commissioners will annually pass a resolution recognizing 
October as National Arts and Humanities Month. 
 
Policy 11.6 The County shall support the sale of the State of the Arts license plates through the 
distribution of flyers, and posters in license tag offices. 
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Attachment 2 
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Attachment #3 – Five Year Capital Improvements Plan 
Parks and Recreation 
             

Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12  

FBIP  $                       400,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -     

Grants  $                       200,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -     

Optional Sales Tax  $                    3,500,000.00   $          500,000.00   $                       -     $     1,400,000.00   $                       -     

Parks and Recreation Impact Fees  $                    1,325,000.00   $       1,200,000.00   $      1,850,000.00   $     2,300,000.00   $     3,700,000.00   

Total Revenue  $                    5,425,000.00   $       1,700,000.00   $      1,850,000.00   $     3,700,000.00   $     3,700,000.00   

       

Expenditures FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 Revenue Source 
Oslo Boat Ramp and Parking  $                       400,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    FBIP 

Oslo Boat Ramp and Parking  $                       200,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Grants 

S. County Regional Park improvements  $                       200,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Impact Fees 

South County Recreation Multi Purpose Facility  $                    2,300,000.00   $                        -     $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Optional Sales Tax 

South County Recreation Multi Purpose Facility  $                                     -     $       1,500,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Impact Fees 

Fairgrounds perimeter road paving  $                       350,000.00   $          300,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Impact Fees 

Parks Maintenance Facility  $                    1,200,000.00   $          500,000.00   $                       -     $                       -     $                       -    Optional Sales Tax 

State Road 510 Fishing Pier  $                                     -     $                        -     $                       -     $     1,400,000.00   $                       -    Optional Sales Tax 

Land for Future Parks  $                                     -     $                        -     $      1,575,000.00   $     1,575,000.00   $     1,575,000.00  Impact Fees 

West County Regional Park  $                                     -     $                        -     $                       -     $        500,000.00   $     2,800,000.00  
Impact Fees; 
Dedication 

Total Expenditures  $                    4,650,000.00   $       2,300,000.00   $      1,575,000.00   $     3,475,000.00   $     4,375,000.00    

       
Comparison of Expenditures to Revenue FY 2007/08 FY 2008/09 FY 2009/10 FY 2010/11 FY 2011/12 Total 
Total Revenue  $                    5,425,000.00   $       1,700,000.00   $      1,850,000.00   $     3,700,000.00   $     3,700,000.00  $16,375,000 

Total Expenditures  $                    4,650,000.00   $       2,300,000.00   $      1,575,000.00   $     3,475,000.00   $     4,375,000.00  $16,375,000 

Annual Balance $775,000 -$600,000 $275,000 $225,000 -$675,000 $0 
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Attachment 4 

 
     IRC Recreation Department 3/24/2008  
     All Program Evaluation Matrix  
          
Program  Total   Core Non Core     
  Value        
          
Aquatics          
GAC          

Fall 
Sept.16-
Dec1 ec.1        

Instructional         
Self Defense 3  x      
Special K  5  x      
Complete Fitness 3  x      
Group Swim Lessons 2   x     
Private Lessons 2   x     
Other          
Daily admission 1   x     
Memberships 2   x     
Rentals  4  x      
Concessions 1   x     
          
Winter Dec. 2-Feb .15        
Instructional         
Self Defense 3  x      
Special K  5  x      
Complete Fitness 3  x      
Group Swim Lessons 2   x     
Private Lessons 2   x     
Other          
Daily admission 2   x     
Memberships 2   x     
Rentals  4  x      
Concessions 1   x     
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MLK Celebration 5  x      
     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
          
GAC          
Spring Feb.16- April 30        
Instructional         
Self Defense 3  x      
Special K  5  x      
Group Swim Lessons 2   x     
Private lessons 2   x     
Other          
Daily admissons ssions 2   x     
Memberships 2   x     
Rentals  4   x     
Concessions 1   x     
Step Up Florida 2   x     
AAHLW & Water Safety ety       2  x     
          
Summer May 1- Sept. 15        
Instructional         
Self Defense 3  x      
Special K  5  x      
Group Swim Lessons 4  x      
Private Lessons 4  x      
Youth Fun Day 4  x      
Other          
Daily admission 4  x      
Memberships 4  x      
Rentals  5  x      
Concessions 3   x     
          
Ocean Rescue         
Summer          
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Jr. Lifeguard Program 4  x      
     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
NCAC          
Fall Sept. 16- Dec.1         
Instructional         
Aquanautics 3   x     
Lifeguard class 3  x      
Scuba  2   x     
Group Swim Lessons 2   x     
Private Lessons 2   x     
Swim Meets SRHS 3  x      
State Special Olympics          5  x      
Other          
Daily admission 2  x      
Memberships 2  x      
Swim Team  3  x      
Dive Team 3  x      
Rentals  4  x      
Concession 1   x     
Pools          
Zero Depth 2   x     
50 meter  4  x      
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     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
NCAC          
Winter Dec.2-Feb15        
Instructional         
Aquanuatics 3   x     
Lifeguard class 3  x      
Scuba  1   x     
Group Lessons 2   x     
Private Lessons 2   x     
Swim Meets 2   x     
Other          
Daily admission 3        
Membership 3        
Swim Team 3        
Dive Team 3        
College Teams 4  x      
Rentals   4        
Concessions 1        
Pools          
Zero Depth 2   x     
50 meter  4  x      
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     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
NCAC          
Spring Feb. 16- April 30        
Instructional         
Aquanautics 3  x      
Lifeguard Class 4  x      
Scuba  1   x     
Water Safety Class 3  x      
Group Lessons 3  x      
Private Lessons 2   x     
Liberty Magnet 3  x      
Fellsmere  3  x      
SRMS  3  x      
TCSC Swim Meet 3  x      
Other          
Daily admission 3  x      
Memberships 3  x      
Swim Team 3  x      
Dive Team 3  x      
Rentals  4  x      
Concession 2   x     
Dancin on the Deck 2   x     
Water Safety Day 2   x     
Step Up Florida 2   x     
Pools          
Zero Depth 3   x     
50 meter  4  x      
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     IRC RECREATION DEPRTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
NCAC          
Summer May 1- Sept. 15        
Instructional         
Aquanautics 3  x      
Lifeguard Class 4  x      
Scuba  1   x     
Jr. Lifeguard 4  x      
Group Lessons 4        
Private Lessons 3  x      
Liberty Magnet 4  x      
Fellsmere  4  x      
SRMS  4  x      
TCSC Swim Meets 3  x      
Other          
Daily admission 4  x      
Memberships 3  x      
Swim Team 3  x      
Dive Team 3  x      
Rentals  4  x      
Concessions 2   x     
Out of School Splash 3   x     
Back to School 
Splash plash 3   x     
Pools          
Zero Depth   x      
50 meter    x      
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     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
          
Special Events         
Fall          
Bck to School Dance 1   x     
Teen Sports night Night 2   x     
Screen on the Green 3  x      
          
Winter / Spring         
Winter Fest 4  x      
Santa Calling 4  x      
Daddy/ Daghtr Dance 5  x      
Momy/ Son HoDown 3  x      
Cmmty Hlth Days 1   x     
Dr MLK Parade Float 1   x     
Hlween Parade Float 0   x     
Christmas Parade Float     at           1  x     
Egg Hunts         
Water hunt 3  x      
Flashlight Indoor 3  x      
Flashlight Outdoor 3  x      
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     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
          
Athletics          
Youth Foootball         
Tot time Flag 5  x      
Mighty Mite Flag 5  x      
Sr Mighty Mite Flag 5  x      
Jr Midget Tackle 5  x      
Midget Tackle 5  x      
Jr. Tackle  5  x      
Cheerleading ng 6-9 5        
Cheerleading ng 10-15 5  x      
          
Youth Basketball         
Tot Time  5  x      
Mighty Mite 5  x      
Midgets  5  x      
Juniors  5  x      
Seniors  5  x      
          
Youth Basketball Summer mmer                 
Tot Time  5  x      
Mighty Mite 5  x      
Midgets  5  x      
Juniors  5  x      
Seniors  5  x      
          
Youth Golf         
Start Smart 1 2   x     
Jr. Golf  2   x     
Adv.Jr. Golf 2   x     
Clinics  2   x     
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     IRC RECREATION DEPARTMENT  
     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
Athletics          
Youth Baseball 5  x      
T Ball Tot Time 5  x      
Mighty Mite 6,7 5  x      
Mighty Mite 6,7 e 8,9 5  x      
          
Youth Baseball Summer mer     5 x      
T Ball Tot Time 5  x      
Mighty Mite e 6,7 5  x      
Mighty Mite e 8,9 5  x      
          
Youth Camps         
Traditional  Summer 4  x      
Traditional Spng Brk 2   x     
Fun & Games mes Sumr 4  x      
Volleyball Summer 4  x      
Basketball Summer 4  x      
Karate Summer 4  x      
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IRC RECRETION 
DEPARTMENT 

EATIO
N 

DEPARTMEN
T  

     ALL PROGRAM EVALUATION MATRIX  
          
Program  Total  Core Non Core     
  Value        
Athletics          
Adult Fall Softball         
Men's South County 4  x      
Men's North County 4  x      
Co-Ed South County 4  x      
Co-Ed North County 4  x      
          
Adult Winter         
Men's South County 4  x      
Co-Ed North County 4        
Co-Ed South County 4  x      
          
Adult Volleyball 16up               4 4  x      
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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) 
Element: Recreation and Open Space 

 
Data Element Conditions at Last 

Major Update (1998) 
Existing Conditions (2005) Comments 

Jurisdiction Parks Parks  
Unincorporated County 23 27 17% change 
City of Vero Beach 15 20 25% change 
City of Sebastian 10 13 30% change 
City of Fellsmere 5 7 40% change 
State of Florida (Seb. Inlet State Park) 1 1  
USA (Pelican Island National Wildlife Refuge) 1 1  
St. John’s River WMD 1 1  
Total Parks in Indian River County 56 70 25% change 
    
Parks in the Unincorporated County: 23 27  
   Neighborhood Parks 4 7  
   Community Parks 3 1  
   Urban District and Specialty Parks 16 19  

Totals in County    
Public Owned Open Space in Acres 68,239 100,000 46% change - obtained conservation lands 
Agricultural Land in Acres 182,000 136,896 reduction – changed to conservation or annexed 
Waterfront Parks in Acres 356 356 Beach, River, and Lake Parks 
Beach Park Acres 192 192  
River Park Acres 164 164  
Access Points to Natural Water Resources:    
      Public Beaches 9 9  
     Beach Access Points 35 35  
     Lakes and River Access Points 11 13  
Total Access point to Natural Water Resources 55 57  
Totals in Unincorporated County    
Parkland in Acres 1240 1528 23% change – Includes 380 acres for Sandridge Golf Course 
Level of Service (LOS) acres/1000 population 4 6.61  
Level of Service Demands in Acres 312 639 104% change 
Developed acres of unincorporated park lands 732 (59% of total) 1002  (65% of total) Includes 380 acres for Sandridge Golf Course 
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Data Element Conditions at Last 
Major Update (1998) 

Existing Conditions (2005) Comments 

Functional Population    
Unincorporated County 77,920 96,680 20% increase 
Indian River County 122,806 152,372 20% increase 

F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Recreation and Open Space Element\2008 Rec Draft\REC 2006 current version.doc 
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 INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of this portion of the Evaluation and Appraisal Report is to assess the success or failure 
of the Intergovernmental Coordination Element of the Comprehensive Plan.  This assessment must 
examine changes in intergovernmental coordination conditions within the county between 1996 and 
2006, evaluate the achievement of objectives, and identify changes in state requirements affecting 
the intergovernmental coordination element.  Based on this evaluation and appraisal, the 
intergovernmental coordination element may need to be updated and revised. 
 
This assessment contains the following components: 
 
-Intergovernmental coordination conditions at the time of last major update plan (1998) 
 
-Existing intergovernmental coordination conditions (2006) 
 
-Analysis of intergovernmental coordination conditions  
 
-Major issues related to intergovernmental coordination. 
 
-Evaluation of intergovernmental coordination element objective achievement   
 
-Assessment of Intergovernmental Coordination Element policy implementation 
 
-Identification of needed future actions 
 
-Identification of anticipated amendments 
 
CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE (1998) 
 
A summary of the intergovernmental coordination conditions within the county in 1998 is provided 
in appendix "A".  While the county’s comprehensive plan was last updated on March 17, 1998, data 
used to prepare the 1998 plan update were mostly from 1996.  These baseline data will be compared 
to existing conditions to identify changes in intergovernmental coordination conditions within the 
county between the last major plan update and the present. 
 
In 1998, the county regularly coordinated with more than 56 other entities. An inventory of those 
entities is provided in attachments 1 and 2 (tables 11.1 and 11.2 of the intergovernmental 
coordination element).  Table 11.3 (attachment 3) identifies 1998 coordination links with various 
agencies by comprehensive plan element.  Overall 1998 coordination conditions in the county are 
identified in attachment 4. 
 
In 1998, the county had several intergovernmental coordination agreements with municipalities, 
other counties, state agencies, and other entities.  These agreements ranged from service provision 
agreements to resource protection agreements. 
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A principal means of intergovernmental coordination in 1998 was municipal representation on and 
participation in county committees.  In 1998, the following county committees existed and had 
municipal representation. 
 

• Affordable Housing Partnership Committee (AHPC) 
• Land Acquisition Advisory Committee (LAAC) 
• Council of Public Officials (COPO) 
• Transportation Disadvantaged Local Coordinating Board (TDLCB) 
• Engineering Utility Coordination Committee (EUCC) 
• Economic Development Council (EDC) 
• Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
• Conservation Lands Advisory Committee (CLAC) 
• Beach and Shore Preservation Advisory Committee (BSPAC) 
• Marine Advisory Narrows Watershed Action Committee (MANWAC) 

 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the county's intergovernmental coordination relationships 
with other governmental jurisdictions and agencies were good.  The county also had good working 
relationships with the municipalities in the county.  To promote intergovernmental coordination, 
most county committees in 1998 included representatives from municipalities and other appropriate 
agencies.   
 
In 1995, there were no known inconsistencies between the county plan and the plans of 
municipalities and adjacent counties.  Although there were at that time no formal coordination 
mechanisms regarding assessing the impact of development in one jurisdiction on other jurisdictions 
and coordinating levels of service, the county did have a memorandum of understanding with the 
school district regarding sharing information, providing infrastructure, and siting school facilities.  In 
1995, there were seven (7) enclave properties within the county totaling 208.39 acres. 
 
In 1998, a principal means of coordination was through the review processes managed by the 
Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council (TCRPC) and the Department of Community Affairs 
(DCA).  Through the TCRPC and DCA, the county reviewed other jurisdictions' comprehensive 
plans and comprehensive plan amendments, as well as Developments of Regional Impact (DRI).  At 
that time, however, there was no formal coordination mechanism for review of non-DRI projects 
with extra-jurisdictional impacts.  In 1998, the only available mechanism to resolve disputes was 
through the Regional Planning Council's dispute resolution process. 
 
At the time of the last major plan update, the county coordinated with the St. Johns River Water 
Management District (SJRWMD), the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), the 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the Department of Community Affairs (DCA), and 
the U.S. Army Corp. of Engineers (ACOE).  Coordination between the county and those agencies 
involved permitting, plan review, information exchange, and technical assistance. 
 
There were no areas of critical state concern within Indian River County in 1998.  At that time, 
however, the barrier island was included in the Hutchinson Island Resource Management area.  As 
such, the county coordinated with DCA on the continued implementation of the Hutchinson Island 
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Resource Management Plan. 
 
Coordination with state agencies was generally good in 1998, although coordination with some 
agencies was better than with others.  Most coordination problems were minor, relating mostly to 
communication. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS (2006) 
 
Current intergovernmental coordination conditions are identified in Appendices "A" and "B" under 
the existing conditions section of the corresponding matrices.  The information on existing 
intergovernmental coordination conditions will be compared to the data provided in the 
intergovernmental coordination element in 1998 to assess changes in intergovernmental 
coordination conditions within the county. 
 
Overall, existing intergovernmental coordination conditions are similar to intergovernmental 
coordination conditions in 1998.  At the local level, the county coordinates with five municipalities, 
6 local water control districts, the school board, and 5 independent special districts.  At the state 
level, the county coordinates with about 15 departments or agencies.  At the regional level, the 
county coordinates with 5 entities.  At the federal level, the county coordinates with at least 9 
entities.  A list of these entities is provided in attachments 1 and 2.   
 
All agencies and governmental units that existed in 1998 still exist.  With respect to transportation, 
interlocal coordination is provided through the Indian River County Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO).  Comprised of county commissioners and elected officials from municipalities 
within the county, as well as a representative from the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT), the Indian River County MPO has a good working relationship with local governments, 
other agencies, and other MPOs.   
 
Currently, the county has hundreds of intergovernmental coordination agreements with various 
entities which cover variety of subject matters.  Despite these coordination mechanisms, the county 
has no formal agreements with municipalities or adjacent counties for review of planning related 
matters, for maintenance of adopted level of service standards, or for review of non-DRI projects 
with extra-jurisdictional impacts. At this time, there is no established local mechanism to resolve 
disputes that may arise, and the county utilizes the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 
dispute resolution process.   
 
Between 1995 and 2008, the municipalities in the county annexed more than 24,805 acres of 
unincorporated county lands.  The following table indicates the amount of annexation undertaken by 
each municipality since 1998. 
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Annexations 1998-2008 

 
Annexed To Acreage 

Fellsmere 23,972.82 
Indian River Shores 28.61 
Sebastian 615.73 
Vero Beach 187.96 
Grand Total 24,805.12 
 
Since last major plan update, annexations by the City of Vero Beach, City of Sebastian, and the 
Town of Indian River Shores have been limited. Between 1998 and 2008, the Town of Indian River 
Shores annexed a 28.61 acre enclave property and the City of Vero Beach annexed 187.96 acres, 
while the City of Sebastian annexed more than 615.73 acres of unincorporated county land within 
the USA.  Two of the properties annexed by the City of Sebastian were enclave properties totaling 
136 acres.  During the 1998-2008 timeframe, the City of Fellsmere annexed about 23,972.82 acres 
of unincorporated county land.  Most of this land was outside of the county’s urban service area and 
designated as agricultural on the county’s future land use map. Currently, there are four (4) enclave 
properties within the county totaling 43.78 acres. 
 
To address annexation issues, the county, in 2007, considered the possibility and the pros and cons 
of becoming a charter county.  That initiative, however, is on hold at this time.  Currently, the county 
is working with municipalities to develop an Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA).  
Through this agreement, the municipalities will identify potential future annexation areas for the 
next 20 years.  Also, the agreement will establish maximum density and height limitations which 
cannot be exceeded in annexed areas without unanimous consent of all parties to the agreement. 
 
Since 1998, the county, municipalities, and school board have entered into interlocal agreements for 
imposing impact fees and for undertaking public school planning.  In 2005, the Board of County 
Commissioners and the municipalities in the county signed an interlocal agreement to participate in 
a countywide impact fee program.  That program involved establishing 8 new impact fees in 
addition to the then existing traffic impact fee.  The new impact fees relate to emergency services 
facilities, correctional facilities, public buildings, law enforcement, library facilities, solid waste 
facilities, parks and recreational facilities, and public education facilities.  Not all of these impact 
fees are applicable to the municipalities. As structured, the agreement provides for collection of fees, 
transfer of fees to the county, refund of fees as needed, update of fees, and other matters related to 
the administration of impact fees. 
 
In 2003, the Board of County Commissioners, the school district, and the cities of Fellsmere, 
Sebastian, and Vero Beach signed an interlocal agreement for public school planning.  This 
agreement provided for establishing several committees; coordinating and sharing information; 
coordinating school site selection and school facility modification; reviewing comprehensive plan 
amendments, rezonings, and development approvals; co-locating and sharing use of facilities; and 
addressing other school coordination issues.  Subsequently, a new agreement was drafted and 
adopted in 2008. 
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There are several county committees which have countywide intergovernmental coordination 
functions.  The following is a list of county committees which have countywide intergovernmental 
coordination responsibilities. 
 

• Affordable Housing Advisory Committee (AHAC) 
• Affordable Housing Partnership Committee (AHPC) 
• Land Acquisition Advisory Committee (LAAC) 
• Council of Public Officials (COPO) 
• Transportation Disadvantaged Local Coordinating Board (TDLCB) 
• Engineering Utility Coordination Committee (EUCC) 
• Economic Development Council (EDC) 
• Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
• Conservation Lands Advisory Committee (CLAC) 
• Beach and Shore Preservation Advisory Committee (BSPAC) 
• Marine Advisory Narrows Watershed Action Committee (MANWAC) 

 
These committees enhance coordination among governments and governmental agencies by 
including representatives from municipalities as well as governmental agencies and by addressing 
countywide issues. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
In planning for growth, the county coordinates with a number of other governments and 
governmental agencies which affect land development in Indian River County.  Because of the 
number of governments and governmental agencies, extensive coordination is required. 
 
Despite the effort required, the county has good working relationships with all local and state 
entities.  As part of its intergovernmental coordination efforts, the county coordinates with the 
municipalities within the county on various issues, including service provision, inter-jurisdictional 
development impacts, rezonings and land use amendment notification.  For most of those issues, 
however, there is no formal coordination mechanism, and there is no formal dispute resolution 
process. 
 
Overall, intergovernmental coordination involves several different activities.  These are: 
communication, inter-jurisdictional impact identification, impact mitigation, dispute resolution, 
overall cooperation, and others.  Not all of these activities apply in every intergovernmental 
relationship. 
 
Communication 
 
At the local level, communication with municipalities and other local entities is good.  Some of this 
communication occurs through existing county committees which meet on a regular basis, have a set 
structure, and maintain minutes.  Other communication, however, is informal with no set 
mechanism. 
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Locally, county staff notifies appropriate municipal staff whenever a development project is 
proposed close to a municipal boundary.  Municipalities, however, do not always notify county staff 
of proposed projects within their jurisdictions which could impact the county.  Currently, 
notification of local governments is not formally required either by the county or adjacent 
municipalities. If each local government were required to inform adjacent governments of proposed 
projects, intergovernmental coordination could be enhanced. 
 
Communication with some state agencies seems to be an issue.  In some cases, local governments 
are not always kept apprised of changes in rules and regulations.  This sometimes results in lack of a 
clear understanding of state regulations for both applicants and the county.  Some of the issues 
related to general coordination with state agencies are: 
 
- Number of agencies with which the county must coordinate 
- Lack of communication between various offices of state agencies 
- Duplication of efforts 
- In some cases, lack of clear written guidelines 
- In some cases, lack of formal procedures or agreements and lack of clear understanding of all 

responsibilities 
- In some cases, delays in informing local governments of recent changes in regulations and criteria. 

Because of websites, this is now less of an issue, since new regulations and programs are being 
posted at websites and local governments are informed by e-mail messages 

 
The county’s current intergovernmental coordination element objectives and policies are designed to 
address these issues.  So those objectives and policies with some revisions and additions should be 
maintained. 
 
Extra-jurisdictional Impacts 
 
Although the county has many written intergovernmental coordination agreements with 
municipalities and other entities, there are no formal agreements on planning related issues such as 
maintaining established level of service standards, addressing extra-jurisdictional development 
impacts, providing up front coordination on land use amendments, rezonings, and annexations, and 
establishing a dispute resolution process.   
 
Formal intergovernmental coordination agreements could: 
 
 clearly identify issues, responsibilities, and important resources and facilities 
 define significant extra-jurisdictional impacts; 
 establish quantitative, qualitative, and locational criteria to measure significant impacts 
 develop measures to mitigate impacts, and 
 establish a formal process to resolve disputes when issues arise. 

 
There are advantages and disadvantages to having a formal intergovernmental coordination process. 
For a local government, it is easier and less time consuming if the local government  approves all 
development projects, rezoning requests, and land use amendments within its jurisdiction without 
considering extra-jurisdictional impacts and without coordination with other jurisdictions.  Since 



                      EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element  
 

  9INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 

actions of one local government often affect other governments, however, it is important for local 
governments to coordinate to ensure that one jurisdiction does not negatively affect another. 
 
Coordination can be done informally on a case by case basis; however, this type of coordination is 
highly variable and largely depends on the people doing the coordination.  At this time, most staff 
level coordination efforts are done informally. 
 
On the other hand, a formal intergovernmental coordination process could clearly define what issues 
should be considered; identify which resources and facilities must be protected; identify which 
jurisdiction has the responsibility to notify others of development projects or land use amendment 
requests; specify which jurisdiction has review responsibility; and identify to what extent comments 
from other jurisdictions must be addressed.  It is inherent that an additional intergovernmental 
coordination process would add to the time needed to review projects.  Therefore, an efficient 
intergovernmental coordination process must define what is considered to be a significant impact 
and concentrate coordination efforts on those projects which create significant impacts, not all 
projects. 
 
An effective and workable intergovernmental coordination process, must include a process to 
resolve disputes.  This would be a mechanism by which local governments can solve their 
differences. 
 
Due to anticipated future growth within the county, it would seem that issues and problems will 
become more complicated in nature.  For that reason, the county’s present policy to establish formal 
intergovernmental coordination agreements and procedures with adjacent counties and 
municipalities should be maintained.  Currently, the county is working with municipalities within 
the county to draft and sign an Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA). 
 
Intergovernmental Coordination Relationships 
 
The following series of tables identifies the county's intergovernmental coordination relationships by 
comprehensive plan element. 
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•   Future Land Use Element 
 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X - LAND USE 

COMPATIBILITY 

 

- FACILITY/SERVICE 

IMPACTS 

 

- NATURAL RESOURCE 

IMPACTS 

-REZONINGS 

 

-LAND USE AMENDMENTS  

 

-DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

 

-ANNEXATION 

 

 

-NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES OR PROPOSED 

PROJECTS  

 

-IDENTIFYING EXPECTED 

IMPACTS 

 

-MITIGATING IMPACTS 

 

-DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

-FORMAL PROCEDURE FOR 

LAND USE AMENDMENTS 

AND DRI PROJECTS; 

REVIEWED THROUGH TCRPC 

& DCA 

 

- INFORMAL FOR OTHER 

ACTIVITIES 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - LAND USE 

COMPATIBILITY 

 

- FACILITY/SERVICE 

IMPACTS 

 

- NATURAL RESOURCE 

IMPACTS 

- REZONINGS 

 

- LAND USE AMENDMENTS 

 

- DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

 

-NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES OR PROPOSED 

PROJECTS  

 

-IDENTIFYING EXPECTED 

IMPACTS 

 

-MITIGATING IMPACTS 

 

-DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

- FORMAL PROCEDURE LAND 

USE AMENDMENTS AND DRI 

PROJECTS; REVIEW THROUGH 

TCRPC AND DCA 

 

- INFORMAL FOR OTHER 

ACTIVITIES 

SJRWMD X X - NATURAL RESOURCE 

IMPACTS 

 

- PROTECTION OF THE ST. 

JOHN RIVER UPPER BASIN 

- DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

 

- ENVIRONMENTAL LAND 

PURCHASE 

 

-NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES OR PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

 

-IDENTIFYING EXPECTED 

IMPACTS 

 

-MITIGATING IMPACTS 

-COORDINATION RE: 

SJRWMD LAND PURCHASES 

 

- SJRWMD ENV. LAND 

- INFORMAL 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

PURCHASES 

 

-DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

DCA  X - BALANCE BETWEEN 

COMMUNITY DESIRES 

AND STATE RULES AND 

REGULATIONS 

- COMP PLAN AND COMP PLAN 

AMENDMENTS 

- DRI REVIEWS 

- LENGTH OF TIME NEEDED 

TO PROCESS A COMP PLAN 

AMENDMENT 

 

- NUMBER OF AGENCIES 

THAT NEED TO BE 

COORDINATED WITH 

- PROCEDURES SET IN THE 

FLORIDA STATUTES AND 

FLORIDA ADMINISTRATIVE 

CODE 

- FORMAL COMP PLAN &DRI 

REVIEWS 

 
 
With respect to land use, the county, like all general purpose local governments, establishes its future land use pattern by adopting a future 
land use plan map.  This plan map may then be modified through amendments and implemented through rezoning actions and development 
project approvals.  Another land use related activity is municipal annexation. While annexations may be done only by cities and towns, 
annexations affect the county by changing the governmental entity having jurisdiction over the property that is annexed.  Annexation can 
increase development potential (increase density and intensity), create more demand for public facilities, and affect environmental 
resources. 
 
As indicated in the above matrix, land use decisions by municipalities and adjacent counties may affect Indian River County.  Similarly, 
land use decisions by Indian River County may affect municipalities in the county or adjacent counties.  Usually, only land use decisions 
involving property close to a municipal/county or a county/county boundary have extra-jurisdictional impacts.  Sometimes, these impacts 
are adverse, while other times impacts may be beneficial.  Most often, extra-jurisdictional impacts are probably neutral. 
 
Land use decisions can produce various types of impacts.  Such impacts could include: land use incompatibilities (such as allowing 
industrial uses in one jurisdiction adjacent to residential uses in another jurisdiction); facility impacts (such as vehicle trips produced by a 
land use in one jurisdiction affecting roadways in a neighboring jurisdiction); natural resource impacts (such as a land use in one 
jurisdiction affecting an ecosystem either in a neighboring jurisdiction or shared between jurisdictions); and other types of impacts. 
 
Because land use decisions can have extra-jurisdictional impacts, coordination among adjacent local governments on land use matters is 
important.  Specifically, it is important that several activities occur with respect to land use projects which may have extra-jurisdictional 



EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element  

Indian River County             12          
            

 

impacts.  These activities include: notification of affected governments, identification of expected impacts, and development of measures to 
mitigate impacts.  Finally, there should be a process to resolve disputes.  An intergovernmental coordination process like the one stated in 
policy 3.9 of the county’s current Intergovernmental Coordination Element can address these issues. 
 

•   Infrastructure Element 
 
The county's Infrastructure Element includes the following sub-elements: Sanitary Sewer, Potable Water, Solid Waste, Natural 
Groundwater Aquifer Recharge, and Drainage. 
 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X - MAINTENANCE OF 

L.O.S. 

 

- PROVISION OF 

SERVICES 

-ANNEXATIONS 

-PLAN AMENDMENTS 

-REZONINGS 

-PROJECT APPROVAL 

-SERVICE PROVISION 

 

 

 

 

- IDENTIFICATION OF 

FACILITIES THAT MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

- COMP PLAN 

AMENDMENTS & DRI 

PROJECTS; REVIEWED 

THROUGH TCRPC AND DCA 

 

- FORMAL AGREEMENT 

WITH CITY OF VERO 

BEACH, CITY OF 

SEBASTIAN, City of 

FELLSMERE, AND TOWN OF 

ORCHID FOR PROVISION OF 

SERVICES 

 

- OTHER INFORMAL 

COORDINATION 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - MAINTENANCE OF 

L.O.S. 

 

- AQUIFER RECHARGE 

AREAS 

-PLAN AMENDMENTS 

-REZONINGS 

-PROJECT APPROVAL 

- IDENTIFICATION OF 

FACILITIES THAT MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

- LAND USE AMENDMENTS 

AND DRI PROJECTS; 

REVIEWED THROUGH 

TCRPC AND DCA 

 

- OTHER INFORMAL 

COORDINATION 

WATER CONTROL X X - NATURAL RESOURCE - COORDINATION OF L.O.S. -NOTIFICATION OF PLAN -INFORMAL 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

DISTRICTS IMPACTS 

 

- PROTECTION OF THE 

COUNTY RESIDENTS 

AND PROPERTIES 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

SJRWMD  X - NATURAL RESOURCE 

IMPACTS 

 

- PROTECTION OF THE 

COUNTY RESIDENTS 

AND PROPERTIES 

- WATER SUPPLY 

- REVIEW AND COMMENTS 

ON PROPOSED PROJECTS 

FOR STORMWATER 

MANAGEMENT 

- WATER SUPPLY 

ASSESSMENT AND WATER 

SUPPLY PLAN 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

- PARTICIPATE WITH 

SJRWMD FOR 
ASSESSING WATER 
SUPPLY ASSESSMENT 
AND SOURCES 
 

- PERMITTING 

- PROVIDE INFORMATION, 

REVIEW WORK PRODUCT 

FDOT  X - NATURAL RESOURCE 

IMPACTS 

 

- PROTECTION OF THE 

COUNTY RESIDENTS 

AND PROPERTIES 

- REVIEW AND COMMENTS 

ON PROPOSED PROJECTS 

FOR 

STORMWATER 

MANAGEMENT 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

- FORMAL PROCEDURE 

DEP  X - NATURAL RESOURCE 

IMPACTS 

 

- PROTECTION OF THE 

COUNTY RESIDENTS 

AND PROPERTIES 

- REVIEW AND COMMENTS 

ON PROPOSED PROJECTS 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

AMENDMENTS & PROJECTS 

- PERMIT APPLICATION 
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With respect to infrastructure, actions by Indian River County could impact the municipalities within the county or adjacent counties.  
Similarly, actions by these other local governments could impact the county.  At present, the county has intergovernmental coordination 
agreements with several municipalities to provide water and sewer service.  Specifically, the county provides utility service to the City of 
Sebastian, City of Fellsmere, and the Town of Orchid.  The City of Vero Beach provides utility service to the south barrier island and other 
unincorporated areas around the city limits.  The county shall maintain these agreements with municipalities.  For solid waste, there is a 
countywide solid waste disposal district that provides service to the entire county. 
 
The county must participate with the SJRWMD in development and update of the district’s water supply assessment and water supply plan. 
 The county must also coordinate with SJRWMD to identify and obtain necessary permits for alternative water supply sources.  The county 
is planning to increase water conservation activities such as expanding its water reuse facilities. 
 
For drainage, coordination with water control districts is important since there are overlapping responsibilities.  The county's relationship 
with the Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) is particularly important, since the IRFWCD encompasses most of the 
urbanized area of the county.  While the county has responsibility for protection of the Indian River Lagoon and its water quality, the 
Indian River Farm Water Control District outfalls in the lagoon, affecting the lagoon generally and the lagoon's water quality in particular. 
 
The county has coordinated with the IRFWCD in several projects such as the Egret Marsh Stormwater Treatment Facility and Main Relief 
Canal Pollution Control System.    The Egret Marsh facility consists of a set of pumps to remove and replace water from the Indian River 
Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) canal system.  Inbound water from the canal system will be piped to the headworks of the facility 
and then sheet flow over a large algal turf scrubber.  Algae that grows on the scrubber will remove pollutants from the water and be 
harvested and composted on a weekly basis in the summer and less often in the cooler months.  Water that has flowed over the scrubber 
will be routed sequentially through 3 polishing ponds (initial intermediate and final) and then pumped back into the canal system. The 
Indian River County’s Main Relief Canal Pollution Central System Using Series Screening Methodology to continuously remove solids to 
1/16th inch diameter from 300 mgd of canal water.  The project is being paid for and constructed by Indian River County in the Indian 
River Farms Water Control District’s right-of-way under an Interlocal Agreement between the county and the IRFWCD main relief canal 
pollution control system.   
 
Indian River Farms is not the only water control district with which the county must coordinate, and drainage is not the only county/water 
control district intergovernmental coordination issue. 
 
With the Fellsmere Farms Water Control District (FFWCD), an important issue is property access.  Presently, there are many five and ten 
acre parcels, created in the 1920's by the FFWCD's plat of reclamation, that have access only through ditch roads within FFWCD's canal 
and road rights-of-way.  These ditch roads are unpaved and unsafe.  Consequently, there is a need for the county and FFWCD to coordinate 
to improve these roads. 



EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element  

Indian River County             15          
            

 

 
Overall, it is necessary that the county coordinate extensively with the water control districts.  This coordination should involve addressing 
water quality and water quantity aspects of new development projects, cooperating with road and canal right-of-way usage, and jointly 
addressing long term stormwater management system improvements. 
 
Land use decisions in one jurisdiction can produce various types of impacts on infrastructure components such as water, sewer, solid waste, 
drainage, and aquifer recharge in other jurisdictions.  Such impacts could include: facility impacts (such as stormwater runoff from a 
project in one jurisdiction affecting drainage canals in another, development in one jurisdiction affecting water and sewer capacity and 
availability in another jurisdiction, or a drainage district's capacity or level of service standard limiting discharge rate for development 
projects in a jurisdiction); aquifer recharge area impacts (such as development in one jurisdiction reducing aquifer recharge and 
consequently affecting quantity and/or quality of groundwater in another area); and other types of impacts. 
 
With respect to adjacent counties, the St. Johns River Water Management District, the Department of Transportation, and the Department 
of Environmental Protection, the principal relationships involve natural resource protection, and Floridan aquifer recharge area protection.  
Because land use decisions can have extra-jurisdictional impacts, coordination among adjacent local governments and special districts is 
important.  Therefore, notification of affected governments, identification of expected impacts, establishment of ways to mitigate impacts, 
and development of a process to resolve disputes are important.  Policy 3.9 of the current Intergovernmental Coordination Element for Joint 
Planning Areas (JPA) can address these issues. 
 

• Transportation 
 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES COOPERATIVE 

ACTIVITIES 

EXISTING 

COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X - MAINTENANCE OF L.O.S./ 

TRANSPORTATION 

CONCURRENCY 

 

- FACILITY/SERVICE IMPACTS 

- TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENTS 

- PLAN AMENDMENTS 

- REZONINGS 

- PROJECT APPROVALS 

- CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAMMING 

 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

 

- IDENTIFICATION OF 

EXPECTED IMPACTS 

- IDENTIFICATION OF 

TRANSPORTATION 

CONCURRENCY IMPACT 

X - MPO 

- FORMAL 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - MAINTENANCE OF L.O.S./ - PLAN AMENDMENTS - NOTIFICATION OF PLAN X - FORMAL 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES COOPERATIVE 

ACTIVITIES 

EXISTING 

COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

TRANSPORTATION 

CONCURRENCY 

 

- FACILITY/SERVICE IMPACTS 

- ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS 

- REZONINGS 

- PROJECT APPROVALS 

- CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENT 

PROGRAMMING 

CHANGES AND PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

 

- IDENTIFICATION OF 

EXPECTED IMPACTS 

 

FDOT  X - FUNDING 

- ACCESS MANAGEMENT 

- TRANSPORTATION 

IMPROVEMENTS 

- MAINTENANCE 

- SAFETY 

- LOS (SIS) 

- RR CROSSING 

- MANAGEMENT 

- PERMITING 

- PROJECT SELECTION 

 

- REVIEW/PERMIT 

- CONSTRUCTION 

X - FORMAL 

COMMISSION FOR 

TRANSPORTATION 

DISADVANTAGED 

 X - FUNDING 

 

 

- MONITORING - ADMINISTRATION  - FORMAL 

COMMUNITY 

TRANSPORTATION 

COORDINATOR (CTC) 

X X PROVISION OF COORDINATED 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

TO TRANSPORTATION 

DISADVANTAGED PERSONS 

PROVISION OF 

TRANSIT AND 

PARATRANSIT 

SERVICES 

 

- REPORTING 

- OPERATION 

- ADMINISTRATION 

 - FORMAL 

FEDERAL TRANSIT 

ADMINISTRATION 

(FTA) 

 X - FUNDING 

- MONITORING OF TRANSIT 

SERVICES 

- MONITORING OF 

TRANSIT SERVICES 

 

- REPORTING 

-ADMINISTRATION 

 

 

 

 - FORMAL 

 

- COORDINATION 

ALSO INCLUDES FDOT 

FDOT X X WORK PROGRAM 

DEVELOPMENT 

- PROVISION OF 

SERVICES 

 

- REPORTING 

 

COUNTY (THROUGH MPO) 

PROVIDES LIST OF TRANSP. 

PRIORITIES THAT FDOT 

CONSIDERS IN MAKING 

FUNDING DECISIONS 

 - FORMAL 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES COOPERATIVE 

ACTIVITIES 

EXISTING 

COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

FDOT 

 

 X - FUNDING 

- MONITORING OF TRANSIT 

SERVICES 

- MONITORING OF 

TRANSIT SERVICES 

 

- REPORTING 

 

 

- TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

 

-ADMINISTRATION 

 - FORMAL 

TREASURE COAST 

TRANSPORTATION 

COUNCIL (TCTC) 

x x - FUNDING 

- DESIGNATION OF REGIONAL 

ROADWAYS AND 

TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES 

- PLAN AMENDMENTS 

- REGIONAL PROJECT 

PRIORITY LIST 

DEVELOPMENT 

- ADMINISTRATION X - FORMAL 

 
 
With respect to transportation, the county, municipalities, and adjacent counties can impact each other.  Land use amendments, rezonings, 
and development project approvals in one jurisdiction can also affect transportation within the boundaries of other local governments. 
 
Within the unincorporated area as well as within municipalities, land use decisions can produce various types of traffic impacts in other 
jurisdictions.  Such impacts could include: facility impacts (such as traffic generated by a project in one jurisdiction affecting the roadway 
network of other jurisdictions); and other types of impacts. 
 
For transportation, the major impact from development projects is on county roadways, specifically the major roadways that connect 
various jurisdictions.  Upfront coordination is important to ensure that one jurisdiction does not increase traffic volumes in another 
jurisdiction to the extent that the volume of traffic produces an unacceptable level of service and causes transportation concurrency 
problems.  Consequently, it is important that those governments affected by proposed projects and land use amendments in another 
jurisdiction be notified in advance of pending land use decisions. As part of that process, the amount of traffic generated and its 
distribution/assignment must be identified.  For that reason, the county should work with municipalities and adjacent counties to develop a 
common methodology for measuring impacts on transportation facilities for the purpose of implementing the county’s concurrency 
management system in coordination with the municipalities and adjacent counties. It is also important to develop measures to mitigate 
impacts and establish a process to resolve disputes. 
 
In 2006, a new entity for formalizing regional roadway prioritization, and for resolving any dispute that may arise from prioritization was 
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created.  This entity, known as the Treasure Coast Transportation Council (TCTC), is composed of elected officials from the three treasure 
coast MPOs.  It meets bi-annually as a forum for developing regional transportation plans and for prioritizing regional transportation 
funding. 
 
With respect to other state and federal agencies, the most important issue is funding availability for transportation improvements.  
Therefore, many of these agencies can impact the county.  Transportation and transportation funding issues addressed in the Transportation 
Element of the comprehensive plan. 
 
 

•   Housing Element 
 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X -PROVISION OF AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING 

 

 

 

- PROVIDING AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING UNITS 

 

- PROVIDING LOANS TO 

VERY LOW, LOW, AND 

MODERATE INCOME 

HOUSEHOLDS 

 

- PROVISION OF AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING IN EACH 

JURISDICTION 

 

- CONTRIBUTION TO COUNTY'S 

HOUSING TRUST FUND 

- LIMITED INFORMAL 

COORDINATION 

 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - PROVISION OF AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING 

- MAINTAINING AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING STOCK 

- PROVIDING AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING UNITS 

 

- PROVIDING LOANS TO 

VERY LOW, LOW, AND 

MODERATE INCOME 

HOUSEHOLDS 

- INTERCOUNTY AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING DEMAND AND 

SUPPLY 

FORMAL COORDINATION WITH 

ST. LUCIE COUNTY AND 

MARTIN COUNTY REGARDING 

HOME PROGRAM 

HOUSING AUTHORITY X X PROVISION OF AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING 

- RENTAL ASSISTANCE 

- REHABILITATION 

ASSISTANCE 

- COORDINATION REGARDING 

SUBSIDIZED HOUSING 

- INFORMAL 

FHFC  X - FUNDING FROM STATE 

HOUSING INITIATIVE 

- REPORTING -ADMINISTRATION -FORMAL APPROVAL 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

- FUNDING FROM HURRICANE 

HOUSING RECOVERY PROGRAM 

- OTHER FUNDING PROGRAMS 

(LIHTC, HOME, ETC.) 

DCA  X - FUNDING 

 

 

- COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 

GRANT (CDBG) APPLICATION 

-ADMINISTRATION -FORMAL APPROVAL 

 
 
With respect to the housing, the county, municipalities, and adjacent counties can impact each other.  Overall, commercial, industrial, and 
residential developments create a need for service workers and consequently a need for affordable housing.  Consistent with requirements 
of Sec. 9J-5.010, FAC, each jurisdiction has a responsibility to provide its fair share of affordable housing for very low, low, and moderate 
income households. 
 
With respect to housing, the county must coordinate with municipalities and adjacent counties to identify affordable housing needs, to 
determine how these needs will be satisfied, and to develop measures to mitigate impacts when one jurisdiction carries the burden of 
providing affordable housing for the service workers of other jurisdictions.  Finally, there should be a process to resolve disputes if a 
jurisdiction cannot provide sites for affordable housing.  The county coordinated with St. Lucie County and Martin County to create a 
HOME program consortia to be eligible to receive the HOME program funding.  
 
Coordination with state and federal agencies is important to obtain the funding needed to provide affordable housing within the county. 
 
With increased housing costs, the provision of affordable housing for very low, low, and moderate income households, and workforce 
housing is an important issue.  Housing issues, incentives, and strategies are addressed in the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan. 
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• Conservation and Coastal Management Elements 

 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X  

 

-PROTECTION OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

 

- WATER QUALITY OF I.R. 

LAGOON & ST. SEBASTIAN 

RIVER 

 

- HURRICANE 

EVACUATION 

 

- BEACH EROSION 

-REVIEW OF 

DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECTS 

 

- PLAN AMENDMENTS 

 

- REZONINGS 

- ENVIRONMENTAL 

LAND PURCHASES 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES OR PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

 

- IDENTIFYING 

EXPECTED IMPACTS 

 

- MITIGATING IMPACTS 

 

- LIMITING 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPROVEMENTS IN HIGH 

HAZARD AREAS 

INFORMAL 

 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - PROTECTION OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

 

- PROTECTION OF 

FLORIDAN AQUIFER 

RECHARGE AREA 

 

- HURRICANE 

EVACUATION 

- REVIEW OF 

DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECTS 

 

- PLAN AMENDMENTS 

 

- REZONINGS 

- NOTIFICATION OF PLAN 

CHANGES OR PROPOSED 

PROJECTS 

 

- IDENTIFYING 

EXPECTED IMPACTS 

 

- MITIGATING IMPACTS 

-LIMITED 

 

-INFORMAL 

DEP  X - FUNDING -MANATEE PLAN - FINANCIAL AND 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

FORMAL AGREEMENT 

DEP   -BEACH EROSION -SAND PUMPING 

 

-ARTIFICIAL REEF 

-PROTECTION OF SHORES PERMIT 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

DEP (CARL)  X -ENVIRONMENTAL LANDS 

ACQUISITION COST SHARE 

-PURCHASE OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

-COST SHARE 

-MANAGEMENT 

-MULTI-PARTY AGREEMENT 

F.I.N.D. X X -FUNDING 

-"SPOIL" MANAGEMENT 

-IRL ACCESS 

IMPROVEMENTS 

-FINANCIAL 

-REPORTING 

-MANAGEMENT 

-FORMAL AGREEMENT 

(FUNDING) 

-INFORMAL (COORDINATION) 

DCA/FLORIDA 

COMMUNITIES TRUST 

(FCT) 

 X -ENVIRONMENTAL LANDS 

ACQUISITION COST-SHARE 

- PURCHASE OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

- COST-SHARING 

- REPORTING 

- MANAGEMENT 

FORMAL AGREEMENT 

FL. DEPT. OF 

AGRICULTURE AND 

CONSUMER SERVICE 

 X -WILDFIRE PROTECTION/ 

ECOLOGICAL BURN 

ASSISTANCE 

- REPORTING - WELFARE AND SAFETY 

OF THE COUNTY 

RESIDENCE AND 

PROTECTION 

PROPERTIES 

PROFESSIONAL ASSISTANCE 

SJRWMD  X -ENVIRONMENTAL LANDS 

ACQUISITION/ 

MANAGEMENT 

PARTNERSHIP 

- PURCHASE OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

- FINANCIAL AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

COORDINATION 

-MULTI-PARTY AGREEMENT 

SJRWMD  X -PROTECTION OF ST. JOHN 

UPPER RIVER BASIN 

- PLAN AMENDMENTS 

- REZONINGS 

- DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECTS 

- NOTIFICATION OF 

DEVELOPMENT 

PROJECTS AND PLAN 

AMENDMENTS 

INFORMAL 

U.S. DEPT. OF 

AGRICULTURE/SOIL 

CONSERVATION 

SERVICE 

 X - FUNDING 

 

-SOIL SURVEY DIGITIZING 

MAP 

- PROVISION OF 

INFORMATION 

-FINANCIAL AND 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

FORMAL AGREEMENT 

MARINE RESOURCE 

COUNCIL 

 X -WATERSHED 

PROTECTION/ 

ENHANCEMENT 

- MEETINGS - ADVISORY 

COORDINATION 

INFORMAL 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

SEBASTIAN INLET 

DISTRICT 

 X -BEACH EROSION - SAND MINING - SEBASTIAN INLET 

DISTRICT'S NEEDED 

SAND PUMPING TO 

LESSEN THE EFFECT OF 

BEACH EROSION CAUSES 

BY DOWN DRIFT AS A 

RESULT OF SAND BUILD 

UP IN AND AROUND THE 

INLET 

INFORMAL 

 
With respect to conservation and coastal management, the county, municipalities, and adjacent counties can impact each other.  Sometimes, 
these impacts are adverse, while other times they may be beneficial.  Most often, extra-jurisdictional impacts are probably neutral.  
Generally, the county and municipalities need to coordinate with each other regarding mitigation, restoration, and management of natural 
resources as well as acquisition of environmentally important land. 
 
In some cases, land use decisions can produce conservation related extra-jurisdictional impacts.  Such impacts may include: natural 
resource impacts such as land use activity in one jurisdiction affecting environmentally significant lands, water quality, endangered species, 
and aquifer recharge areas in another jurisdiction and other types of impacts. 
 
Because of these extra-jurisdictional impacts, coordination among jurisdictions is important.  Therefore, notification of affected 
governments, identification of expected impacts, and development of measures to mitigate impacts are important.  Finally, there should be 
a process to resolve disputes. 
 
Coordination with state and federal agencies mainly involves funding or technical support. 
 
Issues related to the conservation and coastal management are addressed in the comprehensive plan conservation element and coastal 
management element 
 
 
 
 



EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element  

Indian River County             23          
            

 

• Recreation and Open Space Element 
 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X - FUNDING FOR PARKS 

 

- PROVISION OF PARK 

AND RECREATIONAL 

FACILITIES 

 

- PROVISION OF OPEN 

SPACE 

- PROJECT APPROVAL 

 

- LAND USE 

AMENDMENTS 

 

- PROVISION OF PARK 

FACILITIES  

 

- PROVISION OF OPEN 

SPACE 

 

- PROVISION OF 

RECREATIONAL 

SERVICES 

-JOINT AGREEMENT 

FOR MANAGEMENT 

 

- ADMINISTRATION 

 

 

 

 

SOME FORMAL AGREEMENTS 

 

SOME INFORMAL 

COORDINATION 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - PROVISION OF PARK 

AND RECREATIONAL 

FACILITIES 

- PROJECT APPROVAL 

 

- LAND USE 

AMENDMENTS 

 

- PROVISION OF PARK 

FACILITIES  

 

- PROVISION OF OPEN 

SPACE 

-FACILITIES AND 

SERVICES IN EACH 

COUNTY BEING USED 

BY OTHER COUNTY 

RESIDENTS 

LIMITED/ INFORMAL 

SEBASTIAN INLET X X - MANAGEMENT OF 

SEBASTIAN INLET STATE 

PARK 

- PROVISION OF 

RECREATIONAL 

SERVICES 

-ADMINISTRATION INFORMAL 

DCA/FLORIDA 

COMMUNITIES TRUST 

(FCT) 

X X -FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

FOR ACQUISITION OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

- PROVISION OF OPEN 

SPACE 

 

-ACQUISITION OF 

-MANAGEMENT 

 

-ADMINISTRATION 

FORMAL AGREEMENT 
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APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

SJRWMD X X ENVIRONMENTAL LANDS 

ACQUISITION/ 

MANAGEMENT 

PARTNERSHIP 

- PROVISION OF OPEN 

SPACE 

 

- ACQUISITION OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

-MANAGEMENT 

 

-ADMINISTRATION 

MULTI-PARTY AGREEMENT 

U.S. DEPT. OF 

INTERIOR/FISH & 

WILDLIFE SERVICE 

X X - PROTECTION PELICAN 

ISLAND WILDLIFE 

REFUGE 

 

- PROTECTION OF 

ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SIGNIFICANT LANDS 

 

- PROTECTION OF 

ENDANGERED SPECIES 

- PROVISION OF OPEN 

SPACE 

- REPORTING 

 

- NOTIFICATION OF 

PLAN CHANGES AND 

PROPOSED PROJECTS 

FORMAL 

 
 
With respect to recreation and open space, the county, municipalities, adjacent counties, and state agencies can impact each other.  Such 
impacts could include: facility impacts, natural resource and open space impacts, and other types of impacts.  The county and 
municipalities also share many facilities and responsibilities.  The most important recreation and open space intergovernmental issue for the 
county and the municipalities within the county is the provision of recreational facilities and services on a countywide basis. 
 
Because land use decisions can have extra-jurisdictional impacts, coordination among adjacent local governments on land use matters 
affecting recreational facilities and the provision of open space is important.  Specifically, it is important to notify affected governments, 
identify expected impacts, develop measures to mitigate impacts, and establish a process to resolve disputes. 
 
Coordination with most state agencies involves funding.  Recreation and open space issues are addressed in the recreation and open space 
element of the county’s comprehensive plan. 
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• Economic Development Element 

 

APPLICABLE ENTITIES MAY BE 

IMPACTED 

BY IRC 

MAY 

IMPACT 

IRC 

SUBSTANTIVE ISSUES ACTIVITIES PROCEDURAL ISSUES EXISTING COORDINATION 

MECHANISM 

MUNICIPALITIES X X -PROMOTION OF ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

 

 

- PROJECT APPROVAL 

 

- LAND USE AMENDMENTS 

- PROVISION OF LOCAL 

INCENTIVES 

 

- PROVISION OF APPROPRIATE 

LAND USE AND ZONING FOR 

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 

DEVELOPMENTS 

 

- PROVISION OF SERVICES TO 

COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL 

BUSINESSES 

- INFORMAL  

 

ADJACENT COUNTIES X X - PROMOTION OF ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT 

- PROJECT APPROVAL 

 

- LAND USE AMENDMENTS 

- PROVISION OF REGIONAL 

ATTRACTION FOR INDUSTRIAL 

BUSINESSES 

LIMITED/ INFORMAL 

ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT 

ADMINISTRATION 

 X - FUNDING 

 

-ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

PLANNING/STUDIES 

- PREPARATION OF REPORTS 

AND PLANS 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR 

DEVELOPMENT OF ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY PLAN, 

FISCAL IMPACT MODEL, 

INFORMATIONAL BROCHURE, 

ECONOMIC BASE STUDY AND 

UPDATE OF COMMERCIAL/ 

INDUSTRIAL DATA SOURCE 

FORMAL 

VERO BEACH/ INDIAN 

RIVER COUNTY 

CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE 

X X - FUNDING 

 

- PROMOTION OF ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT 

- EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION 

 

- PREPARATION OF REPORTS 

 

PROVISION OF FINANCIAL AND 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TO 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE FOR 

ENHANCEMENT OF ECONOMIC 

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE 

COUNTY 

- SOME FORMAL 

 

- SOME INFORMAL 
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In terms of economic development, land use decisions in one jurisdiction can affect other jurisdictions.  Within Indian River County, the 
major economic development issues are promotion of economic development within the county, attraction of new businesses, expansion of 
existing businesses, and provision of adequate land with sufficient infrastructure to support commercial and industrial developments.  
These issues extend beyond the boundaries of individual local government jurisdictions.  Therefore, it is necessary for the county to 
coordinate its economic development activities with the municipalities in the county as well as adjacent counties to achieve economic 
development objectives. 
 
With respect to state and federal agencies, the most important economic development issue is funding to support economic development 
activities.  With respect to the Vero Beach/Indian River County Chamber of Commerce, the County and the Chamber must closely 
coordinate their economic development activities to utilize resources efficiently and to eliminate duplication.  All issues, incentives, and 
strategies related to economic development are addressed in the Economic Development Element of the county’s comprehensive plan. 
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Intergovernmental Coordination Issues Since 1998 
 
Since 1998, Indian River County has had to coordinate with a number of other governmental jurisdictions 
on a variety of issues. In some cases, this coordination has related to infrastructure provision/ expansion, 
cooperative activities, or construction projects.  In other cases, this coordination has related to 
development project impacts, public construction policy impacts, and others. 
 
Following is a brief summary of some of the county’s coordination issues/efforts with various 
governmental jurisdictions: 
 

• Municipalities 
 
 The county has coordinated with municipalities on a regular basis regarding many issues 

including: 
 
 -Joint Meetings 
 
 In recent years, the Board of County Commissioners has had several joint meetings with 

municipalities to share information and discuss issues. 
 
 At the staff level, there have been various meetings between county staff and municipal staff 

regarding various issues.  Some of the coordination issues discussed at these meetings have 
included impact fee ordinance implementation, school concurrency, level of service standards, 
roadway improvements, land use issues, and others.  The county’s policy should be to continue its 
coordination activities with the municipalities in the county. 

 
 -Annexation 
 
 Annexation is one of the most important issues affecting the county and its municipalities.  Since 

the last major plan update, municipalities have annexed more than 24,805 acres of county land.  
Because the annexation process actually changes governmental control over an area, its effects are 
significant. In the past, annexations have resulted in the creation of enclaves, which are islands of 
unincorporated area within municipalities.  These areas are inefficient and uneconomical from a 
service provision standpoint. 

 
 Since the last major plan update, three (3) out of seven (7) former enclaves have been eliminated. 

The table below shows the number and acreage of enclave properties in 1995 and the number and 
acreage in 2006 as well as the percent annexed since the last major plan update. 

 
 1995 2006 % of Enclaved 

Properties Annexed 
# of enclave Parcels 7 4 43% 
Acreage of Enclave 
Properties 

208.39 43.78 79% 
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 With is recent annexations, the City of Fellsmere created a new enclave which is 25.13 acres in 
size.  This illustrates that, while state law is designed to prevent the establishment of new enclaves, 
inefficient annexations can still occur.  Two major problems which can occur with annexations 
are: (1) developers circumventing county regulations through annexation and (2) county 
service/facility provision plans undermined by annexation. 

 
 For those reasons, coordination is important regarding annexation.  Not only do municipalities 

need to set annexation criteria; they need to specify annexation areas and adopt annexation 
policies. Currently, the county and municipalities are working on an Interlocal Service Boundary 
Agreement (ISBA) to address issues such as annexation, density, height and others.  If the ISBA is 
approved by all affected parties, the ISBA will address a number of these annexation issues. 

 
 -Joint Application for Land Acquisition Grants 
 
 In 1992, county voters approved issuance of a $26,000,000.00 general obligation bond and, in 

2004, a $50,000,000.00 bond for acquisition of environmentally significant lands for the protection 
of water quality, open space and wildlife habitat. The county land acquisition committee, which 
has representatives from the county, municipalities, and special interest groups, identifies and 
ranks environmentally significant land within the county for purchase with those bond funds.   

 
 Since 1992, hundreds of acres of environmentally significant land have been purchased, utilizing 

bond funds matched with other funding sources.  These lands are used for passive recreational 
activities throughout the county. 

 
 As part of this land acquisition process, the county has coordinated with municipalities on several 

acquisition projects by jointly applying for matching grants from state funding agencies for 
acquisition of environmentally significant lands within the municipal boundaries.  Also, the county 
has partnered with municipalities to construct public access improvements to some conservation 
areas.  In the future, the county’s policy should be to continue coordinating with the municipalities 
in the county on conservation and land acquisition matters. 

 
 -Countywide Recreation System 
 
 In the past, the county coordinated with all municipalities within the county to try to establish a 

countywide recreation system.  Due to political and fiscal constraints, a countywide recreation 
system has not been established.  The county, however, has coordinated with separate 
municipalities to provide recreational facilities and services. 

 
 Specifically, the county has coordinated with the City of Fellsmere, City of Sebastian, and the City 

of Vero Beach to provide recreational facilities and services.  In so doing, the county provided 
funds for the construction of capital improvements at the Barber Street sports complex in 
Sebastian and Fellsmere's ball park.  Recreation related issues and initiatives are addressed in the 
Recreation and Open Space Element EAR. 
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 -Beach Erosion 
 
 Since the mid-1990s, the county has managed a countywide shoreline protection program.  One 

aspect of this program has been coordination with the City of Vero Beach for construction of a 
Prefabricated Erosion Protection (PEP) reef along a portion of the Vero Beach shoreline.  The 
county has also coordinated with City of Vero Beach, Town of Indian River Shores, and the Town 
of Orchid on sand pumping projects to reduce beach erosion.  In the future, the county’s policy 
should be to continue its coordination with the municipalities on shoreline protection programs 
and activities.   

 
 -Road Improvements 
 
 Since 1998, the county has coordinated with municipalities to construct roadway improvements 

within municipal boundaries. These have included County Road 512 in Sebastian and Willow 
Street in Fellsmere. 

 
 The county also coordinated with the City of Vero Beach, FDOT, and St. Lucie County, regarding 

a study of S.R. A1A on the south barrier island. 
 
 On a regular basis, the county MPO coordinates with municipalities to construct roadway and 

sidewalk improvements within municipal boundaries.  In the past, these have included the CR 512 
widening project in Sebastian; the Aviation Boulevard intermodal project in Vero Beach; and the 
CR 512 sidewalk project in Fellsmere. 

 
 Recently, the MPO has also coordinated with Martin and St. Lucie counties to develop a Regional 

Long Range Transportation Plan, complete with objectives for regional transportation and a 
coordinated regional project priority list. 

 
 Finally, the MPO has coordinated with municipalities to develop a Congestion Management 

System (CMS) plan and implement CMS projects, including improvements to Miracle Mile; 
improvements at the Royal Palm/Indian River Boulevard intersection; and traffic signal 
synchronization countywide.  The county’s policy should be to continue its coordination with 
municipalities, adjacent counties, and FDOT on traffic coordination and roadway improvements. 

 
 
 -Transit System 
 
 In coordination with FDOT and the Federal Transit Administration, Indian River County is the 

designated recipient of federal and state public transportation grant funding.  Through the county’s 
transit operator, the Council on Aging, the county has coordinated with all municipalities to 
provide paratransit service and has provided fixed route service in Vero Beach, Sebastian, and 
Fellsmere. 
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 -Utilities Provision 
 
 Currently, the county has agreements with the City of Sebastian and the Town of Orchid to 

provide utility services to those three jurisdictions.  The county also has an agreement with the 
City of Fellsmere to provide emergency water service and wastewater treatment to the city. 

 
 In addition, the county has an agreement with the City of Vero Beach for the city to provide water 

and sewer services to portions of the unincorporated county, including the south barrier island and 
some mainland areas around the city. 

 
 -Planning Efforts 
 
 In the past, the county has coordinated with all municipalities within the county to prepare a 

Metropolitan Planning Organization Long-Range Transportation Plan, a Local Housing Assistance 
Program and plan, a Hurricane Housing Recovery program and plan, an Economic Development 
Plan, and other plans. 

 
 -Development Impacts 
 
 The county has coordinated with municipalities on assessing possible impacts from large 

development projects. 
 
 

• Sebastian Inlet Tax District 
 
 Shoreline erosion problems south of the Sebastian Inlet are generally attributed to the Inlet's 

interruption of the natural downdrift movement of sand.  In November, 2005, the Board of County 
Commissioners signed an interlocal agreement with the Sebastian Inlet Tax District to conduct a 
beach renourishment program in this area.  Through that agreement, the county is responsible for 
implementing renourishment projects, while the district contributes funds and sand.  The county’s 
policy should be to continue its coordination with the Sebastian Inlet Tax District on beach 
nourishment programs and activities. 

 
 

• St. Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) 
 
 In the past, the county has coordinated with the SJRWMD for development and maintenance of 

park sites in the St. John's marsh. 
 
 In addition, the county and the SJRWMD have coordinated on protecting the St. Johns River 

Upper Basin as well as permitting stormwater management facilities associated with development 
projects.  Also, the county is participating with the SJRWMD on an update of the district’s water 
supply assessment and water supply plan.  Related to that, the county also working with the 
SJRWMD to assess alternative water supply sources. 
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 With respect to land acquisition, the county and the SJRWMD jointly acquired and jointly manage 

several parcels of environmental significant land.  These include the Oslo riverfront property, the 
Flinn property, and the Schlitt property. 

 
 Recently, the county and the SJRWMD were involved in a dispute regarding the District’s plan to 

dispose of district owned conservation land in the county.  This conflict involved SJRWMD’s 
efforts to resolve a lawsuit by a private landowner.  As a means of resolving the lawsuit, the 
SJRWMD proposed to convey land purchased by the district for conservation purposes to the 
landowner plantiff.  In an effort to prevent the district from conveying conservation land to a 
private party, the county initiated legal action against the district. Eventually, the issue was 
resolved by the SJRWMD and the county entering into an agreement for protecting the subject 
property. 

 
 Although the county and the SJRWMD coordinate well in many areas, the proposed SJRWMD 

conveyance of conservation land to a private party indicates that the county and district 
occasionally have different objectives.  For that reason, the county should adopt a policy to request 
that the legislature prohibit water management districts from conveying conservation lands to 
private parties. 

  
  

• Indian River Farms Water Control District (IRFWCD) 
 
 The county coordinates with the IRFWCD on following issues: 
  
 -  Construction of a main relief canal pollution control system 
 -  Use of county roads within IRFWCD canal right-of-way 

  -  Use of IRFWCD canal right-of-way for utilities such as water and sewer lines, communication 
cables, and others 

 -  Permitting associated with development projects 
   -  Enforcement of stormwater pollution regulations relating  
      to erosion and sediment discharge into IRFWCD’s canal system 
   - Use of canal right-of-way for the Egret Marsh Regional Stormwater Park’s influent pumping 

station and discharge pipe 
    

• Fellsmere Farms Water Control District (FFWCD) 
 
 In the past, the county has coordinated with the FFWCD on a number of issues, including use of 

the water control district's canal/road rights-of-way by adjacent property owners, and maintenance 
of these rights-of-way.  These canal/road rights-of-way provide the only access to properties 
around the City of Fellsmere. 

 
 

• Others 
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 The county coordinates with a number of other jurisdictions and agencies on various 

intergovernmental issues.  These include: 
 
 -Indian River County School District 
 
 In 1986, a memorandum of understanding was executed between the county and the school board 

regarding site selection and site plan review for school facilities.  In 2003, the county, school 
board, City of Fellsmere, City of Vero Beach, and City of Sebastian signed a new interlocal 
agreement for public school planning.  On an as needed basis, the county coordinates with the 
school board to identify lands proximate to residential developments for current and anticipated 
school sites.  Also, the county and school board have jointly established school siting criteria for 
schools of different types and sizes. 

 
 Since schools are permitted in all of the county's residential and commercial land use and zoning 

districts, there is a substantial amount of land in close proximity to future residential developments 
which can be used for construction of new schools. Consistent with the adopted school interlocal 
agreement, the county and school board regularly share information regarding development 
patterns and the selection of school sites. Compatibility of schools with surrounding uses is 
addressed through a county/school board/municipality school planning technical advisory 
committee. 

 
 In 2006 and 2007, the county, municipalities, and school board coordinated with each other to 

update the school planning interlocal agreement, to establish school concurrency, and to prepare a 
a public school facility element which must be incorporated in each jurisdiction’s comprehensive 
plan.  The county’s policy should be to coordinate with Indian River County School District on 
school siting, school concurrency, and other school related activities. 

 
 -Indian River County Council on Aging 
 
 The county has an agreement with the Indian River County Council on Aging, Inc. (Community 

Transportation Coordinator) for the provision of transportation services to the transportation 
disadvantaged population as well as provision of mass transit services. 

 
 -Brevard County 
 
 The county has agreements with Brevard County relating to several issues.  In recent years, the 

Board of County Commissioners met several times with Brevard County commissioners to share 
information and discuss issues. 

 
 -St. Lucie County 
 
 The county has agreements with St. Lucie County relating to several issues, including emergency 

services and the Treasure Coast Private Industry Council.  In recent years, the Board of County 
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Commissioners met several times with St. Lucie County commissioners to share information and 
discuss issues. 

 
Major Intergovernmental Coordination Issues: 
 
Currently, the most significant intergovernmental coordination issue affecting the county is annexation of 
county designated agricultural lands outside of the Urban Service Area (USA) by the City of Fellsmere. 
 
In 1980, the City of Fellsmere consisted of 820 acres.  Due to annexations along C.R. 512, the city’s 
size increased to 1,111 acres by 1990.   As a result of subsequent annexations, the size of the city is 
now 27,482 acres.  In the future, there is potential for the city to annex thousands of additional acres.   
 
Most of the lands that were annexed to the city had a county land use designation of AG -1 (up to 1 
unit/5 acres) or AG-2 up to (1 unit/10 acres).  After annexation to the city, these lands are usually 
designated at densities much higher than county densities for those lands.  Consequently, the lands 
then have more development yield and have the potential to put more demand on the county’s 
facilities and services.  With all past, current, and future annexations, the City could potentially have 
more than 114,000 units and a population more than 231,000.   
 
By annexing county agriculturally designated land, the City allows landowners to circumvent county 
regulations and undermine the county’s service and facility provision plans.  To maintain the integrity of 
the county’s USA and county regulations as well as preventing changes of land use density after 
municipal annexations of land outside the USA, the county and municipalities are currently pursuing 
development of an Interlocal Service Boundary Agreement (ISBA). 
 
Effect of Statutory and Rule Changes 
 
Since last major plan update, section 163.3180 (13), F.S. has been revised to require intergovernmental 
coordination agreements between the school board and local governments for the purpose of establishing 
school concurrency requirements and for developing public school facilities element of the comprehensive 
plan.  In Indian River County, the School Interlocal Agreement was approved by the school board and 
local governments prior to the March 1, 2008 deadline for adopting school concurrency. This agreement 
replaced a 2003 agreement between the school board, Indian River County, City of Fellsmere, City of 
Sebastian, and City of Vero Beach. 
 
The Intergovernmental Coordination Element is consistent with the state comprehensive plan and adopted 
strategic regional policy plan. 
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EVALUATION OF OBJECTIVES AND ASSESSMENT OF POLICIES 
 
The following is an evaluation of the achievement of the Intergovernmental Coordination Element's 
objectives.  This evaluation shows that Objectives 1, 4, 5, and 6 were achieved, while objectives, 2 and 3 
were partially achieved.  The goal, objectives, and policies of the Intergovernmental Coordination 
Element are attached (attachment #5). 
 
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 
evaluated 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. 
 
 

• OBJECTIVE 1 Coordination Among all Local Plans 
 
 
By 2005, there will be no inconsistencies or conflicts between the county’s comprehensive plan, the plans 
of municipalities within the county, the plans of adjacent counties, the plans of the school board, and the 
plans of other units of local government providing services but not having regulatory authority over the 
use of land. 
 
Measure: Number of inconsistencies between county comprehensive plan and other jurisdiction’s plans.   
There are no known inconsistencies between the county plan and other jurisdictions’ plans. As warranted, 
the county reviews and provides comments on proposed comprehensive plan amendments of the 
municipalities and adjacent counties.  These comments are provided through the DCA and the TCRPC 
Comprehensive Plan review and comprehensive plan amendment review processes. 
 
Objective 1 was achieved  
 
This is an appropriate objective in that all local plans should be coordinated and be consistent; however, 
the objective should reflect the fact that consistency must be maintained on an on-going basis. 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/ 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

1.1)  Utilize the Treasure Coast 

Regional Planning Council 

(TCRPC) and DCA review and 

comments for comp plan and plan 

amendment proposals 

- The TCRPC and DCA review 

and comment processes are being 

utilized 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.2)  Continue to utilize the 

comprehensive plan Technical 

Advisory Committee and the Quad-

County Council of Governments 

- The Comp Plan Technical 

Advisory Committee is a staff 

level committee that meets as 

needed to discuss comp plan 

related matters and other issues 

- Quad County Council of 

Governments is not active 

anymore 

Partially  X  X  Revise to delete Quad 

county council of 

governments 

1.3)  Maintain and expand computer 

network link between the county 

and municipalities 

- Access available via internet and 

websites, however, it is not a 

complete computer network 

connection 

 X  X X  Delete 

1.4)  Establish interlocal agreement 

with municipalities regarding 

review of rezoning and land use 

applications within 500 feet of 

corporate boundaries 

- no formal agreement  X X  X  Revise date; make it more 

specific (action oriented) 

 

1.5) Utilize the TCRPC's mediation 

process 

- TCRPC's mediation process 

utilized as needed 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.6)  Coordinate plan elements with 

plans of other governmental entities 
- Coordinated X  X  X  Revise – make it more 

specific (action oriented) 

1.7) Review municipalities’ and 

adjacent counties’ proposed comp 

plan updates and EARs 

- Reviewed other governments’ 

plans,  plan amendments, and 

EARs 

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.8)  Clearly define all 

intergovernmental responsibilities 

- There is no formal agreement 

defining all intergovernmental 

responsibilities 

-Interlocal agreements signed for 

school planning and impact fees 

Partially  X  X  Revise date; make it more 

specific (action oriented) 

1.9)  Participate with Marine 

Resource Council and similar 

- Participated X  X  X  Revise date 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY 

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/ 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

agencies 

1.10) Pass resolution asking for 

elimination of the TCRPC 

- No resolution  X  X  X Delete 

1.11)  Coordinate with FWCD for 

canal ROW for access roads 

- Coordinated X  X  X  Revise date; make it more 

specific (action oriented) 

1.12)  Hold joint meetings of the 

board and elected officials of other 

jurisdictions 

- BCC met with municipalities,  

school board, and surrounding 

counties  

X  X  X  Maintain 

1.13)  Coordinate with 

municipalities and adjacent counties 

to identify conflict between plans 

- Sent copy of the county plan and 

FLU map to other jurisdictions 

and requested  copies of their 

plans 

X  X  X  Revise date; make it more 

specific 

 
 
All policies under objective 1, except for policies 1.3, 1.4 and 1.10, were partially or completely 
implemented.  Those policies all contributed to meeting the objective.  Policies 1.2, 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, 1.9, 1.11, 
1.12 and 1.13 should be revised to change the date or to make them more specific. 
 
Policies 1.3 and 1.10 should be deleted.  As structured, Policy 1.3 calls for an expanded computer network 
between the county and municipalities.  Such a network is no longer needed since the county and 
municipalities maintain websites that contain appropriate information.  Although Policy 1.10 calls for the 
county to adopt a resolution asking for the elimination of the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council, 
no such resolution was adopted.  Since it is now generally recognized that the TCRPC plays an important 
role in regional planning, coordination and DRI review, that policy should be deleted. 
 
New Policy 
 
A new policy should be added under objective 1.  That policy should indicate that the county will request 
that the legislature prohibit the sale of conservation lands by water management districts. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies Under Objective 1 
 
The policies under objective 1, with the revisions, addition, and deletions as proposed, are sufficient to 
achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 

 OBJECTIVE 2 Coordination of Level of Service Standards 
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By 2005, the county will have an adopted formal mechanism for coordination of adopted comprehensive 
plan level-of-service standards with municipalities, adjacent counties, the region, and the state. 
 
Measure: Existence of an adopted formal coordination mechanism. 
 
The county has coordinated with other jurisdictions, the region, the state, and other agencies to ensure that 
adopted level of service standards are maintained.  While there is no formal adopted general coordination 
mechanism, there is, however, a formal agreement with the municipalities and the school district regarding 
impact fees and LOS associated with impact fees. 
 
Objective 2 was partially achieved. 
 
This is an appropriate objective; however, the objective’s target date should be revised. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED/ DELETED/ 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

2.1)  Ensure that comprehensive plan 

remains consistent with state and 

regional plan 

- County plan remained consistent 

with state and regional plan 

X  X  X  Revise to make it more specific 

(action oriented) 

2.2)  Work with municipalities to 

establish countywide LOS standards 

for services not affected by local 

variation 

- Coordinated with municipalities 

regarding LOS related to impact 

fees.  No other countywide LOS 

 X X  X  Delete 

2.3)  Coordinate with municipalities to 

ensure consistency of LOS 

- Coordinated  

– no result 

Partially  X  X  Revise to make it more specific 

(action oriented) 

2.4)  Utilize existing review and 

permitting process to coordinate LOS 

with state, regional and local entities 

- Coordinated X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under objective 2, except for policy 2.2 and 2.3, were implemented.  As structured, all policies 
completely or partially contributed towards meeting the objective and should be maintained.  Policies 2.1, 
and 2.3 should be revised to make them more specific.  Policy 2.2 should be deleted since each 
jurisdiction has different needs and, therefore, different level of service standards. 
 
New Policies 
 
There are several new policies that should be added to this objective.  One new policy should specify that 
the utilities department, in reviewing concurrency applications for new development projects, should 
indicate that concurrency is met only when adequate water supplies and potable water facility capacity are 
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available to accommodate the added demand of the new development.  Another new policy should be 
added to indicate that the county shall not issue a building permit for any project in the county that must 
be served by the City of Vero Beach utilities department until the city notifies the county that adequate 
water supplies and potable water facility capacity are available to accommodate the project.  A third new 
policy should be added to indicate that the county utilities department will participate with the SJRWMD 
in development of updates to SJRWMD’s Water Supply Assessment and District Water Supply Plan and 
in other water supply development-related initiatives undertaken by SJRWMD that affect the county. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies Under Objective 2 
 
The policies under objective 2, with the revisions and additions as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the 
objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
 

 OBJECTIVE 3 Impact of Development in Other Jurisdictions 
 
By 2005, the county will have an established formal coordination mechanism with municipalities and 
adjacent counties to ensure that development in one jurisdiction does not adversely affect the adequacy of 
public facilities and services in other jurisdictions. 
 
Measure: Existence of an established coordination mechanism.   
 
The county has coordinated with other jurisdictions to assess the impact of development projects; 
however, there is no formal adopted coordination mechanism as of yet.   
 
Objective 3 was partially achieved. 
 
Objective 3 is an appropriate objective; however, it should be revised to change the target date. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.1)  Maintain concurrency 

management system 

- Maintained X  X  X  Maintain 

3.2)  By 1999, Identify all facilities 

and services which can be affected by 

the plans and developments in other 

jurisdictions 

- Facilities identified;  however, 

more coordination needed 

Partially  X  X  Revise date 

3.3)  By 2005, establish countywide 

concurrency management system 

- Coordinated with municipalities; 

no outcome 

 X Partially  X  Delete 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

3.4)  Maintain engineering utility 

coordination committee 

- maintained X  X  X  Maintain 

3.5)  Coordinate with municipalities 

for timing, location and capacity of 

public facilities 

- No formal agreement; 

coordination has occurred through 

existing committees such as MPO 

for roads 

Partially  X  X  Revise date 

3.6) Notify TCRPC of  projects likely 

to impact other local governments 

TCRPC been notified  X  X  X  Revise date 

3.7) Maintain LOS - LOS Maintained in most facilities; 

however some traffic links are over 

capacity 

X  X  X  Maintain 

3.8) Send letter requesting legislation 

requiring state agencies to adhere to 

local plans 

- Letter sent X  X  X  Delete 

3.9) Establish a formal coordination 

mechanism with municipalities and 

adjacent counties for Joint Planning 

Areas (JPA’s) 

- No formal coordination 

mechanism for JPA’s 

 X  X 

 

X  Revise date; make policy 

more specific (action 

oriented) 

 

 
 
All policies under objective 3, except for policies 3.3 and 3.9, were implemented.  As structured, these 
policies completely or partially contributed towards meeting the objective, and all except policies 3.3 and 
3.8 should be maintained.  Policy 3.3 should be deleted since there is no interest by the municipalities in 
establishing a countywide concurrency management system.  Policy 3.8 also should be deleted since state 
agencies are exempt from county regulations, and the county cannot apply its regulations to any state 
agency.  
 
Overall Assessment of Policies Under Objective 3 
 
The policies under objective 3, with the revisions as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No 
other policies are needed. 
 
 
 

 OBJECTIVE 4 Coordination of Annexation Areas 
 
By 2010, the amount of enclave properties in the county will be reduced by fifty percent (50%). 



 EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
  
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY         40  
             
               

 

 
Measure: 50% reduction in acreage of enclave properties 
 
Between 1998 and 2008, 3 out of 7 enclaves were annexed by the City of Sebastian and Town of 
Indian River Shores, decreasing the acreage of enclave properties from 208.39 acres to 43.78, a 
reduction of 79%.  With the City of Fellsmere’s new annexations, however, a new enclave, which is 
25.13 acres in size, was created. 
 
Objective 4 was achieved  
 
This is an appropriate objective; however, the objective’s target date should be revised. 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY BE 

MAINTAINED/ DELETED/ 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

4.1)  Coordinate with municipalities 

for elimination of existing enclave 

areas 

- Coordinated 

 

Partially  X  X  Revise date 

Make policy more specific 

(action oriented) 

4.2)  Coordinate with municipalities to 

identify potential areas for annexation 

- Coordinated Partially  X  X  Revise date 

Make policy more specific 

(action oriented) 

4.3)  Coordinate with municipalities 

regarding future annexation not to 

create enclave areas 

- Coordinated but City of 

Fellsmere created a new enclave 

X   X  X  Maintain 

4.4)  Inventory parcels, owners and 

existing uses of enclaves 

- Inventory is partially done X   X  X  Revise date 

4.5) Notify enclave land owners - None  X  X  X  Revise date 

4.6) Prepare annual enclave report - None  X  X  X  Revise date 

 
Policies 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 under objective 4 were partially implemented.  Since inventory of existing 
enclave areas was not completed, Policies 4.5, and 4.6 were not implemented.  All policies should be 
revised to change dates.  Policies 4.1 and 4.2 should be revised to be more specific and indicate how the 
county will coordinate. 
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Overall Assessment of Policies Under Objective 4 
 
The policies under objective 4, with the revisions as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the objective.  
No other policies are needed. 
 
 

 OBJECTIVE 5 Coordination with School Board 
 
By 2000, the county and the school board will have a formal process for sharing information, for 
coordinating plans and projects, for planning and providing infrastructure improvements, and for siting 
school facilities. 
 
Measure: Formal intergovernmental coordination agreement 
 
A formal coordination agreement between school board, IRC, and municipalities was signed in 2003; 
a new agreement was adopted in 2008. 
 
Objective five was achieved  
 
The objective should be modified to indicate that the county, the municipalities within the county and the 
school district will maintain a formal agreement for sharing information, for coordinating plans and 
projects, for implementing school concurrency, for planning infrastructure improvements, for siting school 
facilities, and for co-locating facilities. 
 
 

POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/ 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

5.1)  Allow schools within residential 

and commercial districts 

- LDRs permit schools in residential and 

commercial areas 

X  X  X  Maintain 

5.2)  Designate sufficient lands within 

residential districts 

- Sufficient lands designated in FLU Map X  X  X  Maintain 

5.3)  Jointly assess school siting 

criteria 

- done X  X  X  Revise date 

5.4)  Notify school board of all 

proposed development projects 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 

5.5) Share data with school board - Done X  X  X  Maintain 

5.6) Obtain school input on proposed - Done X  X  X  Maintain 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLISHMENT WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE 

ORIGINAL POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/ 

REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

sidewalk and road projects 

5.7) Review potential school sites -Done X  X  X  Revise date 

5.8) Determine consistency of school 

sites with the comp plan 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 

5.9)Hold Joint meetings - Done X  X  X  Maintain 

5.10) Maintain MOA - Done (revised agreements signed in 2003 

and 2007) 

X    X  Revise language 

5.11) Review site plans for school 

development projects 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 

 
All policies under objective 5 were implemented.  Policies 5.3 and 5.7 should be revised to change their 
target dates.  Policy 5.10 should be revised to reflect the current 2008 agreement. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies Under Objective 5  
 
The policies under objective 5, with revisions as proposed, are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No 
other policies are needed. 
 

• OBJECTIVE 6 Coordination of New Dredge Spoil Disposal Sites 
 
By 2000, the county will have a coordination mechanism with appropriate agencies for designation of new 
dredge spoil disposal sites within the county. 
 
Measure: Existence of a coordination mechanism 
 
County has coordinated with appropriate agencies to ensure that sufficient sites are designated for dredge 
spoil deposit. 
 
Objective 6 was achieved  
 
This objective should be revised to indicate that the county will maintain sufficient designated dredge 
spoil disposal sites. 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION ACTION/ACCOMPLIS

HMENT 

WAS POLICY 

IMPLEMENTED? 

DID THIS POLICY  

CONTRIBUTE TO 

MEETING THE 

OBJECTIVE? 

WAS THE ORIGINAL 

POLICY 

APPROPRIATE? 

SHOULD THIS POLICY 

BE MAINTAINED/ 

DELETED/REVISED? 

  YES NO YES NO YES NO  

6.1) Coordinate with the navigation and inlet 

districts for dredge spoil disposal sites 

- Done X  X  X  Maintain 

6.2)  Utilize the dispute resolution process of 

the coastal resources interagency management 

committee 

- Will utilize if needed X  X  X  Maintain 

 
The policies under objective 6 were implemented, contributed to meeting the objective, and should be 
maintained. 
 
Overall Assessment of Policies Under Objective 6  
 
The policies under objective 6 are sufficient to achieve the objective.  No other policies are needed. 
 
OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF OBJECTIVES 
 
The objectives of the Intergovernmental Coordination Element, with the revisions as proposed, are 
sufficient to meet the overall intent of the element. 
 
IDENTIFICATION OF FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
Within one year of submittal of the EAR (in 2009), the intergovernmental coordination element must be 
revised to reflect the intergovernmental coordination condition changes that have occurred since the time 
of plan adoption. 
 
Specifically, the intergovernmental coordination element should be revised to incorporate current data, 
and to make the changes referenced above to the element's objectives and policies.   
 
ANTICIPATED AMENDMENTS 
 
Based upon the above analysis, amendments to the intergovernmental coordination element are needed to 
update the element's data and analysis section as well as its goals, objectives, and policies section.  
Following is the list of recommended updates to the Intergovernmental Coordination Element: 
 
-Revise maps 11.2, 11.3, 11.5, and 11.6 to reflect the current municipal boundaries 
 
-Revise Matrix C’s date and contents 
 
-Revised Tables 11.3, 11.4, and 11.5 
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-Revise text of the Intergovernmental Coordination Element as needed 
 
-Delete objective 1’s target date 
 
-Delete Policies 1.3 and 1.10 
 
-Revise policies 1.2, 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, 1.9, 1.11, and 1.13 to set new target dates 
 
-Revise policies 1.4, 1.6, 1.8, 1.12, and 1.13 to make them more specific 
 
-Add a new policy regarding limiting water management districts ability to surplus or sale conservation 

lands 
 
-Revise objective 2’s target date 
 
-Delete Policy 2.2 
 
-Revise policies 2.1, and 2.3 to make them more specific (action oriented) 
 
- Add three new policies related to water supply assessment and the SJRWMD water supply plan 
 
-Revise objective 3’s target date 
 
-Delete Policies 3.3 and 3.8 
 
-Revise target dates for policies 3.2, 3.5, 3.6, and 3.9 
 
-Revise objective 4’s target date 
 
-Revise target dates for policies 4.1, 4.2, 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 
 
-Revise policies 4.1, and 4.2 to make them more specific (action oriented) 
 
-Revise objective 5’s target date; make objective more specific 
 
-Revise target dates for policies 5.3 and 5.7 
 
-Revise language of policy 5.10 
 
-Revise objective 6’s target date 
 
-Delete Attachment 5, list of all intergovernmental coordination agreements 
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Attachment 1 
Table 11.1 

 PRIMARY AGENCIES HAVING JURISDICTION OVER 
 ENTIRE OR PARTS OF INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

 
 
 
LOCAL WATER CONTROL DISTRICTS 
 
1. Indian River Farms Water Control District 
2. Sebastian River Water Control District 
3. St. Johns River Water Control District 
4. Fellsmere Water Control District 
5. Vero Lakes Water Control District 
6. Delta Farms Water Control District 

 
INDIAN RIVER COUNTY FIRE DISTRICTS 
 
7. Indian River County Emergency Management Services District 
8. Indian River Shores Fire District 

 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS OF INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 
9. School District of Indian River County 

 
MUNICIPALITIES OF INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
 
10. City of Fellsmere 
11. Town of Indian River Shores 
12. Town of Orchid 
13. City of Sebastian 
14. City of Vero Beach 

 
STATE AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 
 
15. St. Johns River Water Management District 
16. Florida Department of Transportation 

 
COUNTY AGENCIES (Independent Special District) 
 
17. Sebastian Inlet 
18. Mosquito Control District 
19. Hospital Maintenance District 
20. Florida Inland Navigation District 
21. Indian River Soil and Water Conservation District 

 
Source: Indian River County Planning Division  
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Attachment 2 
TABLE 11.2 

 PUBLIC AND QUASI-PUBLIC ENTITIES 
 PROVIDING SERVICES OR AFFECTING IRC 
 
Adjacent Counties 
 
1. St. Lucie County 
2. Okeechobee County 
3. Osceola County 
4. Brevard County 
 
Regional Organizations 
 
5. Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council 
6. Quad-County Council of Governments 
7. Florida Power and Light 
8. Southern Bell 
9. Marine Resources Council 
 
State Entities 
 
10. Department of Community Affairs 
11. Department of Environmental Protection 
12. Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services 
13. Executive Office of the Governor 
14. State Legislators 
15. Department of Environmental Health 
16. Department of Children and Families 
17. Department of Citrus 
18. Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission 
19. Department of Corrections 
20. Department of Commerce 
21. Department of State, Division or Library Service 
22. Division of Forestry 
23. Department of General Services 
24. Department of Highway Safety and Motor Vehicle Division 
 
Federal Entities 
 
25. Environmental Protection Agency 
26. U.S.D.A. Soil Conservation Service 
27. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
28. Federal Emergency Management Agency 
29. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
30. Federal Aviation Administration 
31. U.S. Geological Service 
32. U.S. Department of Agriculture (Farmers Home Administration) 
33. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
 
Other 
 
34. Indian River County Housing Authority 
35. Florida Marine Patrol 
 
Source:  Indian River County Planning Division 
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Attachment 3 
Table 11.3 

 EXISTING AND PROPOSED COORDINATION LINKS 
 INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 

 
 

 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ELEMENTS 

 
COORD. ENTITY 

 
LAND 
USE 

 
TRANSPOR-
TATION 

 
HOUSING 

 
INFRASTR 

 
CONSERV 
DEV. 

 
COASTAL 

 
REC 

 
ECON 

 
CIE 

 
MUNICIPALITY 
 
  Vero Beach 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  Indian River 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  Orchid 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  Sebastian 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  Fellsmere 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
ADJACENT COUNTY 
 
  St. Lucie 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  Okeechobee 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  Osceola 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  Brevard 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
REGIONAL 

 
 

 
  TCRPC 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  SJRWMD 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
  Quad-Co.    County 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  Natural    Resources    
Council 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
LOCAL 
 
  School Board 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
  Fire District 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  Mos. Con. Dist. 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
  Housing    Authority 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
STATE 
 
  DOT 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
  DEP 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
  DCA 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ELEMENTS 

 
COORD. ENTITY 

 
LAND 
USE 

 
TRANSPOR-
TATION 

 
HOUSING 

 
INFRASTR 

 
CONSERV 
DEV. 

 
COASTAL 

 
REC 

 
ECON 

 
CIE 

  DNP X    X X  X  
 
  DC&F 

 
X 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 Game &    Freshwater 
Fish     Commission 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  BEBR 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 

 
FEDERAL 
 
  EPA 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  SCS 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
X 

 
X 

 
X 
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Source:  Indian River County Planning Division 
 

 



 EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
  
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY         49  
             
               

 

Attachment 4 
MATRIX  C 

EXISTING INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION 
 INDIAN RIVER COUNTY 
  

 
ENTITY 

 
SUBJECT/ACTIVITY 

 
EXISTING 
MECHANISM 

 
NATURE OF 
RELATIONSHIP 

 
OFFICE WITH 
PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILITY 

 
EFFECTIVENESS/ 
CHANGES 

 
STATE AGENCIES: 
 
Fla. Dept. of 
Environmental 
Protection (DEP) 

 
Manatee plan 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 
-Administrative 
-Technical 

 
BCC 

 
Mutually beneficial 

 
DEP 

Sebastian Inlet 
Recreation District; beach erosion 

Formal Review, Comment, Coordinate BCC/Sebastian inlet 
district 

Adequate 

 
DEP 

 
Stormwater 

 
Formal Procedure 

 
-Administrative 

 
DEP 

 
Good, coordination 
between county, DEP & 
SJRWMD 

 
Florida Department of 
Community Affairs 
(DCA) 

 
Emergency Management 
Assistance 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 
-Administrative 

 
BCC 

 
Beneficial 

 
DCA/Florida 
Communities Trust 
(FCT) 

 
Environmental lands acquisition 
cost-share 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 

 
BCC 

 
Good 

 
DCA 

 
Comp plan and Comp plan 
amendments 

 
Required per Florida 
Statutes 

 
-Administrative 

 
Both 

 
Beneficial 

 
DCA 

 
Small Cities 
CDBG 

 
Formal Application 

 
-Financial 
-Administrative 

 
DCA 

 
Beneficial 

 
DCA/Florida Housing 
Finance Agency 
(FHFA) 

 
State Housing Initiatives 
Partnership Program (SHIP) 

 
Formal Approval 

 
-Financial 

 
Both 

 
Beneficial 

 
Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) 

 
Financial assistance for 
community service 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 

 
BCC 

 
Adequate 

 
Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) 

 
Joint participation funds for 
development of MPO's long-range 
transportation plan 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 
-Technical Support 

 
DOT and IRC MPO 

 
Very Helpful 

 
FDOT 

 
Right-of-way permit 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
DOT 

 
Beneficial 

 
FDOT 

 
Stormwater 

 
Review DOT plans 

 
County must obtain permit 

 
DOT 

 
Extensive permit 
application 

 
Fla. Dept of HRS 

 
Annual funding contract for I.R.C. 
Health Dept. 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 

 
HRS 

 
Beneficial 

 
Fla. Dept. of 
Agriculture & 
Consumer Service 

 
Wildfire Protection/ ecological 
burn assistance 

 
Annual Contract (wildfire) 
Informal (ecological 
burns) 

 
Professional Assistance 

 
Joint 

 
Beneficial 

 
ADJACENT COUNTIES: 
Brevard & Orange 
Counties Mutual Aid Pact Formal Agreement -Technical and emergency 

support Joint Adequate 

 
Osceola County 

 
Maintenance of Fellsmere 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
- Maintenance 

 
Joint 

 
Beneficial 
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ENTITY 

 
SUBJECT/ACTIVITY 

 
EXISTING 
MECHANISM 

 
NATURE OF 
RELATIONSHIP 

 
OFFICE WITH 
PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILITY 

 
EFFECTIVENESS/ 
CHANGES 

Okeechobee County Transfer of Prisoners Formal Agreement - Cooperation Joint Beneficial 

St. Lucie County Quad-County Council of 
Governments Formal Agreement -Coordination, conflict 

resolution Joint Beneficial 

 
MUNICIPALITIES: 
 
All Municipalities 

 
Comprehensive Plan Technical 
Advisory Committee 

 
Informal 

 
-Advisory 
-Comp plan related issues 

 
IRC Planning 
Division 

 
Effective 
Needs to be formalized 

 
City of Vero Beach 

 
Parks and Recreation Programs 

 
Informal Agreement 

 
-Financial 
-Administrative 

 
IRC Public Works 

 
Beneficial, productive 
Need to be more 
formalized 

 
City of Vero Beach 

 
Utility Provision 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Joint 

 
Beneficial 

 
City of Vero Beach 

 
Traffic (traffic light, impact fee) 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Joint 

 
Beneficial 

 
City of Vero Beach 

 
Annexation 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Joint 

 
Beneficial 

 
City of Vero Beach 

 
Jail Site 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Joint 

 
Effective 

 
City of Sebastian 

 
Utility Provision 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
IRC Utilities Dept. 

 
Beneficial 

 
City of Sebastian 

 
Collection of Impact Fees 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Sebastian 

 
Beneficial 

 
Town of Indian River 
Shores 

 
Collection of Impact Fees 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Town of IR Shores 

 
Beneficial 

 
City of Fellsmere 

 
Collection of Impact Fees 
 
Utility provision 

 
Informal 
 
 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Financial 
-Administrative 
 
-Administrative 

 
Planning 
IRC Utilities 
 
City of Fellsmere 

 
Adequate 
 
 
City of Fellsmere 
stopped collecting. Great 
need or coordination 

 
Town of Orchid 

Utility provision 
Collection of impact fees 

 
Formal Agreement 

 
-Administrative 

 
Town of Orchid 

 
Beneficial 

 
All Municipalities 

 
Stormwater - Delineation of 
watersheds inventory 
 

 
Informal, meeting with 
City Engineering Dept. 

 
-Review, Comment, Coordinate 

 
Joint 

 
Need more formal 
coordination 

 
OTHER ENTITIES: 
 
SJRWMD 

 
St. Johns Marsh Upper River 
Basin 
 
Grant fund, for investigation of 
pollution sources and enforcement 
of pollution laws affecting IR 
Lagoon 
 
Swim Plan 
 
 
Stormwater 
 
Environmental lands 
acquisition/management 
partnership 

 
County Advises 
 
Formal Agreement 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Formal 
 
 
Committee meeting 
 
Multi-party agreement 

 
-Review, Comment 
 
-Financial 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-Regular report 
-Financial 
 
-Administrative (permitting) 
 
-Financial 
-Administrative 
-Coordination 
 
 
 

 
Planning/Public 
Works 
 
Joint 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SJRWMD 
 
 
SJRWMD 
 
Both 

 
Good 
 
Beneficial 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Beneficial 
 
 
Good 
 
Mutually beneficial 
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ENTITY 

 
SUBJECT/ACTIVITY 

 
EXISTING 
MECHANISM 

 
NATURE OF 
RELATIONSHIP 

 
OFFICE WITH 
PRIMARY 
RESPONSIBILITY 

 
EFFECTIVENESS/ 
CHANGES 

U.S. Dept. of 
Agriculture Soil 
Conservation Service 
 

Soil Survey Digitizing Map Formal Agreement -Financial 
-Technical 

Soil Conservation 
Service 

Beneficial 

 
Marine Resource 
Council 

 
Stormwater, IRL watershed 
protection/ enhancement 

 
Workshops/Committee 
meeting 

 
-Advisory 
-Coordination 

 
MRC 

 
Good 

 
Drainage Districts 

 
Stormwater 

 
Informal meetings 
Districts are responsible 
for the primary system. 
County is responsible for 
the secondary system 

 
-Development Review 

 
Drainage District 

 
Good 
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Attachment 5 
 
GOAL, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
 
GOAL 
 
It is the goal of Indian River County to have an effective intergovernmental coordination system to 
ensure consistency among local, regional, state, and federal plans and policies, to identify and resolve 
conflicts, and to promote cooperation regarding implementation of growth management plans within 
Indian River County. 
 
OBJECTIVE 1 Coordination Among All Local Plans 
 
By 2005, there will be no inconsistencies or conflicts between the county’s comprehensive plan, the 
plans of municipalities within the county, the plans of adjacent counties, the plans of the school board, 
and the plans of other units of local government providing services but not having regulatory authority 
over the use of land. 
 
POLICY 1.1: The county shall utilize the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council's and the 
Department of Community Affairs’ review and comment process for comprehensive plan and plan 
amendment proposals of other local governments in order to ensure consistency between the County 
Comprehensive Plan and the local comprehensive plans of municipalities within the county, and the 
comprehensive plans of Brevard, St. Lucie, Okeechobee, and Osceola counties. 
 
POLICY 1.2: The county shall continue to utilize the Comprehensive Plan Technical Advisory 
Committee and the Quad-County Council of Governments to provide coordination between Indian 
River County planning activities and the planning activities of the municipalities within the county, St. 
Lucie County, and Okeechobee County. 
 
POLICY 1.3: By 1998, the county shall maintain and expand its computer access with the 
municipalities within the county in order to ensure a quick and efficient response to any land use 
ordinance changes, concurrency related reviews, and other intergovernmental coordination efforts. 
 
POLICY 1.4: By 1999, the county shall establish interlocal agreements with all municipalities, 
requiring that applications for changes in land use or zoning for areas located within 500 feet of 
corporate boundaries be referred to the affected agency (city or county) for staff review and comment 
before any action is taken. 
 
POLICY 1.5: The county shall use the mediation procedures of the Treasure Coast Regional Planning 
Council and the appropriate regional agencies when interjurisdictional incompatibilities are identified. 
 
POLICY 1.6: The county shall coordinate planning activities mandated by the various elements of its 
comprehensive plan with plans and activities of other governmental entities. 
 



 EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
  
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY         53  
             
               

 

POLICY 1.7: The county shall review proposed comprehensive plan amendments and evaluation and 
appraisal reports submitted by adjacent counties and municipalities within Indian River County. 
 
POLICY 1.8: By 2000, the county shall clearly define its intergovernmental responsibilities as they 
relate to municipalities and adjacent counties by jointly developing procedures and signing interlocal 
agreements. 
 
POLICY 1.9: To ensure coordinated management of the Indian River Lagoon, the county shall 
continue active participation with the Indian River Lagoon National Estuary Program (IRLNEP) by: 
 

 Providing information to the IRLNEP on environmental issues related to land development; 
 

 Participating in meetings of the IRLNEP. 
 

The county will continue coordination with the SJRWMD on the SWIM plan and with other 
agencies that regulate the Indian River Lagoon.  The county will continue to coordinate with 
the SJRWMD on the SWIM plan by: 

 
 Applying for SWIM funds for implementation of programs designed to improve surface 

water quality; 
 

 Submitting regular reports to the SJRWMD on progress of the programs. 
 

The county will continue to coordinate drainage related issues with the municipalities in the 
county and the 298 drainage districts by implementing policies of the drainage sub-element. 

 
POLICY 1.10: By 1998, the county shall pass a resolution asking the state to eliminate the regional 
planning councils. 
 
POLICY 1.11: By 1999, the county shall coordinate with the Fellsmere Farms Water Control District 
to ensure access to and use of the water control district’s canal/road right-of-ways by adjacent 
property owners and to establish maintenance responsibilities for the access roads. 
 
POLICY 1.12: The county shall promote joint meetings between the Board of County Commissioners 
and elected officials of other jurisdictions, as needed. 
 
POLICY 1.13: By 1999, the county staff shall coordinate with the staffs of municipalities and adjacent 
counties and prepare a report identifying inconsistencies and conflicts between the county plan and 
each local plan. 
 
 
OBJECTIVE 2 Coordination of Level of Service Standards 
 
By 2005, the county will have an adopted formal mechanism for coordination of adopted 
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comprehensive plan level-of-service standards with municipalities, adjacent counties, the region, and 
the state. 
 
POLICY 2.1: The county shall ensure that the Indian River County Comprehensive Plan remains 
consistent with the State Comprehensive Plan and the Strategic Regional Policy Plan by reviewing 
revisions to the state and regional plans and subsequently amending the county’s plan, as needed. 

 
POLICY 2.2: By 2000, the county shall work with the municipalities in the county to establish 
county-wide level-of-service standards for services that are not affected by local variations. 
 
POLICY 2.3: By 1999, the county shall coordinate its comprehensive plan level-of-service standards 
with the level of service standards adopted by the municipalities within county to ensure overall 
consistency. 
 
POLICY 2.4: The county shall utilize its existing review and permitting process to coordinate level-
of-service standards for public facilities and services with any state, regional and local entity having 
operational and maintenance responsibilities for such facilities and services within the county. 
 
OBJECTIVE 3 Impact of Development in Other Jurisdictions 
 
By 2005, the county will have an established formal coordination mechanism with municipalities and 
adjacent counties to ensure that development in one jurisdiction does not adversely affect the 
adequacy of public facilities and services in other jurisdictions. 
 
POLICY 3.1: The county shall maintain its concurrency management system to ensure the 
availability of public facilities and services needed to support development concurrent with the impact 
of such development in the unincorporated areas. 
 
POLICY 3.2: By 1999, the county shall identify all facilities and services which can be affected by 
the plans and developments in other jurisdictions and monitor facility and service capacity through 
multi-jurisdictional coordination. 
 
POLICY 3.3: By 2005, the county shall coordinate with municipalities to establish a countywide 
concurrency management system which ensures the availability of necessary facilities and services 
concurrent with the impact of development on a countywide basis. 
 
POLICY 3.4: The county shall maintain its Engineering Utility Coordination Committee to ensure 
that the municipalities' land use intensities are not increased beyond the capacity of the county's public 
facilities. 
 
POLICY 3.5: By 2000, the county, through interlocal agreements with the municipalities, shall 
coordinate the timing, location, and capacity of public facility improvements to ensure that required 
services will be available when needed and are economically feasible. 
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POLICY 3.6: The county shall notify the Treasure Coast Regional Planning Council of development 
proposals likely to affect other local governments in the region. 
 
POLICY 3.7: The county shall maintain the level of service set in various elements of the 
comprehensive plan and notify other local governments of the level-of-service standards. 
 
POLICY 3.8: By 1998, the county shall request in writing that the state enact legislation requiring 
state agencies to comply with local plans, adhere to local land development regulations, and pay local 
impact fees. 
 
POLICY 3.9:   By 2000, the county shall establish a formal coordination mechanism with adjacent 
counties and the municipalities in Indian River County to identify joint planning areas (JPA) and to 
address the following areas: 
 

• Improvement in communication between the county and various local, regional, and state 
agencies 

 
• Identification of local and regional resources 

 
• Identification of activities having extra-jurisdictional impact 

 
• Identification of locally unwanted land uses 

 
• Identification of expected impacts 

 
• Notification of affected jurisdictions 

 
• Development of measures to mitigate impacts 

 
• Development of a process to resolve disputes 

 
OBJECTIVE 4 Coordination of Annexation Areas 
 
By 2010, the amount of enclave properties in the county will be reduced by fifty percent (50%) 
compared to the 1997 amount. 
 
POLICY 4.1: By 2000, the county shall coordinate with the municipalities within the county to 
eliminate existing enclave areas and resolve annexation issues. 
 
POLICY 4.2: By 1999, the county shall encourage municipalities to identify potential areas for 
annexation, set up criteria for annexation decisions, and execute interlocal agreements with the county 
to formalize these criteria. 
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POLICY 4.3: The county, through coordination with municipalities within the county, shall ensure 
that future annexation will not create enclave areas. 
 
POLICY 4.4:   By 2000, the county shall identify and inventory parcels, owners, and existing uses of 
enclaves. 
 
POLICY 4.5:   By 2002, the county shall notify enclave landowners of annexation procedures and 
assist them in requesting annexation in appropriate municipalities. 
 
POLICY 4.6:   The county shall prepare an annual report on enclave annexation results. 
 
OBJECTIVE 5 Coordination with School Board 
 
By 2000, the county and the school board will have a formal process for sharing information, for 
coordinating plans and projects, for planning and providing infrastructure improvements, and for 
siting school  facilities. 
 
POLICY 5.1:   The county’s Land Development Regulations shall allow schools within all residential, 
commercial  (excluding the heavy commercial district),  planned development, and agricultural zoning 
districts. School sites within the agricultural zoning districts will be limited to mixed use projects and 
traditional neighborhood design projects or to school sites outside but contiguous to the Urban Service 
Area boundary. 
 
POLICY 5.2: Within its residential districts, the county shall designate sufficient lands to 
accommodate the projected needs for schools. 
 
POLICY 5.3:   By 1999, the county and school board shall jointly assess their school siting criteria 
and ensure that these criteria adequately address schools of different types and sizes. 
 
POLICY 5.4:   The county shall notify the school board of all proposed development projects. 
 
POLICY 5.5:   The county and school board shall share data on a regular basis. 
 
POLICY 5.6:   The county shall obtain school board input on proposed sidewalk and road construction 
projects. 
 
POLICY 5.7:   By 1999, the county and school board shall jointly establish a process for preliminary 
review of school sites before the school board acquires or leases property for a new school. 
 
POLICY 5.8:   The county and school board jointly will determine the consistency of proposed school 
sites and proposed school development projects with the comprehensive plan, as early in the design 
phase as possible. 
 
POLICY 5.9:   The county and school board will hold joint meetings as needed. 
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POLICY 5.10:   The county and school board shall maintain their memorandum of understanding 
regarding site selection and site plan reviews for school facilities. 
 
POLICY 5.11: The county shall review site plans for school development projects consistent with the 
development standards identified in Ch. 163, F.S. and Ch. 235 F.S.  Site plan review for school 
projects shall be limited to: 
 

 compatibility with the surrounding properties 
 environmental concerns 
 health, safety and welfare concerns 

 
OBJECTIVE 6 Coordination of New Dredge Spoil Disposal Sites 
 
By 2000, the county will have a coordination mechanism with appropriate agencies for designation of 
new dredge spoil disposal sites within the county. 
 
POLICY 6.1:   The county shall coordinate with the navigation and inlet districts and other 
appropriate state and federal agencies and the public in identifying dredge spoil disposal sites. 
 
POLICY 6.2:   The county shall utilize the dispute resolution process of the coastal resource 
interagency management committee to resolve conflicts between the county and public agencies 
seeking a dredge spoil disposal site. 
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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 (2006) 
Element: Intergovernmental Coordination (Data) 

 
DATA ELEMENT CONDITIONS IN 1998 EAR EXISTING CONDITION (2006) TABLE # 

1.Inventory of entities For 
intergovernmental Coordination 

Attachment #1 and 
#2 

 Table 11.1 and 
Table 11.2 of ICE 

Same as 1998 with minor 
changes 

 Table 11.1 and 
Table 11.2 of ICE 

2.Description of existing 
coordination mechanism: 

 

Yes      

•The county coordinates with all 
jurisdictions identified in Table 
11.1 and 11.2 

Yes 1998 Pages 2-8 Yes 2006  

•The county coordinates with 
adjacent jurisdictions for all 
projects which will impact other 
jurisdictions 

Yes 1998  Yes 2006  

•Rezoning requests are 
coordinated with adjacent 
jurisdictions 

Yes 1998  Yes 2006  

•Comprehensive plan 
amendments are coordinated 
with RPC, DCA, other state 
agencies, and adjacent 
jurisdictions 

Yes 1998  Yes 2006  

•The county coordinates with 
other jurisdictions and agencies 
for protection of state, regional, 
and local resources 

Yes 1998  Yes 2006  

•The county coordinates all 
transportation related issues with 
other jurisdictions through the 
IRC MPO 

Yes 1998  Yes 2006 IRC MPO was 
officially approved 
by the Governor in 
April 1993 

•Number of enclave properties 7 1995  4 2006  
•Acreage of enclave properties 208.39 1995  43.78 2006  
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APPENDIX B 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN EVALUATION AND APPRAISAL REPORT 

CONDITIONS AT THE TIME OF LAST MAJOR PLAN UPDATE (1998) AND EXISTING CONDITIONS (2006) 

ELEMENT: INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION (ANALYSIS) 

 

HOUSING DATA CONDITIONS IN 1998 EAR CONDITION IN 2006 TABLE #  
 

1.Effectiveness of existing coordination mechanism 

 

•General coordination with state agencies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

•Problems with coordination with state agencies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

•Coordination of land use issues 

 

 

 

 

 

- Good, beneficial 

 

- Some state agencies are better than others 

informing the county of changes in rules, 

regulations and procedures.  Lack of most up-

to-date information sometimes results in lack of 

clear understanding of state regulations for both 

applicants and the county 

 

- Some coordination issue with FDOT 

regarding building sidewalks along state 

roadways.  The county prefers to build 

sidewalks along all roads as development 

permit applications come in.  The FDOT, 

however, does not issue permits for building 

sidewalks on state owned right-of-way for 

roadways not having an urban road designation. 

 

 

 

- School Board is exempt from local 

comprehensive plan and land development 

regulations, payment of impact fees, provision 

of off-site improvements.  These have a 

negative impact on county's planning effort 

 

- No major land use conflicts between the 

county and other jurisdictions 

 

- Specific coordination for issues and 

opportunities identified in various elements of 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Same as 1998 conditions 

 

 

Same as 1998 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Same as 1998 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Same as 1998 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 EAR Intergovernmental Coordination Element 
  
 

INDIAN RIVER COUNTY         60       
                       

 

 

 

 

•Coordination based on various elements of the comprehensive plan 

the comp plan  

The county coordinates with other jurisdictions, 

regional and state agencies as needed per 

requirements of each comprehensive plan 

element. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Same as 1990 

 

 

 

 

Same as 1990 

 

 

 

 

 

 

page 27-41 of ICE 

 

 

 

 

2.Problems identified in the plan which would benefit from improved 

coordination 

•Number of agencies with which the county 

must coordinate  

•Lack of communication between various 

offices of state agencies 

•Duplication of efforts 

•In some cases lack of clear written guidelines 

•In some cases, lack of formal procedures or 

agreements and lack of a clear understanding of 

all responsibilities 

•In some cases, a delay in informing local 

government of recent changes in regulations 

and criteria 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Same as 1998 

pages 42-46 of ICE 

3.Need for additional coordination on planning related issues based on 

the comparison of growth proposed in the plan with the 

regional policy plan 

- the county comprehensive plan and all plan 

amendments are reviewed by the TCRPC for 

consistency with the regional plan 

 Same as 1998  

4.Coordination with any designated area of critical state concern - No area of critical state concern 

- Barrier island is included in the Hutchinson 

Island Resource Management area 

 Same as 1998  

 

F:\Community Development\Users\VICKIE\SASAN\INTCHTEanl2006.doc 
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APPENDIX C 

EAR COMPREHENSIVE PLAN EVALUATION MATRIX 
EVALUATING THE ACHIEVEMENT OF OBJECTIVES OF 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION ELEMENT 
 
 

ELEMENT OBJECTIVE MEASURABLE TARGET BASELINE CONDITIONS 

AT DATE OF PLAN 

ADOPTION (1998) 

CURRENT CONDITION (2006)  OBJECTIVE ACHIEVED? COMMENTS/RECOMMENDED ACTION 

     YES NO OTHER(S) 

(SPECIFY) 

 

 

Intergovernmental Coordination 1) By 2005, there will be no 

inconsistencies or conflicts between the 

county’s comprehensive plan, the plans 

of municipalities within the county, the 

plans of adjacent counties, the plans of 

the school board, and the plans of other 

units of local government providing 

services but not having regulatory 

authority over the use of land. 

Coordination with other local governments 

to ensure compatibility of plans 

1998 existing coordination 

mechanism 

- There is no know inconsistency 

between the county plan and other 

jurisdiction’s plan 

- Try to coordinate with other 

jurisdictions and agencies 

 X    Sent copy of IRC plan to other jurisdictions 

and requested a copy of their plan which 

was never received. Change the objectives 

target date 

 2) By 2005, the county will have an 

adopted formal mechanism for 

coordination of adopted comprehensive 

plan level-of-service standards with 

municipalities, adjacent counties, the 

region, and the state. 

Adopted some formal coordination 

mechanism with other jurisdictions and 

planning agencies 

-Agreement with Vero 

Beach for issuing building 

permits 

-Countywide impact fee 

ordinance and agreement 

-Countywide public school 

planning (not including IRS 

and Orchid) 

- Formal agreement with the City of 

Vero Beach for issuing building 

permits and concurrency 

management certificates 

- countywide impact fee 

-Countywide school planning 

agreement 

-No agreement on: 

o LOS Standards 

o Concurrency 

 

  Partially Achieved 

 

Change the objective’s target date. 

 3) By 2005, the county will have an 

established format coordination 

mechanism with municipalities, and 

Tried to establish coordination mechanisms 

with the municipalities and adjacent 

counties regarding impact of development 

No adopted formal 

coordination mechanism 

No adopted formal coordination 

mechanism 

  Partially Achieved 

 

Revise objective’s target date 
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adjacent counties to ensure that 

development in one jurisdiction does not 

adversely affect the adequacy of public 

facilities and services in other 

jurisdictions. 

in one jurisdiction on public facilities and 

services of other jurisdictions 

 4) By 2010, the amount of enclave 

properties in the county will be reduced 

by fifty percent (50%) compared to the 

1997 amount. 

Decreased in enclave area An enclaved area annexed 

to City of Sebastian; 

another to Town of IRS  

There is still some enclaved area   Partially Achieved Revise objective’s target date 

 5) By 2000, the county and the school 

board will have a formal process for 

sharing information, for coordinating 

plans and projects, for planning and 

providing infrastructure improvements, 

and for siting school facilities. 

Formal Coordination Agreement Formal Coordination 

agreement signed in 2003 

Formal agreement enclosed X   Revise to indicate the adopted agreement 

 6) By 2000, the county will have a 

coordination mechanism with appropriate 

agencies for designation of new dredge 

spoil disposal sites within the county. 

Coordination mechanism RE:  New dredge 

spoil sites 

Coordination Coordination will continue   Partially achieved Revised the objectives target date 

 
 
F:\Community Development\Users\LONG RANGE\EAR\EAR 2006\Intergovernmental Coordination Element\EARintgov2006.doc 
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