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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

This report provides a summary and update to th@®®ITegarding the recent work that
has been completed toward the implementation oUttban Village Action Plan. There

is a brief summary report which tracks the plannimgcess timeline, followed by key
documents that were reviewed by the Urban Villagdc®mmittee during the past
several months.

At its meeting on May 2, 2006, the Metropolitan Asportation Planning Organization
(MTPO) for the Gainesville Urbanized Area receigefdresentation by the University of
Florida School of Architecture. This presentatsummarized a report the School of
Architecture recently completed for the MTPO eatitl Urban Village: Southwest 20
Avenue Transportation Design Proposal

At the conclusion of this presentation, the MTP@raped a motion to:

1. Accept the Urban Village: SW 2@venue Transportation Design Propoaala
completed planning document;

2. Request that Alachua County, the City of Gainesvdind the University of
Florida use this document as a guide for futureidor studies, land use and
transportation plans;

3. Approve the auto-merge option (A);

4. Send letters to Alachua County, the City of Gainesle, the Florida
Department of Transportation and the University of Florida requesting that
they work with MTPO staff to develop proposals andaction items to
implement the UrbanVillage: SW_20th Avenue Transportation Design

Proposal.

In August 2006, staff from Alachua County, the QifyGainesville, the MTPO, and the
University of Florida began a process to devel@prdguested action items to implement
the Urban Village: SW 2 Avenue Transportation Design Propo$dF Study), as
described in #4 above.

PROJECT PARTICIPANTS

An Urban Village Subcommittee was appointed, cdmgs of two County

Commissioners, two City Commissioners and the Usitye of Florida MTPO member.
The Subcommittee’s task is to oversee the impleatient of the UF Study through joint
planning by Alachua County, the City of Gainesvii@d University of Florida. A Focus
Group, consisting of representatives from the Gaile Chamber of Commerce,
Gainesville Home Builders Association, Florida Depeent of Transportation, Florida



Community Design Center, and other interested bt@kers and citizens was also
appointed to assist the Subcommittee with this .taskStaff assistance for the
Subcommittee and Focus Group was provided by tHmtJVillage Planning Team,
which consists of staff from Alachua County, theyGQif Gainesville, the MTPO, and the
University of Florida Facilities Planning Division.

SCOPE OF WORK

The Planning Team developed a Scope of Work foptgect, which was presented to
and recommended for approval by the SubcommitteeOotober 4, 2006. Key
components of the approved Scope of Work were:

» Identification of a proposed “Study Area” and “Cexit Area”

* Inventory of Existing Conditions

» Development of conceptual Future Land Use scenarios

» Evaluating impacts of the Future Land Use scendmatuding traffic modeling
by consultant)

» Selection of a preferred Future Land Use Scenario

* Development of Implementation Strategies and Caragy Solutions

» Draft Comprehensive Plan Amendments (City and Ggunt

The Planning Team identified a “Study Area” whiabnsists of about 500 acres that
forms the core of the Urban Village. This aregeserally bound by Hogtown Creek to
the north, SW 22 Avenue to the south, SW %4Street to the east, and Hogtown
Creek/existing condominium development to the wekhis is the area where land use
changes and design standards could potentiallyppéed in order to implement the

Urban Village concept. An inventory of existingneclitions for the area was developed
to provide background for the planning process.

The Planning Team also identified a “Context Aredtich is a larger area surrounding
the Study Area. The Context Area was identifiddhprily as an area where the impacts
of Study Area land use changes would be evaluated.

INITIAL DEVELOPMENT OF LAND USE SCENARIOS

On November 16, 2006, the Subcommittee receivedeaeptation from the planning
team, which proposed four conceptual land use siosnfar the study area. The purpose
of these four scenarios was to analyze level ofiserimpacts for a variety of public
services and infrastructure under various hypathetiensity and population conditions.
The four scenarios which were presented to the @ubidttee on November 16 were as
follows:



* No-Change Scenario

Currently adopted Future Land Use for City and Gpun
Scenario represents full buildout of adopted Fubized Use
Area-wide average density around 18 units per acre
Study area population around 11,000

© O 0o

* Core Park Plan

Lowest density scenario

Categories with maximum densities of 14 and 24sypétr acre
Core open space areas for recreational use

Density transition to environmentally sensitiveaae
Area-wide average density around 20 units per acre

Study area population around 12,000

O 0O O0OO0OO0Oo

* Modified Action Plan(not chosen for evaluation by Subcommittee)

Medium density scenario

Categories with maximum densities of 24 and 40sypdétr acre
Loosely based on UF Study land use recommendation
Area-wide average density around 32 units per acre
Study area population around 23,000

o 0O O0OO0Oo

* Activity Node Plan

o Higher density scenario

o Categories with maximum densities of 40 and 75sypétr acre

o High density residential areas organized within kable distance of
mixed use activity nodes

o0 Area-wide average density around 50 units per acre

0 Study area population around 44,000

After hearing a presentation from the planning teamthe four potential land use
scenarios to be evaluated, the Subcommittee mestmenmendation to:

Approve four land use scenarios for evaluationrahgportation impacts by a selected
consultant. This evaluation should include analysi an additional scenario which
would show the transportation impacts of extendagidential densities to the maximum
possible within the study area. The evaluatiothef additional scenario would replace
the evaluation of the “Modified Action Plan”. Bhadditional scenario would become
known as the “Density Maximization” Plan. Summadgtails for the “Density
Maximization” Plan are as follows.



» Density Maximization Plan

Highest density scenario intended to test limitgafsportation system
Categories with maximum densities of 80 and 15@syser acre
Area-wide average density around 100 units per acre

Study area population around 61,000

o O O0Oo

EVALUATION OF FOUR LAND USE SCENARIOS

The planning team developed draft evaluation catéor the proposed Urban Village
land use scenarios. These criteria were intendesktve as a basis for evaluating the
scenarios and making a recommendation on a prdféarel use scenario for the study
area. The criteria was presented to the Focus pGoouFebruary 20, 2007, and the
Subcommittee on February 28, 2007, with a requestirfput and direction on the
framework to be used in evaluating the proposed lase scenarios, and developing
recommendations on a preferred land use scendipon reviewing the draft criteria, the
Subcommittee directed the planning team to prowatleavailable information and
analysis on the overall impacts of the four scersari

Transportation impacts were the primary focus o thitial evaluation of the four
scenarios. A transportation consultant, Renaiss&t@anning Group, was engaged in the
process to (1) calibrate the Alachua County sub-&n@nsportation model for the Urban
Village area, and (2) conduct testing of the tramigtion impacts of each of the four land
use scenarios. Scopes of work and contracts fesuttant services were approved by the
County, City, University of Florida, and MTPO.

Upon approval of Phase 2 of the contract by the ®Tdh December 8, the Planning

Team worked with the consultant to translate the fand use scenarios into data to be
input into the transportation model (e.g., popuolatidwellings, and employment). The

consultant then developed the transportation mtutethe land use scenarios approved
for evaluation by the Subcommittee. This proces®lved several refinements of the

model data inputs including future population petigns, employment projections, mode
share, and transportation interactions betweensthdy area and the University of

Florida.

The key data used in evaluating the land use sisniarshown in the table below:



Summary Buildout Conditions for Proposed Land Use E&enarios

Scenario Dwelling | Average Population | Non- Employment

Units Residential Residential

Density Floor Area

No-Change 5,577 18 du/ac 11,154 272,500 600
Core Park 5,686 20 du/ac 11,371 437,205 963
Activity Node 15,310 50 du/ac 30,619 1,172,410 2,57
Density 30,625 100 du/ac 61,250 1,172,410 2,578
Maximization

Although transportation impacts were the primargu® of the initial evaluation of the
four land use scenarios, several other factors aweatyzed as well. These other factors
included: natural resource protection; potable watel sanitary sewer system capacity;
public school capacity; recreation & open spaceising affordability; public safety; fire
rescue facilities and capacity; stormwater faesifiand impacts on planning efforts in the
City of Gainesville. The full impact analysis fitve four land use scenarios was included
in the report titled, Evaluation of Urban Villagahd Use Scenariqsee Attachment 5).

Of the four proposed land use scenarios, two ahttthe No-Change Scenario and Core
Park Plan, were not significantly different thae #xisting conditions. The No-Change
Scenario and Core Park Plan featured suburbansggidential densities, which were

characteristic of existing development in the ar@he Activity Node Plan and Density

Maximization Plan provided for significantly highegsidential densities and population
than the other two scenarios.

The initial evaluation indicated that the Activijode and Density Maximization plans
could present significant challenges in terms ointa@ning the adopted levels of service
for various City and County services and infradue. Potential level of service
deficiencies were identified in the areas of tramtgdion, public schools and recreation
facilities. The consultant’s transportation impaealuation found that the transportation
“mode share” for the transit and bicycle/pedestrii@tdes increases as residential density
increases, but these mode share percentages mawreonstant once residential density
reaches an average of 60 units per acre. Alseyauestion was raised about how much
of the County’s future population growth could msonably expected or desired to
occur in the Urban Village study area. These issue explored more fully in the report
titled, Evaluation of Urban Village Land Use Sceaga(see Attachment 5).

The Subcommittee received the report evaluating ithgacts of the four land use
scenarios at its May 2, 2007 meeting.  Upon rewig the report, the Subcommittee
made a recommendation to:



1. Refer back to staff the issue of density in thban Village for a recommendation,
keeping in mind the following general criteria Bonew land use scenario:

Provide a range of minimumesidential densities which “raise the bar” higaed
“push the market” to provide higher densities ie #nea.

Minimum densities around 24 to 40 units per acreuih be used as a general
guide, but Planning Team staff has the flexibility recommend appropriate
minimum densities, taking into account market feto

The highest density and intensity land uses shioeldoncentrated around the SW
34" Street/SW 2% Avenue corridors, with densities and intensitiéspping
down as they move to the west and north towardrenrientally sensitive areas.

The Subcommittee is generally supportive of theceph of a mix of non-
residential uses within the residential areas. THemillion square feet of non-
residential which was provided for in the ActivitNode and Density
Maximization Plans is too high and should be scaksck.

Provide data and examples, including photos, oiouarresidential densities in
the local area.

SUBCOMMITTEE’S PREFERRED LAND USE SCENARIO:
“‘PLAN #5”

Building on the direction from the Subcommitteeg thlanning team developed a new
land use scenario, which was known as “Plan #5"his Tconceptual plan has the
following key features:

Establishment of two new land use categories:

o Urban Village Mixed Use_(24 and 40 units per acre)

o Urban Village Mixed Use High Density 48 and <5 units per acre)
Higher densities concentrated around SW Street and SW J4Avenue
Land use categories with specified minimum AND maxm densities

Phasing of land use changes based on the yeambditveloped properties

Mix of residential and non-residential uses

Plan #5 would apply two new land use categoriethenstudy area: “Urban Village
Mixed Use” (24 and_<40 units per acre) and Urban Village Mixed Use Higénsity
(>40 and_<5 units per acre). The minimum residential dessiof 24 and 40 units per



acre are generally consistent with the recommenwsitof the UF Study, and with the
Subcommittee’s recommendation from the May 2, 20@#éting.

The higher density areas proposed in Plan #5 (Uxbdage Mixed Use High Density)
are generally concentrated around SW' 24enue and SW 3% Street, with the lower
density areas (Urban Village Mixed Use) in the wastl north parts of the study area,
near existing environmentally sensitive lands.

A two phased approach to the necessary Future UsedMap changes is proposed. The
purpose of having two phases is to focus the Infilease of Future Land Use Map
amendments on those properties that may be likelyutndergo development or
redevelopment in the short term. There are marderomulti-family residential
developments in the study area which could potiytimdergo redevelopment in the
shorter term future. The first phase of amendmenilan #5 would, therefore, include
vacant land and properties with existing developntieat is more than 15 years old.

There are also several recently built developmientise Urban Village study area, which
are not likely to redevelop in the near future.e™econd phase of amendments in Plan
#5, therefore, would include those properties theate been developed in the last 15
years, with the idea that the City and County maysbpportive of higher densities on
these properties in the longer term future. Thesee recently developed Phase 2
properties may not be candidates for redeveloprretihe short term, but may have
redevelopment potential by the longer planning zwriof 2050. There is no benefit in
assessing the impacts of higher density land uaaggs on recently built properties as
part of the first phase of amendments when it ghllyi unlikely that redevelopment will
occur in the next 20 years.

As the new land use category names imply, mixed wsrild be encouraged or required.
In order to evaluate future public service impadtff estimated how much non-
residential could be expected in the study arezewutite new land use scenario. A
multiplier of 20 square feet of non-residentialcilcarea per person has been used to
arrive at an estimated non-residential figure tog study area. This is based on the
national average for retail building area per pers&Given the amount of existing retail
building area in the Butler Plaza and Oaks Malkarat is unlikely that the amount of
retail in the Urban Village study area would apploahis estimate. The estimate,
therefore, is assumed to be the total non-resialesrtea, including retail and office.

More information regarding Plan #5 is containedhia report titled, Recommended Land
Use Scenario for the Urban Villaggated July 18, 2007 (see Attachment 4).

A presentation on Plan #5 was provided to the Smipaittee at its meeting on August 6,
2007. At the conclusion of this meeting, the Subottee made the following
recommendation:



1.

3.

Recommend that the MTPO refer to the City and Coung Commissions a
recommendation to initiate joint Comprehensive Plan amendments to
implement the Plan #5 land use scenario for the Udn village, including
establishment of a joint Multimodal Transportation District (MMTD));

Request that the appropriate MTPO or County staff ontact the Florida
Department of Community Affairs to explain the conept of the
subcommittee’s reservation of placing a maximum desity for the study area
and to see if DCA can come up with any suggestiort® allow higher
densities; and

Amend the Plan #5 Future Land Use Map to show theesidential area bound
by SW 20" Avenue, SW 38 Terrace, SW 24" Avenue, and SW 4% Street as
Urban Village Mixed Use High Density (40 to 75 ung per acre).

Additionally, the Subcommittee recommended that theMTPO discuss the following
issues for Plan #5:

PwpnPE

A higher minimum density and a higher maximum dendl;
Restriction on the use of surface parking lots;

More connectivity within the study area; and

Future annexation issues within the study area

10



UPDATES SINCE AUGUST 6, 2007 SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

1. Updated Plan #5 Map

As requested in the Subcommittee’s motion on Augushe Plan #5 draft Future Land
Use map has been updated to show the residengialbarund by SW 2bAvenue, SW
38" Terrace, SW 22 Avenue, and SW 43Street as Urban Village Mixed Use High
Density (40 to 75 units per acre). The updated m@povided as Attachment 2.

The study area summary data for Plan #5 has at=o lpgdated accordingly.

Urban Village Plan #5 Study Area Summary Data (Updted September 10, 2007)

Scenario Name Population Dwelling Units | Average Non-Residential
Residential | Floor Area
Density

Plan #5

Phase 1 (243 acres) 16,464 — 29,940 | 8,232 — 14,970 329,280 — 598,800

Phase 2 (60 acres) 4,288 — 7,880 2,144 — 3,940 85,760 — 157,600

Total (303 acres) 20,752 - 37,820 | 10,376 — 18,910 | 34-62 du/ac

415,040 - 756,40(1)

Population and Dwelling Units are cal culated based on buildout to the minimum and
maximum densities for the Plan #5 Future Land Use categories.

Non-residential floor area is based on a multiplier of 20 square feet per person

Average residential density is the potential gross density at buildout for the entire Phase
1 and Phase 2 areas of the Plan #5 Scenario.

Example: 9,048 dwelling units/303 acres = 30 dwelling units per acre

2. Response from DCA on Maximum Density Issue

Staff has also contacted the Florida DepartmenCaihmunity Affairs to explain the
Subcommittee’s reservation about placing maximumsiies on land within the study
area, and to see if DCA can come up with any suggesto allow higher densities,
including the possibility of not having a maximumndity. Staff initially contacted DCA
about this issue in May 2007, and again in Septer2d@7. DCA'’s responses to both of
these inquiries are included as Attachment 3.

DCA indicates that it would require some type ofasw@wement of the maximum
development potential for the Urban Village arebether that measurement is maximum
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density or something similar. A potential altermatto maximum density suggested by
DCA is to utilize a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) or Imp@sus Surface Ratio (ISR) combined
with a height limit. FAR and ISR are both measwrata of development intensity on a
piece of property. Floor Area Ratio is definedtlas ratio of the total floor area of all
floors of a building to the area of the lot on whithe building is locatedImpervious
Surface Ratio is a ratio of the total area of mpérvious surfaces within the site to the
total site area.

DCA also referred staff to two examples of commasitthat have implemented area-
wide density, as opposed to parcel-by-parcel dgnsite City of Ft. Lauderdale and the
City of West Palm Beach. Staff has researchedetthes examples and summarized
them as follows.

The City of West Palm Beach has a “Planned Commiumiésignation that may be
applied in areas of 500 or more acres that arerucgi®mon ownership. Under this
designation, the entire 500+ acre district is ledito an overall maximum density of 10
units per acre, but an individual parcel may contg to 36 units per acre, provided that
the district-wide maximum density of 10 units pereais not exceeded. Such areas must
be approved by the City under a unified plan ofedeyment.

The City of Ft. Lauderdale has also implementedasea-based density concept in its
downtown Regional Activity Center (RAC) area. Thewntown RAC is a geographic
area defined in the City’'s Comprehensive Plan, sndubject to the provisions of a
special area plan. The special area plan providedan original allotment of 5,100
residential units available for development in 1.98%ese residential units were used up
by 2003, and the City allocated 2,900 additionaélting units, based on supporting data
and analysis. The special area plan provides fipedevelopment regulations for
building height, form, and use, but the allowabknsity on individual development
parcels is flexible and based on an area-wide eesiil unit allocation. This approach
requires continual monitoring of the number of dimegl units that have been built in the
planning area.

Although the Urban Village is not under common lawdnership, the concept of area-
based density is a possibility. This approach e the necessary measurement of
maximum development potential for the area, bud alfows for some flexibility when
determining the maximum density on a specific paofeland. This method would
require detailed data and analysis to determinefipeopriate number of dwelling units
for the Urban Village area, based on future poputatprojections. Based on
communication with DCA, this approach would be g@table as long as it provided a
meaningful and measurable limit on the amount ofetigment that may occur in the
area.

One of the drawbacks to the area-based densityoagipris that it would require

continual monitoring of the number of dwelling wipproved in the study area over
time. This approach may also result in difficutuations where the allocated number of
dwelling units for the area become depleted, legpwdome property owners without

12



residential development rights. Additionally, Iifet allocated units for the area become
depleted, one property may develop at very highsitdgnwhile an adjacent property

which develops in the future, is limited to a sfgrantly lower density because there are
not enough allocated dwelling units available tbieee higher densities. The form of

development resulting from an area-based densjpyoagh may not be consistent with
the concept of an Urban Village.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION AND NEXT STEPS

At this point in the process, the Urban Village Suimittee has recommended to the
MTPO a generalized land use concept (Plan #5) apdtential concurrency option to
address transportation impacts (MMTD).

The Subcommittee’s recommendation to the MTPO is a®llows:

Recommend that the MTPO refer to the City and Coury
Commissions a recommendation to initiate joint Compehensive Plan
amendments to implement the Plan #5 land use scemarfor the
Urban village, including establishment of a joint Multimodal
Transportation District (MMTD).

In order to implement the Subcommittee’s recomm#adaboth the City and County
Comprehensive Plans would need to be amendedablisstthe Future Land Uses and a
policy framework for the Urban Village area, indiug establishment of a Multimodal
Transportation District. In order to formally isite the necessary Comprehensive Plan
amendments, the City and County Commissions woeleldrio consider the MTPO'’s
recommendation and vote to initiate such amendmdntkie MTPO votes to follow the
Subcommittee’s recommendation, then the MTPO wakadto follow up with the City
and County governing bodies on this matter, to iclams initiation of joint
Comprehensive Plan amendments to implement theerpeef land use scenario and
establish a joint Multimodal Transportation Distric

13



Attachment 1

August 6 Subcommittee Meeting
Summary and Recommendation to
MTPO
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MEETING SUMMARY o
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION (MTPO) Y& P
FOR THE GAINESVILLE URBANIZED AREA &
URBAN VILLAGE SUBCOMMITTEE
URBAN VILLAGE STEERING COMMITTEE

Jack Durrance Auditorium 6:00 p.m.
Alachua County Administration Building Monday
Gainesville, Florida August 6, 2007
SUBCOMMITTEE FOCUS GROUP OTHERS PRESENT
MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS PRESENT

See Exhibit A
Mike Byerly, Chair Linda Dixon
Jeanna Mastrodicasa, Vice Chair
Jack Donovan STAFF PRESENT
Lee Pinkoson
Ed Poppell MEMBERS ABSENT Marlie Sanderson

Michael Escalante

Brent Christensen
MEMBERS ABSENT John Martin

None

CALL TO ORDER
Chair Mike Byerly called the meeting to order at 6:00p.m.

Mr. Marlie Sanderson, MTPO Director of Transportation Planning, presented an overview of the
Urban Village Subcommittee’s tasks.

II. MAY 2"’ SUBCOMMITTEE ACTIONS

Mr. Ben Chumley, Alachua County Growth Management Senior Planner, reviewed the
Subcommittee’s actions at its May 2™ meeting and answered questions.

II.  LOCAL DENSITY EXAMPLES

Mr. Chumley discussed existing local development densities and answered questions.



MTPO Urban Village Subcommittee
August 6, 2007

IV. RECOMMENDED LAND USE SCENARIO FOR THE URBAN VILLAGE

Mr. Chumley discussed the Urban Village Planning Team’s recommended land use for the Urban
Village and answered questions. He also discussed the characteristics of a multimodal
transportation district as described in Florida Department of Community Affairs Rule 9J-5.

Chair Byerly discussed his concerns with the alignment of the Radio Road extension.
Mr. Sanderson discussed the status of the radio Road extension and answered questions.

Mr. Michael Escalante, MTPO Senior Planner, discussed bicycle and pedestrian level of service
and answered questions.

Chair Byerly and University of Florida (UF) Vice President Ed Poppell discussed their concerns
regarding the lack of higher density. Chair Byerly suggested that an average density be applied to
the study area.

Mr. Steve Lachnicht, Alachua County Growth Management Principal Planner, discussed the
density within the study area, the County’s growth rate, Florida Department of Community
Affairs plan review requirements and answered questions.

Mr. Ralph Hilliard, City of Gainesville Planning Manager, discussed the City’s Comprehensive
Plan mechanism for addressing high density development and answered questions.

ACTION: Commissioner Pinkoson moved to:

1. recommend that the MTPO refer to the City and County Commissions a
recommendation to initiate joint Comprehensive Plan amendments to
implement Plan *5 land use scenario for the Urban Village, including
establishment of a joint Multimodal Transportation District (MMTD); and

2. request that the appropriate MTPO or County staff contact the Florida
Department of Community Affairs (FDCA) to explain the concept of the
Subcommittee’s reservation of placing a maximum density for the study
area and to see if FDCA can come up with any suggestions to allow higher
densities.

UF Vice President Poppell seconded.
Mr. Sanderson discussed the Long Range Transportation Plan status of the Radio Road extension

project. He reminded the Subcommittee that its is charged with developing a land use scenario
and that Option M and the Radio Road extension were just background information.



MTPO Urban Village Subcommittee
August 6, 2007

FRIENDLY AMENDMENT:

Chair Byerly suggested amending the Plan *5 Future Land Use Map to show the
residential area bounded by SW 20™ Avenue, SW 38" Terrace, SW 24™ Avenue

and SW 43" Street as Phase 1 Mixed Use High Density (40 to 75-units per acre).
Commissioner Pinkoson accepted the amendment.

The following persons spoke regarding the Urban Village recommended scenario:

Bruce DeLaney Brandon Hiss Martin Gold

Kristina Roberts

Mr. Sanderson discussed the SW 20™ Avenue transit auto-merge concept for SW 20" Avenue
and answered questions. He noted that the SW 20" Avenue reconstruction project was in the
adopted MTPO Year 2025 Cost Feasible Plan.

Mr. Dave Cerlanek, Alachua County Public Works Assistant Director, discussed short-term
modifications to the SW 43 Street corridor. He noted that the County is waiting on the SW 62™
Boulevard Extension High Priority Project Study before installing pedestrian facilities in the SW
43" Street corridor.

ACTION AS AMENDED:
Commissioner Pinkoson moved to:

1. recommend that the MTPO refer to the City and County Commissions a
recommendation to initiate joint Comprehensive Plan amendments to
implement Plan *5 land use scenario for the Urban Village, including
establishment of a joint Multimodal Transportation District (MMTD);

2. request that the appropriate MTPO or County staff contact the Florida
Department of Community Affairs (FDCA) to explain the concept of the
Subcommittee’s reservation of placing a maximum density for the study
area and to see if FDCA can come up with any suggestions to allow higher
densities; and

w

amend the Plan *5 Future Land Use Map to show the residential area
bounded by SW 20" Avenue, SW 38" Terrace, SW 24™ Avenue and SW
43™ Street as Phase 1 Mixed Use High Density (40 to 75-units per acre).

UF Vice President Poppell seconded; motion passed unanimously.



Urban Village Subcommittee Committee
August 6, 2007

ACTION: Commissioner Pinkoson moved to recommend that the MTPO discuss the
following issues for Plan *5:

1. a higher minimum density and a higher maximum density;
2. restriction on the use of surface parking lots; and

3. more connectivity within the study area.

UF Vice President Poppell seconded.

FRIENDLY AMENDMENT:
Commissioner Donovan recommended that this list include a discussion of
future annexation within the study area. Commissioner Pinkoson and UF Vice
President Poppell accepted the amendment.
ACTION AS AMENDED:
Commissioner Pinkoson moved to recommend that the:
1. MTPO discuss the following issues for Plan *5:
A. a higher minimum density and a higher maximum density;
B. restriction on the use of surface parking lots; and
C. more connectivity within the study area; and

2. MTPO discuss future annexation within the study area.

UF Vice President Poppell seconded; motion passed unanimously.

V. NEXT MTPO MEETING

Mr. Sanderson suggested that the Subcommittee’s recommendations be presented at the October
11" MTPO meeting so that the Planning Team has adequate time to work with FDCA and for the
MTPO Advisory Committees to receive a presentation on the Plan *5 future land use scenario.
There was objection from the Subcommittee to have its recommendations presented at the
October 11" MTPO meeting date.

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Byerly adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m.

4 T:Mike\em08\mtpo\minutes\uvsubaug06.wpd



Interested Citizens

Alachua County

Bruce DeLaney
Martin Gold
Thomas Hawkins
Brandon Hiss
May Z. Hiss

Seth Lane

Bob Reller

Arch Roberts
Kristina Roberts
Maura Rugg
Terrel Shaw
Brad Stitt
Gertrude Strickland
Rachel Swasiland

Wendy Walton

* By telephone

Dave Cerlanek
Ben Chumley
Michael Fay
Richard Hedrick
Steve Lachnicht
Kathleen Pagan

Jennifer Spagnoli

# Provided written comments

Urban Village Subcommittee Committee
August 6, 2007

EXHIBIT A

Florida Department
City of Gainesville of Transportation

Ralph Hilliard Imran Ghani

Debbie Leistner
Doug Robinson

Teresa Scott
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Attachment 2

Urban Village Conceptual Land Use Map
(“Plan #57)

*As Recommended by Urban Village Subcommittee
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RESPONSES FROM THE FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
COMMUNITY AFFAIRS

REGARDING MAXIMUM DENSITY REQUIREMENTS

DCA'’s Response to Staff’'s Question From September 2007

Mr. Chumley,

While the Department is supportive of innovativarpling efforts such as the one you
have described we would still look for a maximumeepment potential associated with
the category in order to assess potential impagsiblic facilities. For the area you
described an areawide density/intensity approag/hinie a way to have more flexibility
and encourage a village type development. | beltee City of Ft. Lauderdale's mixed
use categories are calculated by specific areas{ocks vs. building or development).
As you can imagine the job of tracking these d@ssand intensities at the local level
can be difficult, but given the sophistication oluy Department and the City of
Gainesuville, it shouldn't be a problem. Estabhghén MMTD would certainly require
minimum density and intensity standards to creatersse mix of destinations; however,
to make the plan meaningful and predictable (intadto being consistent with the
Chapter 163, F.S. and Rule 9J-5, F.A.C.) there svaogkd to be a maximum level of
development for the area and/or category.

Also keep in mind with the MMTD the plan amendmewniuld need to include an
analysis identifying all of the community desigerlent capital projects and
demonstrating that the projects are adequate toremsobility consistent with an
adopted multimodal level of service standard;naricial feasibility analysis
demonstrating that the capital improvements requingoromote community design are
financially feasible over the development or redepment timeframe of the multimodal
transportation district; and establish in the addpiortion of the Comprehensive Plan a
financially feasible long range schedule of cagitgprovements for the development or
redevelopment timeframe of the multimodal transgtart district.

| hope this answer is helpful to you, if not pleésteme know if there is anything else |
can try to clarify.

Ana

Anastasia Richmond

Principal Planner

Division of Community Planning
Department of Community Affairs

Office: 850.922.1794

Fax: 850.488.3309

email: anastasia.richmond@dca.state.fl.us



Ms. Richmond,

| wanted to follow up with you on an email you semDom Nozzi with the City of
Gainesville on May 14, regarding the requiremeat thcal governments provide
maximum residential densities for Future Land Ustegories in their Comprehensive
Plans. Gainesville and Alachua County are invoived joint planning project whose

goal is to create a relatively high-density, mixese “urban village” adjacent to and
southwest of the University of Florida campus. past of this planning effort, a
Multimodal Transportation District is being congielé to address concurrency issues and
to promote the use of alternative forms of transgimm in a roughly 500-acre study area.

We have a Subcommittee which oversees the plaqmogess, and at their last meeting,
they asked staff to contact DCA and explain thatSnbcommittee would prefer to NOT
place maximum residential densities on the lantliwithe study area, and find out if
there are other ways to address this requiremBme. Subcommittee would prefer to
instead place only a MINIMUM residential density tie land within the study area in
order to promote a higher density “village” conctyatt would be compact, walkable, and
transit-oriented.

In your email to Dom Nozzi on May 14, you said th#ter types of development
measurements may be possible, such as an F.AIFS.Bt combined with a height limit
—as long as it provided a meaningful and measersthihdard for the amount of
development that could occur. This may be a pdggifor us. Do you know of any

other methods that DCA would find acceptable tlmahdt involve some type of

maximum limit? Would the fact that we are tryimgestablish a Multimodal
Transportation District concurrent with land usamfes have any bearing on the matter?

We were referred to the City of West Palm Beachclwhas established an area-wide
density approach in certain areas - where inditigaecels may have higher densities
than the area-wide maximum, provided that the asem whole does not exceed a
maximum area-wide density. Could something lila the acceptable?

Thank you for any input you can provide.

Ben Chumley
Senior Planner, Alachua County



DCA’s Response to Staff's Question From May 14, 230

From: Anastasia.Richmond@dca.state.fl.us
Sent: Monday, May 14, 2007 11:20 AM

To: Nozzi, Dom J.

Cc: Mimms, Dean L.

Subject: Re: Maximum Density

While a local government can adopt an intensitgddiad such as a FAR or ISR
combined with a building height the density or mgi#y should be one that is meaningful
and predictable. In the case of a residential'us@ot sure that a measure other than
density would be meaningful or measurable partityla terms of public facility
impacts. Also important to keep in mind for arbam village' type category you may be
looking at a mixed-use type of land use designatibith would be required to have a
distribution of mixes in addition to the densityd&or intensity standard for the specific
allowable uses with the category.

So the short answer is if you could come up witlhnéensity standard for residential
other than a maximum density it would be acceptphd®iding of course it gave a
meaningful and measurable measure of the amouwtewvaflopment that could occur.

| hope this answers your question. Let me knoiwvdbesn't.
Ana

Anastasia Richmond, Principal Planner

Division of Community Planning, Department of Conmity Affairs
Office: 850.922.1794

Fax: 850.488.3309

email: anastasia.richmond@dca.state.fl.us

Ms. Richmond,

Gainesville and Alachua County are involved iniatjplanning project that is looking to
create a relatively high-density “urban villagedjacent and southwest of the University
of Florida campus. At the last urban village suboottee meeting, someone pointed out
to those at the meeting that DCA/Florida Statugéegiires communities to have a
maximum residential density when we use land useydations w/ a residential
component. This comment was made because some snllcommittee would like
there NOT to be a maximum density in the village.

At the urban village staff meeting today, the gioestvas raised as to whether this point
has been confirmed. Do you know if there must be&imum residential density for
land uses used by local government? Or can itaddbe, say, a maximum FAR or
maximum building height that controls?

Thank you,
Dom Nozzi , Senior Planner, City of Gainesville
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Recommended Land Use Scenario for the
Urban Village

Prepared for the

URBAN VILLAGE SUBCOMMITTEE AND
FOCUS GROUP MEETING:
AUGUST 6, 2007

by the Urban Village Planning Team

July 18, 2007



Background

At the May 2, 2007 meeting, the Urban Village Subadttee reviewed four proposed
land use scenarios for the Urban Village area.s@&tseenarios were No-Change, Core
Park, Activity Node, and Density Maximization, feahg various levels of density and
population. Upon reviewing the four proposed sdesathe Subcommittee moved to
refer back to staff the issues of density in thbddrVillage for a recommendation,
keeping in mind the Subcommittee’s discussion amntieeting. The discussion included
the following general criteria for a new fifth lande scenario:

* Provide a range of minimunesidential densities which “raise the bar” highed
“push the market” to provide higher densities ie #nea.

¢ Minimum densities around 24 to 40 units per acrukhbe used as a general
guide, but Planning Team staff has the flexibildyrecommend appropriate
minimum densities, taking into account market feto

* The highest density and intensity land uses shibelldoncentrated around the SW
34" Street/SW 2% Avenue corridors, with densities and intensitiepping
down as they move to the west and north towardrenrientally sensitive areas.

* The Subcommittee is generally supportive of thecephof a mix of non-
residential uses within the residential areas. T.hanillion square feet of non-
residential which was proposed in the previous\AstiNode and Density
Maximization Plans is too high and should be scakeck.

The Subcommittee also requested that staff praexa@enples and photos of residential
developments in the local area to get an idea @it warious residential densities look
like in the community.

Recommended Subcommittee Action

Recommend that the MTPO refer to the City and Go@ammissions a
recommendation to initiate joint Comprehensive FAamendments to implement the
“Plan #5” land use scenario for the Urban Village)uding establishment of a joint
Multi-Modal Transportation District (MMTD).

Next Step

The next step will be to forward the Subcommitteemmendation to the full MTPO
with the necessary background information. The KMAll then review the
Subcommittee’s recommendation at a future mee#éind,will have the option to refer to
the City and County Commissions a recommendationitiate joint Comprehensive
Plan Amendments to implement the “Plan #5” landscanario for the Urban Village,
including establishment of a joint Multi-Modal Tigportation District (MMTD).



New Land Use Scenario: “Plan #5”

The staff planning team developed a new land useaso that takes into account the
May 2 recommendation of the Subcommittee. The seemario, known as “Plan #5”,
has the following general features:

Establishment of two new land use categories:
o Urban Village Mixed Use_(24 and 40 units per acre)
o Urban Village Mixed Use High Density 48 and <5 units per acre)

« Higher densities concentrated near SW S#reet and SW #4Avenue

» Phasing of land use changes based on the yeambditveloped properties
* Mix of residential and non-residential uses

* Option “M” road network, plus Radio Road extension

Plan #5 would apply two new land use categorigkerstudy area: “Urban Village

Mixed Use” (324 and 40 units per acre) and Urban Village Mixed Use Hgnsity

(>40 and_<5 units per acre). The minimum residential déeesibf 24 and 40 units per
acre are generally consistent with the recommeodaibf the Urban Village: Southwest
20" Avenue Transportation Design Propo&aF Study) which has been accepted by the
MTPO as a completed planning document. These mimirdensities are also generally
consistent with the Subcommittee’s recommendatiom fthe May 2, 2007 meeting.

The higher density areas proposed in Plan #5 (Uvhitage Mixed Use High Density)

are generally concentrated near SW 2¢enue and SW 34Street, with the lower
density areas (Urban Village Mixed Use) in the waesl north parts of the study area,
near existing environmentally sensitive lands. sTikiconsistent with the Subcommittee’s
recommendation and with the recommendation of theStlidy.

Although the UF Study does not recommend establgshiaximum densities within the
Urban Village, the staff planning team believed thaximum densities are necessary in
order to accurately evaluate and plan for the &utonpacts of increased density on public
services, and to satisfy State planning requiresaefihe Department of Community
Affairs (DCA), in implementing Florida planning stikes, requires that Comprehensive
Plans provide some mechanism which identifies airmamx amount of residential or
non-residential development which may occur onagperty. The maximum density is
the most widely used method of satisfying this resruent.

The maximum density of 75 units per acre was chbgeause it corresponds with the
maximum allowable density in the City’s Urban Mixgde 1 (UMU-1) land use
category. This is not, however, the highest dgnaitd use category available in the
City’'s Comprehensive Plan. Under the Plan #5 sognere would be opportunities for
higher density development to occur within the diityits, while still allowing for urban
mixed use development and multi-modal transpomatigportunities in the Urban



Village. For reference, the proposed maximum dgrmsi75 units per acre in the Urban
Village is lower than the planned Gainesville Gieétb0 units per acre) or University
Corners (112 units per acre) developments withénGhy.

In order to achieve the higher densities proposdelan #5, alternative vehicle parking
and stormwater management provisions would likelywecessary. Typical surface
stormwater ponds, along with surface parking areager a large portion of a
development parcel. It would be difficult to demelat the minimum densities proposed
under Plan #5 using traditional on-site surfac&ipgrand stormwater ponds, particularly
on the numerous smaller parcels (less than 10)aergsn the Urban Village. Parking
structures would likely need to be provided by depers, or through some type of
public-private partnerships. In the attached l@a@mples of density, the higher density
developments (50+ units per acre) utilize on-sitefésite parking garages. These
higher density examples are also located in aré@sercentralized stormwater systems
are currently available.

A two phased approach to the Future Land Use Magndments is proposed for the
study area. The purpose of having two differeragals is to acknowledge the age and
redevelopment potential of existing developmenh@area. There are several recently
built developments in the Urban Village, and thesmperties are not likely to redevelop

at higher Urban Village densities in the near faturhere is no benefit to including these
recent developments in the first phase of amendnérdrefore, the Phase 1 amendments
would be limited to older developed properties aadant land. These are the areas that
would be most likely to develop or redevelop athigher densities in the short term
future. For planning purposes, the Phase 1 amemdrreclude vacant land and
properties with existing development that is m&wnt15 years old.

The Phase 2 amendments generally include propénaésave been developed in the
last 15 years. These more recently developed pgrepenay not be candidates for
redevelopment in the short term, but may have reldpment potential by the planning
horizon of 2050. The exclusion of recently develdproperties from Phase 1 reduces
the potential traffic and infrastructure impactghe short term to a more manageable
level.

As the new land use category names imply, mixed wseild be encouraged or required.
In order to evaluate future public service impastaff estimated how much non-
residential could be expected in the study are@utiek new land use scenario. A
multiplier of 20 square feet per person was usettiioe at an estimated non-residential
building area between 361,936 and 639,124 squate Tehis is based on the national
average for retail building area per person. Gienamount of existing retail building
area in the Butler Plaza and Oaks Mall areas,unigely that the amount of retail in the
Urban Village study area will approach this estienathe estimate, therefore, is assumed
to be the total non-residential area, includingiteind office.



TABLE 1. Urban Village Plan #5 Summary Data

Scenario Population Dwelling Units | Average Non-Residential
Residential | Floor Area
Density
Plan #5
Phase 1 (242 acres)| 14,115 — 24,746 | 7,057 — 12,373 282,293 — 494,92
Phase 2 (61 acres) | 3,982 — 7,210 1,991 - 3,605 79,643 — 144,204
Total (303 acres) 18,097 - 31,956 | 9,048 - 15,978 30-53 du/ac | 361,936 - 639,124

A=

Notes:

Population and Dwelling Units are calculated basedbuildout to the minimum and maximum
densities for the Plan #5 Future Land Use categorie

Average residential density is the potential grdsssity at buildout for the entire Phase 1 and
Phase 2 areas of the Plan #5 Scenario.

Example: 9,048 dwelling units/303 acres = 30 dimgllunits per acre

TABLE 2. Comparison of Plan #5 to Previously Consliered Scenarios

Scenario Population Dwelling Units Average Non-Residential
Residential | Floor Area
Density

No-Change 11,154 5,577 18 du/ac 272,500

(adopted land use)

Core Park 11,371 5,686 20 du/ac 437,205

Activity Node 30,619 15,310 50 du/ac 1,172,410

Density Maximization 61,250 30,625 100 du/ac 1,470,

Plan #5 18,097 - 31,956 | 9,048 - 15,978 30-53 du/ac | 361,936 - 639,124

Note: This table compares the buildout conditioh®Rlan #5 to the buildout conditions for the
4 land use scenarios considered at the May 2, 206&ting.



Concurrency Option: Multi-Modal Transportation Dis trict (MMTD)

In order for the Urban Village area to develop aigh level of densities and intensities,
an approach to addressing concurrency issues teédamplemented. A concurrency
management system is needed to allow future denedapto be approved in this area,
even if the road network is not operating at areptable level of service.

The concurrency option for the Urban Village ateat has received the most discussion
to this point is the establishment of a Multi-Modaansportation District (MMTD). An
MMTD is an area where primary priority is placedassuring a safe, comfortable, and
attractive pedestrian environment, with convenietdgrconnection to transit. Such areas
must incorporate community design features thaicedehicular usage while supporting
an integrated multi-modal transportation systerm@won elements include the presence
of mixed-use activity centers, connectivity of stiseand land uses, transit-friendly design
features, and accessibility to alternative modesanfsportation.

According to Chapter 163.3180 (15) (a), Florida8ts:

“Multimodal transportation districts may be estaditied under a local
government comprehensive plan in areas delineatati® future land use
map for which the local government plan assigneséary priority to
vehicle mobility and primary priority to assuringsafe, comfortable, and
attractive pedestrian environment, with conveniatgrconnection to
transit. Such districts must incorporate commudggign features that
will reduce the number of automobiles trips or eéhimiles of travel and
will support an integrated, multimodal transportati system.”

The Multi-Modal Transportation District designatimaccomplished by amending a
local government comprehensive plan. A proposed@Nhust be reviewed and
approved by both the Florida Department of Comnyuhftairs and the Florida
Department of Transportation. Local governmentstrdemonstrate that an area
qualifies as an MMTD based upon the following @rgtor planned future design
elements defined in Chapter 163.3180(15)(b), F.S.:

* A complementary mix and range of land uses;

* Aninterconnected network of streets to encouragking and bicycling, with
traffic calming where desirable;

» Appropriate densities and intensities of use withalking distance of transit
stops;

» Dalily activities within walking distance of residsss, allowing independence to
persons who do not drive; and

» Public uses, streets, and squares that are saféoitable, and attractive for the
pedestrian, with adjoining buildings open to theet, and with parking not
interfering with pedestrian, transit, automobiledadruck travel modes.



The documentMulitmodal Areawide Quality of Service HandbooB®T, 2004)
provides guidelines for local governments to achidwe successful designation of a
Multi-Modal Transportation District. The Handbopkovides for MMTD designation in
a downtown or urban core area, regional activitytee or traditional town or village in
accordance with certain criteria. In these arelasining efforts would focus on
enhancing multimodal elements, guiding redeveloppaend encouraging appropriate
infill. An MMTD could also be applied to a new amerging area, where adopted plans
and regulations would need to ensure internal atetal connectivity, a mix of uses,
densities, and urban design features necessauppmg alternative modes of
transportation.

The Urban Village has elements of both an emergieg and an established area. The
majority of the 512-acre study area is developkbpagh there is still a significant
amount of vacant or undeveloped land (about 158sacrThe majority of this vacant or
undeveloped land, however, has environmental ltioita. The study area has existing
older development that is 20 to 30 or more yeaiswhich could potentially be
considered for redevelopment. There are elemdrtsmulti-modal framework already
in place, and current transit ridership is high, faulti-modal facilities and services
would likely need to be expanded in order to sgtilsé requirements of an MMTD.

The Urban Village also has elements of an “emergheg.” There have been several
new developments in recent years, but the developpatern has remained one of
single-use, automobile oriented development. tieoto establish a successful MMTD,
adopted plans would need to be amended to enspremfate connectivity, mix of uses,
and urban design features necessary to suppoiplauttodes of transportation.

TheMulitmodal Areawide Quality of Service Handbamltains general performance
measures that are designed to accomplish spediflit-modal objectives. These
measures include the following:

1. 80 percent of all facilities contained in bieyend pedestrian networks function
at level of service C or better;

2. All parcels within one-fourth (1/4) mile of afrsit stop should be served by
pedestrian facilities operating at level of servizer better; and

3. 80 percent of employees and dwelling units mmudtimodal district must be
located within one-half (¥2) mile of a transit stop.

According to the Handbook, there is no minimum sitendard for multimodal districts,
however, the Handbook does state:



..... it is important that a prospective distriathieve the critical mass
necessary to promote, encourage, and sustain petedbicycle, and
transit usage. The minimum area should be of sefficize to attain the
levels of activity, intensity and density necessargustain multimodal
transportation systems.”

The FDOT Handbookharacterizes a “good candidate” for an MMTD asitgia mix
of mutually supporting land uses, good multimodaless and connectivity, an
interconnected transportation network and the growiof alternative modes of
transportation to the automobile.” Although cartalements are required for
designation, many of the Handbook’s guidelinesracemmendations and not rigid
standards or thresholds. Flexibility is providedidg the review process for proposed
districts that fail to meet all applicable standard



Attachment 5

Planning Team Report to Subcommittee,
April 24, 2007

* Presented at May 2, 2007 Subcommittee Meeting

18



Evaluation of
Urban Village Land Use Scenarios

DRAFT REPORT for:

Urban Village Focus Group Meeting, April 30, 2007
And
Urban Village Subcommittee Meeting May 2, 2007

Prepared by Urban Village Planning Team

April 24, 2007



Table of Contents

Page #
List of Figures 3
List of Tables 4
Executive Summary 5
Impacts of Urban Village Scenarios 10
l. Introduction and Background 10
. Urban Village Study Area and Context Area 12
[ll.  Urban Village Land Use Scenarios 14
IV. Population Growth 20
V. Impacts on City and County Plans 25
VI.  Transportation 28
VII. Natural Resources 37
VIIl. Potable Water and Sanitary Sewer 42
IX.  Public Schools 44
X.  Recreation 46
Xl.  Public Safety 51
XIl.  Stormwater 52

XIII.  Housing 54



Figure 1

Figure 2
Figure 3
Figure 4
Figure 5
Figure 6
Figure 7
Figure 8
Figure 9
Figure 10
Figure 11
Figure 12
Figure 13
Figure 14
Figure 15
Figure 16
Figure 17
Figure 18
Figure 19
Figure 20
Figure 21

List of Figures

Land Use Vision from Urban Village: SW™28venue

Transportation Design Proposal

Urban Village “Study Area”

Urban Village “Context Area”

No Change Scenario

Core Park Plan

Activity Node Plan

Density Maximization Plan

Alachua County Population Estimate: ®@@02050
Location Map and Trip Generators

Urban Village Roadway Network

Option M Transportation Network: AdoptadMTPO
Projected Roadway Speeds: No-Changea8oen
Level of Traffic Congestion: No-Change&ario
Projected Roadway Speeds: Core Park Plan
Level of Traffic Congestion: Core PatarP
Projected Roadway Speeds: Activity NBta

Level of Traffic Congestion: Activity e Plan
Mode Split for Auto, Transit, and Bike Ayerage Density
Wetlands in Urban Village Study Area

Flood Hazard Zones in Urban Village StAdya
Strategic Ecosystems in Urban Villaged$$iirea



Table 1

Table 2

Table 3

Table 4

Table 5

Table 6

Table 7

Table 8

Table 9

Table 10

List of Tables

Summary Build-Out Data for Land Use Sceasari
Alachua County 2050 Population Estimate

Population Within Selected Traffic AnalyZisnes in SW 20
Avenue Area: 2000 to 2025

Population Increase in the Urban Villag&b$0 and Percent
of County’s Total Population Increase by 2050, lapdl Use
Scenario

Summary of Transportation Implicationslfand Use
Scenarios

Water and Wastewater Demand (as providgaRiy)
Potable Water and Wastewater Demand

(Based on adopted Level of Service in City and @pun
Comprehensive Plans)

Public School Capacity versus Enrollment

Projected Number of Public School Studemt8uildout
Scenarios

City of Gainesville Recreation Level ohgee for Each Land
Use Scenario



Executive Summary

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

The Metropolitan Transportation Planning Organ@at(MTPO) has directed Alachua
County, the City of Gainesville, and the UniversitiyFlorida staff to develop proposals
and action items to implement the Urban VillageW 20" Avenue Transportation
Design Proposala planning document which was accepted by the MDRMay 2,
2006.

The purpose of this report is to evaluate four gaired land use scenarios for the
“Urban Village”/SW 2" Avenue study area, which would implement the Urldiage:
SW 2d" Avenue Transportation Design Proposaht the February 28, 2007 Urban
Village Subcommittee Meeting, the Subcommittee dslstaff to provide factual
information about the various impacts of the prebland use scenarios to assist them in
recommending a preferred land use scenario fostingy area. Upon recommendation
by the Subcommittee of a preferred land use sagnsiaff will begin to develop more
detailed planning strategies to implement the gdized concept of land use and density
that is recommended by the Subcommittee.

DESCRIPTION OF LAND USE SCENARIOS

The four land use scenarios identified in this repddress generalized issues of land use
and density for the Urban Village. The four scemathat are evaluated in this report
are: the No-Change Scenario (adopted land useg Bark Plan, Activity Node Plan,
and Density Maximization Plan. These scenariosdaseribed in detail in Section Ill.
The Table below highlights the buildout conditidoseach of the scenarios.

Summary of Buildout Conditions for Land Use Scenas

Scenario Dwelling | Average Population | Non- Employment

Units Residential Residential

Density Floor Area

No-Change 5,577 18 du/ac 11,154 272,500 600
(adopted land
use)
Core Park 5,686 20 du/ac 11,371 437,205 963
Activity Node 15,310 50 du/ac 30,619 1,172,410 2,57
Density 30,625 100 du/ac 61,250 1,172,410 2,578
Maximization




IMPACTS OF LAND USE SCENARIOS

The land use scenarios described in this reporidvoave a planning horizon of
2050. The population of Alachua County is estirdategrow by about 131,000
people by the Year 2050 (see Section V). Twotled scenarios being
considered, the Activity Node and Density MaximiaatPlans, would provide

for a significantly higher population in the Urba&filage area than is currently
anticipated under existing City and County Compnshe Plans. The Activity

Node and Density Maximization Plans would therefabsorb a much greater
percentage of the County’s future population growthithe Urban Village area
than the No Change Scenario (adopted land usd)eoCore Park Plan. A key
issue in the evaluation of the four land use sdesds what percentage of the
County’s future growth can be reasonably expectei$ desired to occur in the
Urban Village area (see page 23).

It is uncertain whether the Urban Village concepiulg result in a re-allocation
of future population growth from other areas of @munty to the Urban Village,
or if it would result in new residents being atteat to Alachua County from
outside the County. The establishment of a unigukan Village has the
potential to attract new residents to Alachua Cpumthich may increase the
expected rate of future population growth. At slaene time, the establishment of
this Urban Village also has the potential to r@edte some percentage of the
County’s future population growth into the studgarand possibly away from
other locations within the County. The degree tocl either of these scenarios
will occur is uncertain without the benefit of a realetailed scientific analysis of
the population dynamics of the four land use saesar

Automobile traffic congestion is a critical issw@ the Urban Village area. All of
the scenarios will result in roads which fall bel@adopted level of service
standards. Higher population and density will agloke automobile trips to the
roadway network and reduce travel speeds on thi#sroln order to implement a
higher density land use scenario for the study,asd@rnative solutions to
transportation concurrency will be necessary.

A key finding in the transportation analysis istthfae percentagef automobile
trips (as a percentage of total trips of all traveldes) on the roadway network
decreases while the percentage of transit and leipgdestrian trips increases,
when residential density and land use diversityimeeeased. This “mode share”
for transit and bicycle/pedestrian modes increases higher density mixed use
environment. The mode share percentages, howessrain constant when
residential density reaches an average of 60 paitacre. Despite the increase in
transit and bicycle/pedestrian mode share thattrésm higher density and land
use diversity, the total number of automobile trgrsthe roadway network still
increases as the population and density of theasigenincrease.



The Urban Village contains significant natural neees. Hogtown Creek forms
the north and west boundaries of the study arehttewetlands surrounding the
creek comprise about 139 acres of the total studg.a Hogtown Creek is an
“Impaired” water body as designated by the Floiegartment of Environmental
Protection (FDEP), and as such it has a Total MarinDaily Load (TMDL)
which limits the maximum amount of a pollutant thatvater body can assimilate
without causing further degradation of water quwalit Special planning
consideration will need to be given to the desiamdards used in development
adjacent to or near Hogtown Creek. For exampley lbmpact Development
(LID) stormwater practices should be consideredhigher density sites near the
creek (see Section XII).

The Urban Village Study Area also contains smalitipos of the 1,782-acre
Hogtown Prairie-Sugarfoot site identified in tidachua County Ecological
Inventory Projec KBN Study) (KBN 1996). The KBN study ranks thige 3¢
out of 47 projects evaluated in the county, angégatizes is ecological value as
high. This site runs along the north and west sdgethe Urban Village study
area. The Hogtown Prairie-Sugarfoot site is desdigpgh as a Strategic Ecosystem
in the Alachua County Comprehensive Plan, whichuireg the County to
preserve, conserve, enhance, and manage the eadlagiegrity of Strategic
Ecosystems, as determined through ground-truthsigguthe KBN report as a
guide. A special area plan is required to esthldecific guidelines for Strategic
Ecosystems prior to approval of land use changesjing changes, or
development approvals within these areas.

Gainesville Regional Utilities (GRU) has indicatidet they do not anticipate any
deficiencies in the provision of potable water saditary sewer service resulting
from any of the proposed land use scenarios thrabghplanning horizon of
2050. The levels of service adopted in the City @ounty Comprehensive Plans
should continue to be met under each scenario.

According to current public school capacity andodinrent figures provided by
the School Board of Alachua County, there may Hecigacies in public school
capacity resulting from all of the proposed lane ssenarios (including the
adopted land use). The assigned elementary amdskigpols for the study area
are currently above the permanent student capaesltye the assigned middle
school is currently at 85% of the permanent studaptcity. There are proposed
new school facilities and sites identified in thenfative Facilities Work Program
for the School District. These new sites may weieapacity issues to some
degree, although these planned facilities do ria# tato account the significant
population increase that would result from the wtti Node or Density
Maximization Plans. If either of these plans iscammended by the
Subcommittee, there will need to be extensive doattbn with the School Board
regarding school capacity issues.



Recreation levels of service will be impacted by gnoposed land use scenarios.
Alachua County currently meets its adopted level sefvice standards for
recreation. The County, however, may fall below #dopted standard for
improved resource based and activity-based reoreatithe near future, based on
currently anticipated population growth. The aiddial population growth
resulting from the Activity Node and Density Maxiation Plans could magnify
the future level of service deficiencies. The #ddiof certain lands that have
been acquired by Alachua County through the AlacBaanty Forever land
conservation initiative are expected to be maddigybaccessible and may be
counted toward the resource-based level of servites unsure at this time how
many acres of Alachua County Forever lands may dented toward the
improved resource-based recreation total, but taésiional lands, in part, are
anticipated to serve the recreation needs of futopailation growth in the area.

The City of Gainesville currently meets its minimigwel of service standards for
recreation. The City would, however, fall belove thdopted levels of service for
several recreational facilities and park acreagdeurthe Activity Node and
Density Maximization Plans. New recreational fitieis may need to be added to
the system to serve the new population resultiognfthese two scenarios.

Public safety levels of service are expected tdiooa to be met under all land
use scenarios, however, the Activity Node Plan Bedsity Maximization Plan
could result in taller buildings than are currerfttynd in most parts of Alachua
County. Fire equipment needs may need to be fuetvauated in the next stages
of this process in order to ensure that the fiszwe service needs can be met for
the preferred land use scenario.

The Activity Node and Density Maximization Plansutm result in the
development of unique housing options in the Ugdlage area. The maximum
residential densities proposed under the No-Ch&ugmario (1 to 24 units/acre)
and Core Park Plan (also 1 to 24 units/acre) wbkidly result in a mix of multi-
family and single-family attached housing unit typeThe maximum residential
densities proposed under the Activity Node Plant(4®5 units/acre) and Density
Maximization Plan (80 to 150 units/acre) would tesu predominantly vertical
multi-family housing unit types. Higher densityvééopment can potentially be
more affordable than lower density development beeanore dwelling units are
placed on a parcel of land, although after a pdirgher density housing can
become more costly to build due to greater constmicand engineering
requirements.

SUMMARY

Of the four proposed land use scenarios, two ahtttee No-Change Scenario and Core
Park Plan, are not significantly different than #sasting condition. The No-Change
Scenario and Core Park Plan feature suburban-tgpelantial densities, which are
characteristic of existing development in the ar@&e Activity Node Plan and Density
Maximization Plan provide for significantly higheesidential density and population



than the other two scenarios. Regardless of whgdnario is recommended by the
Subcommittee, there will be implementation chalks)gparticularly in the area of
transportation concurrency. The development afrecarrency solution for the area will
be one of the major implementation tasks for anyhef scenarios. The Activity Node
Plan and Density Maximization Plan will also presadditional challenges in terms of
maintaining the adopted levels of service for wasicCity and County services and
infrastructure. The Activity Node Plan and Depditaximization Plan will also require
the development of a unique set of developmengdesiandards that are oriented more
toward a higher density urban area.



Impacts of Land Use Scenarios

l. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

Alachua County, the City of Gainesville, and theivénsity of Florida have received
direction from the Metropolitan Transportation Rlarg Organization for the Gainesville
Urbanized Area (MTPO) to develop proposals andbadtems to implement the Urban
Village: SW 28' Avenue Transportation Design Proposalich was accepted by the
MTPO on May 2, 2006. The Urban Village: SW"2avenue Transportation Design
Proposalis a plan developed by the University of Florideh&l Of Architecture in
collaboration with the MTPO with the following prary goals:

» Develop transportation strategies that reduce anibden congestion, enhance
multi-modal connectivity, local walkability, cyclinand transit.

« Promote mixed use development, urban density mdogles and mixed
demographic opportunities

* Advance design innovation, sustainability, and ecop through integrated
design.

The Plan contains various recommendations relatnéand use, transportation, and
urban design, among other items. In August 20@8f som Alachua County, the City
of Gainesville, and University of Florida beganragess to develop the requested action
items to implement the Urban Village: SW'2avenue Transportation Design Proposal.

Figure 1. Land Use Vision from_Urban Village: SW 2" Avenue
Transportation Design Proposal
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An Urban Village Subcommittee was appointed, cdmgs of two County
Commissioners, two City Commissioners and the Usitye of Florida MTPO member.
The Subcommittee’s task is to oversee the impleatient of the Urban Village: SW 20
Avenue Transportation Design Propo#fiaough joint planning by Alachua County, the
City of Gainesville, and University of Florida. Aocus Group, consisting of
representatives from the Gainesville Chamber of @emnte, Gainesville Home Builders
Association, Florida Department of Transportatiblgrida Community Design Center,
and other interested stakeholders and citizens alas appointed to assist the
Subcommittee with this task. Staff assistancentoSubcommittee and Focus Group is
provided by the Urban Village Planning Team, whadnsists of staff from Alachua
County, the City of Gainesville, the MTPO, and thaiversity of Florida Facilities
Planning Division.

The Planning Team developed a Scope of Work foptgect, which was presented to
and approved by the Subcommittee on October 4, .208@&y components of the
approved Scope of Work are:

» Identification of a proposed “Study Area” and “Cexit Area”

* Inventory of Existing Conditions

* Development of conceptual Future Land Use scenarios

» Evaluating impacts of the Future Land Use scendmatuding traffic modeling
by consultant)

» Selection of a preferred Future Land Use Scenario

* Development of Implementation Strategies and Caragy Solutions

» Draft Comprehensive Plan Amendments (City and Ggunt

Currently, the Planning Team is in the processwvaiuating the impacts of the Future
Land Use Scenarios {4ullet point). The results of this evaluation aoatained in this
report. The next step in the process will be lier Subcommittee to review the report and
recommend a preferred land use scenario for tharUvlillage.

After the Subcommittee has recommended a prefdamd use scenario, the Planning
Team will begin to develop specific implementatsinategies for this scenario. These
strategies will include the development of draftdause and concurrency management
approaches that will serve as a foundation fortjGiamprehensive Plan amendments by
the City and County. The implementation strategwdk also include an urban design
template for bicycle-pedestrian friendly, trangiieated development and redevelopment
considerations.

The draft implementation strategies will be presdnto the Focus Group and
Subcommittee around August or September of 200¥e Subcommittee will then make
a recommendation to the MTPO, with a request tafi®O for recommendations to the
City and County Commission on joint ComprehensilanRamendments for the Urban
Village area. Following direction and authorizatidoy the City and County
Commissions, the Planning Team will initiate thecessary City and County
Comprehensive Plan amendments, in coordination FIX®T and DCA.
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[I.  STUDY AREA AND CONTEXT AREA

The Planning Team identified a “Study Area” (seguré 2) which consists of about 500
acres that forms the core of the Urban VillageisHrea is generally bound by Hogtown
Creek to the north, SW $4Avenue to the south, SW B&treet to the east, and Hogtown
Creek/existing condominium development to the wedtis is the area where land use
changes and design standards could potentiallyppéed in order to implement the
Urban Village concept.

Flgure 2. Urban Village “Study Area”
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The Planning Team also identified a “Context Arée Figure 3) which is a larger area
surrounding the Study Area. The Context Area wlastified primarily as an area where

the transportation impacts of Study Area land useges would be evaluated.

Figure 3. Urban Village Context Area
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[ll.  LAND USE SCENARIOS

The Urban Village: SW 20 Avenue Transportation Design Propostscribes the
Urban Village Concept as “a community of approxietya®0,000 people at a density of
approximately 120 per acre, who would not needuomaobile.” Using this statement as
a guide, the Planning Team prepared four concepdnal use scenarios for the Urban
Village area which were approved for evaluationths Subcommittee on November 16,
2006. The scenarios are briefly described asvallo

No Change Scenario

The No-Change Scenario (see Figure 4) represemtautinently adopted Future Land Use
for the study area. This includes Future Land tdssignations adopted in the City and
County Comprehensive Plans and the University ofiéh Master Plan. The No-Change
scenario is included in this evaluation as a basetiondition for comparison to other
scenarios. This scenario assumes the “Option &isportation network will be in place
at buildout, and that the transit level of serwick remain the same as it is today.

The residential densities of the adopted Futuredlldse categories range from a low of 1
to 4 units per acre to a high of 14 to 24 unitsgaee. The average residential density for
the study area is 18 units per acre. There aceaout 22 acres of Commercial land use
located along SW 34Street, which could potentially result in abou 500 square feet
of non-residential floor area.

Figure 4. No Change Scenario
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Core Park Plan

The Core Park Plan proposes similar residentiakities to the No-Change Scenario,
while also providing for designated mixed use aatk@reas. This Plan features large
“core park” areas near the center of the Villagd aeveral smaller parks dispersed
throughout the Village. The Core Park Plan assuthes“Option M” transportation
network will be in place at buildout, and that tin@nsit level of service will remain the
same as it is today. This plan also assumes #rétng will be restricted to one space
per dwelling unit.

The maximum residential densities of the Core Rarkl use categories would range
from a low of 14 units per acre to a high of 24tsiper acre. The average residential
density for the study area would be 20 units pee.ac The Core Park Plan would
accommodate a build out population of approximafiely371. This Plan is similar in
population and residential density to the No-Charggenario, with the primary
difference being that a similar population woulddseommodated in a smaller land area
due to the designated open space and park arelasvdélidd remain undeveloped. It
should be noted that the park areas were assignmedigential density of 24 dwelling
units per acre, with the idea that this densitylddoe transferred to adjacent areas
designated “Village High Density Residential.”

The Core Park Plan would allow for an estimated,2@% square feet of non-residential
land uses in the study area. The total non-resaleffoor area was estimated using a
ratio of 30 square feet of retail per person, amafdice floor area equal to 25% of the
estimated retail area. Most of the non-residerfiktadr area would be located in the 22
acre “Village Commercial Mixed Use” area along SW'®treet. A limited amount of
non-residential would also be located within mixegk developments in the “Village
High Density Residential” and “Village Medium DetysiResidential” land use
categories.
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Flgure 5 Core Park Plan
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Activity Node Plan

The Activity Node Plan proposes much higher redidémlensities and non-residential
allocations than both of the previous scenariohis Plan features mixed use “Activity
Nodes” at four road intersections within the stadlga. These nodes would contain the
highest density and intensity land uses within shely area. The Activity Node Plan
assumes the “Option M” transportation network via# in place at buildout, and that
parking will be restricted to one space per dwgllimit. This Plan also assumes that
premium transit service will be provided from thaitersity to Butler Plaza via Hull
Road and SW 43Street.

The maximum residential densities of the Activitpd¢ land use categories would range
from a low of 40 units per acre to a high of 75tsiper acre. The average residential
density for the study area under this Plan woul&®enits per acre. The Activity Node
Plan would accommodate a build out population gfrapimately 30,619. This Plan
would accommodate a much higher build out populatitan either the No-Change
Scenario or the Core Park Plan.
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The Activity Node Plan would allow for an estimatéd 72, 410 square feet of non-
residential land uses in the study area. The taialresidential floor area was estimated
using a ratio of 30 square feet of retail per persmd an office floor area equal to 25%
of the estimated retail area. Most of the nondesiial floor area in this Plan would be
located in the “Village High Density Mixed Use” egbry, most of which is located
within the designated Activity Nodes. In additi@nsignificant amount of non-residential
floor area would be located in the “Village Commalrdvixed Use” category, located
along SW 3% Street. A limited amount of non-residential woaldo be located within
mixed use developments in the “Village High Den&tsidential” land use category.

Figure 6. Activity Node Plan
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Density Maximization Plan

The fourth land use scenario, the Density MaxinmraPlan, maximizes the residential

density in the study area to the greatest extessiple. According to the direction
provided by the Urban Village Subcommittee, the E¥gnMaximization Plan should be

a test of how much density can potentially be acoonated in the Urban Village area

before significant roadway levels of service imgawatll occur. Staff found, however,

that significant roadway level of service impacud occur in the No-Change scenario

(see Transportation section), which uses the ctiyreadopted Future Land Use

residential densities. Staff has, therefore, priegsethe Density Maximization Plan as a

modified version of the Activity Node Plan, withgsificantly higher residential

densities.

The maximum residential densities of the land wegories would range from a low of
80 units per acre to a high of 150 units per adrke average residential density for the
Study Area under this Plan would be 100 units peg.a The Density Maximization Plan

would accommodate a build out population of apprately 61,250. This Plan would

accommodate a much higher build out population ttenNo-Change Scenario, Core

Park Plan, or Activity Node Plan.

Figure 7. Density Maximization Plan
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The Density Maximization Plan would allow for artiested 1,172, 410 square feet of
non-residential land uses in the study area. Ehike same non-residential floor area
total as the Activity Node Plan. The non-residantotal for the Density Maximization
Plan was not increased proportionately with theedddopulation because the market
may not be able to support any additional non-esdidl, given the location of the Study
Area between two existing regional commercial cenntButler Plaza and the Oaks Mall.

As with the Activity Node Plan, the Density Maxirairon Plan assumes the “Option M”
transportation network will be in place at buildoand that parking will be restricted to
one space per dwelling unit. This Plan also assuimg premium transit service will be
provided from the University to Butler Plaza vialHRoad and SW 43 Street.

Table 1. Summary Build-Out Data for Land Use Scermndos

Scenario Dwelling | Average Population | Non- Employment

Units Residential Residential

Density Floor Area

No-Change 5,577 18 du/ac 11,154 272,500 600
Core Park 5,686 20 du/ac 11,371 437,205 963
Activity 15,310 50 du/ac 30,619 1,172,410 2,578
Node
Density 30,625 100 du/ac 61,250 1,172,410% 2,578*
Maximization

* The non-residential figure was kept the same agé\thigity Node Plan because it is unlikely
that the market can support more non-residentiaksp given the Study Area’s location between
two existing regional commercial centers, Butlea#l and the Oaks Mall.
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V. POPULATION GROWTH

Population projections used for planning purposes @rovided by the Bureau of
Economic and Business Research (BEBR). The mostnteBEBR population
projections extend to the Year 2030. The Urbanayé Action Planuses a planning
horizon of 2050, therefore, it was necessary teggr an estimate of the population of
Alachua County for 2050 for comparison to the psgmbscenario populations for the
Urban Village. This evaluation attempts to presansimple estimate of the 2050
population of Alachua County based on the mostntepeojections from BEBR for the
Years 2010 to 2030. It should be noted thateftemates of population beyond 2030
provided in this report have been estimated bylUHhsan Village Planning Team staff,
and are not calculated or endorsed by BEBR. BEBRsdnot provide population
projections beyond 2030 because there is too mocértainty and the margin of error is
too large to be useful.

The Planning Team generated a 2050 County popuolastimate by creating a best-fit
curve for the BEBR projections from 2010-2030. fiStesed three extrapolated best-fit
curves: (1) An extrapolated "high" estimate basadhe "high" projections shown by
BEBR from 2010-2030; (2) An extrapolated "mediurstimate based on the "medium"”
projections shown by BEBR from 2010-2030; and (3) éxtrapolated "low" estimate
based on "low" projections shown by BEBR from 2@030.

Using the “medium” extrapolation, staff estimathe population of Alachua County in
the Year 2050 to be 374,920. This estimate is\aed to be used only for Urban Village
planning purposes.

Table 2. Alachua County 2050 Population Projection

YEAR POPULATION
2010 259,800
2015 277,300
2020 291,800
2025 304,700
2030 316,800
2035 332,500
2040 346,640
2045 360,780
2050 374,920
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Sources:

2010 to 2030: BEBR- Florida Population Studiesojections of Florida
Population by County, 2006-2030. Volume 40 Bulléd7, Feb 2007

2035 to 2050: Estimated by Alachua County Grow#dnadgement staff.
Years 2035 to 2050 are estimates and not offideBB population
projections.

Figure 8. Alachua County Population Estimate: 200 to 2050

Population
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Alachua County Population Estimate 2010 to 2050

374,920

316,800

259,800

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

Year

Notes:

The pink linerepresents BEBR population projections as provided
Florida Population Studies: Projections of FloridRopulation by County,
2006-2030. Volume 40 Bulletin 147, Feb 2007

The blue linaepresents Planning Team staff estimate based on
extrapolation of BEBR estimates from 2010 to 2030.

21



Urban Village Study Area Population

The Gainesville Urbanized Area Transportation Studyocioeconomic Repgrtiated
July 15, 2004 and prepared for the MTPO, providesogconomic data for Alachua
County for a base year (2000), interim year (2048) target year (2025). The data is
broken down into small geographic areas known affi€rAnalysis Zones (TAZ). These
TAZs provide the best means of estimating the pmn of the Urban Village area,
although the TAZ boundaries do not match the staiha boundaries exactly. Using
several Traffic Analysis Zones that encompass theat) Village Study Area, staff
estimated the current and projected populatiomefurban Village and surrounding area
under current conditions. It should be noted thatboundaries of some of the selected
TAZs extend beyond the Urban Village Study Area #rat the population of the study
area itself is likely less than what the TAZ datdicates, due to sampling of a larger
area. According to this data, the population eflthtban Village and surrounding area in
2000 was approximately 8,480, or about 4% of their®gs total population. The
percentage of the County’s population within thédir Village and surrounding area is
expected to increase only slightly through the Y2@25 under currently adopted Plans,
but will likely remain at about 4%.

Table 3. Population Within Selected Traffic Analyss Zones in SW 28 Avenue
Area: 2000 to 2025

Year County Population* Sw 20" Ave. Urban Village
TAZ Percent of County
Population** Population
2000 217,955 8,480 3.89%
2015 277,300 11,004 3.97%
2025 304,700 12,687 4.16%

*  Source: BEBR- Florida Population Studies: fertions of Florida Population by
County, 2006-2030. Volume 40 Bulletin 147, Feb7200

**  Source: Gainesville Urbanized Area Trans@gitn Study: Socioeconomic Report
dated July 15, 2004 (prepared for the MTPO)
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The current population of Alachua County is estedaby BEBR (April 2006) to be
243,779. If the County grows to a population 04,320 by the Year 2050, this would be
a 54% increase in the population, or 131,141 nesideats in the next 43 years. A key
guestion in the evaluation of the four land usenades is what percentage of the
County’s future growth by the Year 2050 can be oeably expected or is desired to
occur in the Urban Village area. Table 4 shows pgbpulation_increasen the Urban
Village Area by the Year 2050 under each scenanordase above the 2000 census
population for the area), then shows the percentdgthe countywide total projected
population increase by the Year 2050 that wouldooated in the Urban Village under
each scenario.

Table 4: Population Increase in the Urban Villagdy 2050 and Percent of County’s
Total Population Increase by 2050, by Land Use Scano

Scenario Current Urban Urban Population Percent of
Name Village Village Increasein County’s Total
Population Buildout Urban Village Population
(2000 Census) | Population by 2050* Increaseby
(2050) 2050**
No Change 8,480 11,154 2,674 2.04%
Core Park 8,480 11,371 2,891 2.20%
Activity 8,480 30,619 22,139 16.88%
Node
Density 8,480 61,250 52,770 40.24%
Maximization

Note: * The population increase in the Urban &gjé by 2050 is the increase above the
current Urban Village population of 8,480 (200sas)

** Percentage of the total County population grovaf 131,141 by 2050vhich
would be located in the Urban Village

The population of the Urban Village area todaypgpraximately 8,480. The No-Change
Scenario would result in a 2050 buildout populaithe Urban Village of 11,154. This
yields a population increase in the Urban Villageapproximately 2,674 by the Year
2050, which amounts to 2.04% of the countywideltptajected population increase by
the Year 2050.

The Core Park Plan would result in a 2050 buildmapulation in the Urban Village of
11,371. This yields a population increase in thiedd Village of approximately 2,891 by
the Year 2050, which amounts to 2.20% of the cowiuly total projected population
increase by the Year 2050.

If a goal of this planning exercise is to concetetra high percentage of the County’s
future population growth in the Urban Village aris would create a more compact
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rather than sprawled development pattern), therNin€hange Scenario and Core Park
Plan do not accomplish this.

The Activity Node Plan would result in a 2050 boid population in the Urban Village
of 30,619. This yields a population increase ia thrban Village of approximately
22,139 by the Year 2050, which amounts to 16.88%hefcountywide total projected
population growth by the Year 2050.

The Density Maximization Plan would result in a @d&uildout population in the Urban
Village of 61,250. This yields a population ingeain the Urban Village of
approximately 52,770 by the Year 2050, which amsuat40.24% of the countywide
total projected population growth by the Year 2050.

The Activity Node and Density Maximization Plangtboesult in significant percentages
of the County’s 2050 population growth being lodaten the Urban Village.
Concentrating future population growth in a comgadian Village area as is proposed
under the Activity Node and Density MaximizatioraR$ could help the County and City
contain sprawl to a degree, provide multi-modalngportation access to major
employment centers, and provide urban serviceuutard populations in an efficient
manner.
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V. IMPACTS ON CITY AND COUNTY PLANS

The Activity Node Plan and Density Maximization ®lavill result in significant
increases in population in the Urban Village abamd beyond that which is anticipated
under the current Future Land Use. The ActivitydBld®lan would accommodate an
additional 19,465 residents in the study area aldvwa is currently allocated under the
adopted Future Land Use Map. The Density MaxinoralPlan would accommodate an
additional 50,096 residents in the study area aldvwa is currently allocated under the
adopted Future Land Use Map. As estimated ini@etV of this report, the County’s
total population is expected to grow by about 131 ,fesidents by the Year 2050. It is
uncertain whether the establishment of a true UnNddlage concept will significantly
impact the expected rate of population growth s @ounty, or if the new population in
the Urban Village will be re-allocated growth frasther locations within the County. A
significant issue to consider is how much of theu@yg’'s expected population growth
through the Year 2050 can be and should be expéated located in the Urban Village
area, and how much of that growth will consist efvnresidents to the County versus
existing residents who may choose to relocateddJhtban Village.

There is a possibility that the creation of an Wrhaéllage in this location would attract

new residents to Alachua County who otherwise wawitlhave considered relocating to
the area. The Urban Village is envisioned as apaminmix of high density residences,
shops, offices and civic uses designed to be whdk&likeable and transit-friendly, that
enhances access to the University area and thigyatithe overall transportation system
to meet the mobility needs of the general communithis concept, at the large scale
being proposed, would result in a unique urbanmgeth Alachua County, which could

attract new residents. If the Urban Village condspealized, it could potentially affect

the rate of growth in the County to some degra@pabh it is uncertain to what degree
this may occur.

On the other hand, the establishment of an Urbdlagé in this location could also
attract a certain percentage of existing Countydesds. In this case, the rate of
population growth in the County would remain assiturrently projected, but a larger
percentage of that growth would be concentratedh&n Urban Village area. This
scenario could potentially reduce the future rdteanversion of vacant land to urban
residential uses. The Urban Village area wouldtwap some percentage of the
population that would have otherwise resided in rd®velopments elsewhere in the
County or in its municipalities.

If the Urban Village captures a greater percentzgie projected population growth in
the County than is currently expected, then thesetqul future population growth may be
reduced in other areas of the County. It is uagenvhich areas of the County would
receive less population growth as a result of theat Village. This would be a future
policy decision that would need to be consideredhaygoverning bodies of the County
and its municipalities, through a coordinated piagreffort.
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The City of Gainesville indicates that it is intsted in compact, mixed-use urban
densities within the Urban Village, as it is beteMvthat higher densities are beneficial to
the community when they are located in proximityatonajor trip generator such as the
University of Florida campus. However, the City Wwiblike to see a balance struck
between population densities sought within the ag# and the need to promote a
healthy, revitalized, redeveloped downtown Gairlesvin general, cities are healthiest
when the most significant community densities antensities are located in the
downtown area, with densities and intensities aisgadown as one moves away from
the downtown.

The Alachua County Comprehensive Plan also provatdgport to high density mixed
use development in specific locations within thénaarporated County. Policy 1.3.10.1
of the Future Land Use Element, for example, stiduais

High Density Residential development should ocouthe vicinity of the

University of Florida, along related corridors suas SW 29 Avenue,

transit corridors, immediately adjacent to Santa Eemmunity College
and in or near activity centers, preferably in nidxedevelopments, to
reduce the length and number of automobile tripddigh density

residential areas shall be located in the urbanstéu.

Policy 1.3.10.4 of the Future Land Use Element satkes a step further and describes
policy changes that would need to occur in ordegst@ablish densities above 24 units per
acre.

Densities higher than 24.00 DU/Acre may be congdean high activity

centers, on well served transit corridors, suctSa¥ 28 Avenue, or in the
vicinity of the University of Florida, provided thahe development is
compatible with surrounding land uses. A comprshen plan

amendment will be required to establish policied adentify areas
appropriate for these higher densities. The pebcshall provide for the
integration of these developments into the surrouqp@ommunity using
high quality development design features.

A Comprehensive Plan amendment is required to ksttapolicies which provide for
integration of higher density development into twrounding community using high
quality design features. Such design features avdaé included in the eventual
Comprehensive Plan amendments which would implenikat preferred land use
scenario.
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Policy 1.1.4 of the Transportation Mobility Elemergicognizes the need for a viable
concurrency solution for the SW®@venue area, and requires the County to coordinate
with the City of Gainesville on a joint special arplan which integrates both land use
and transportation:

Alachua County may consider a Transportation Coreney Exception
Area in accordance with Section 163.3180, Floridat®es, with the City
of Gainesville to implement the recommendationthefSW 28 Avenue
Charrette. The area is bounded by the City of &swille’s City Limit to
the North, SW 32 Street to the East, SW"2Avenue to the South, and I-
75 to the West. The purpose of a TCEA for the s@ald be to promote
the objectives of the SW"@venue Charrette to create a pedestrian and
bicycle-oriented student village. As a preliminérgnsportation plan for
that area, the County accepts the map and guidelwfethe proposed
transportation modifications of the SW "20Avenue Charrette (see
Appendix B). The County will coordinate with thiey©f Gainesville on a
joint Special Area Plan which addresses and integgdoth land use and
transportation.  Upon completion of the Special &ré&tudy, a
Comprehensive Plan amendment adopting the Speced Study and
TCEA shall be considered. The TCEA developed tigh City of
Gainesville for this area shall also include staria for developer
mitigation of impacts within the area and thosendi@ds will be linked to
the specific transportation plan for the area. ®rito programming
specific projects involving the expenditure of CQgufunds, additional
analysis shall be required.

The area described in this policy is somewhat latigen the Urban Village study area,
but the direction is provided to prepare a jointy@ounty special area plan which
integrates land use and transportation for the Adenue area. The current Urban
Village planning process is intended to achievertkent of this policy.

With regard to the proposed non-residential lanésus the study area, the Alachua
County Comprehensive Plan seeks to concentrateshigkensity non-residential land

uses in Activity Centers which are designated @ REhture Land Use Map. EXxisting

Activity Centers in the Urban Cluster area are etgxto accommodate most of the non-
residential demand in the unincorporated Countyleast to the Year 2020. It is

uncertain, therefore, how much additional non-ressichl area can realistically be

expected to develop in the Urban Village area, mjitree existing activity centers in the

unincorporated area. These existing Activity Cenbeclude:

. Springhills
. Oaks Mall
. Archer Road/3% Street

. Tower Road/2% Avenue

. Archer Road/Tower Road
. Jonesville

. Eastside
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VI. TRANSPORTATION

The Urban Village study area is generally centemedind the SW 20Avenue roadway
corridor. In the larger context, the area is sumded by four major regional roadways:
SW 34" Street, Archer Road, I-75, and Newberry Road Egare 9). A transportation
consultant conducted a detailed analysis of thellef/service and operating conditions
of the road facilities surrounding the Urban Vikagrea under each of the land use
scenarios identified in Section Ill. It should beted that the background population
data for the transportation analysis assumes timatadditional population for each
scenario was in addition to the existing populatiexpected for the study area.
Population was not re-allocated from other areadb®fCounty to the study area.

Figure 9. Location Map and Major Trip Generators

Figure 10 shows the proposed Urban Village roadwetwork which was used in
modeling the transportation impacts of the land aarios. The network corresponds
closely to the “Option M” roadway network (Figurd)lwhich was adopted by the
MTPO for the Urban Village/SW 2DAvenue area. Key improvements provided in
“Option M” include: widening of SW 43 Street and a portion of SW 2@venue from
two lanes to 4 divided lanes; an extension of iRalad west of SW 34Street to SW 20
Avenue; and a new road, SW"38treet, running from the new Hull Road extension t
Windmeadows Boulevard. The only difference betwienadopted “Option M” and the
network which was modeled for this exercise was dleition of the Radio Road
extension from SW 32%Street to SW 22 Avenue.
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Figure 10. Urban Village Roadway Network
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The Planning Team worked with the consultant tondl@e the land use scenarios
described in Section Il into data (e.g., popwatidwellings, and employment) to be
input into a transportation model. For each lase scenario and its associated data, the
transportation model produced results related fame to capacity ratio, vehicle miles
and travel time per trip, projected roadway speedsl mode share. The results are
presented as maps and data on the following pages.

The volume to capacity ratio is a measure of rogdeangestion. A higher volume to
capacity ratio corresponds to higher roadway camges The area-wide volume to
capacity ratio for roadways generally increase$ wibre density and population in the
Study Area. All of the scenarios have congestedewerely congested roads. The No-
Change Scenario has the lowest overall volumeaaty ratio of the land use
scenarios, the Core Park Plan has a slightly hight®w, and the Activity Node Plan is
even higher, and so forth. Additional traffic cesgjon, however, could induce more
compact, higher-density, mixed use, multi-modaleeyment within the Urban Village.

The average vehicle miles per trip (VMT/trip) is additional measure of automobile
travel behavior in the area. The average vehidlesnper trip measures how far, on
average, vehicles travel from their origin to thdestination. This figure generally
decreases with more density and a more diverseomises. In this case, the VMT/trip
actually increases from the No-Change to the Caaek APlan, although this is an
abnormality. The Activity Node Plan, however, dbese a much lower VMT/trip than
the other scenarios (lower VMT/trip is an indicatdrrelatively compact development
patterns).

The average vehicle travel time per trip (VHT/trig) another measure of automobile
travel behavior in the area. The VHT/trip measutes average time that it takes for
vehicles to travel from their origin to their destiion. This figure generally decreases
with more density and a more diverse mix of usksthis case, the VHT/trip actually
increases from the No-Change to the Core Park R¥aich is an abnormality. The
Activity Node Plan, however, does have a much lowdf/trip than the other scenarios.

Roadway travel speeds are another indicator didrebngestion which was modeled by

the consultant. The maps on the following pageswnsthe changes in travel speeds
resulting from each of the land use scenarios.rdt@uld be travel speed reductions on
a few roadway segments when comparing the CoreMarkto the No-Change Scenario.

Under the Activity Node Plan, the majority of thead segments in the Study and
Context area would experience some degree of tegesd reduction as compared to the
No-Change Scenario.
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Mode share refers to the mode of travel used tdrget an origin to a destination. The
maps on the following pages show the percentagetaf person-trips that would use
automobile, transit, or bicycle/pedestrian traveld®s under each land use scenario. As
the residential density and the diversity of thedlase mix increases, there would also be
a decrease in automobile usage accompanied by emease in the transit and
bicycle/pedestrian travel modes. The Core Park Rlzuld result in greater use of transit
and bicycle/pedestrian modes than the No-Changeafioe The Activity Node Plan
would result in greater use of transit and bicymeestrian modes than both the No-
Change and Core Park Plans.
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Figure 12. Projected Roadway Speeds: No-Changee®ario
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Figure 13. Level of Traffic Congestion: No-Changé&cenario
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Figure 14.

Projected Roadway Speeds: Core Parkdh
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Figure 15. Level of Traffic Congestion: Core ParkPlan
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Figure 16. Projected Roadway Speeds: Activity NaPlan
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Figure 17. Level of Traffic Congestion: ActivityNode Plan

N
o

Level of
Congestion

None (0 - 0.80)

Borderline (0.80 - 1.05)

14‘\

Congested (1.05 - 1.20)|

Severely (> 1.20)

Auto travel

VMT/trip: 5 miles
VHT/trip: 13 minutes
Areawide V/C: 1.85

Mode share
Auto: 48%
Transit: 33%

Ped/Bike: 19%

Implications
Congested Road

Network
Increased Mode Split

Travel Speed
reduction in Urban
Village area and SIS
facility

34




Table 5 — Summary of Transportation Implications fa Land Use Scenarios

No Change | Core Park Activity Node | Density
Maximization

VMT/TRIP 10 miles 12 miles 5 miles --
VHT/TRIP 21 minutes 27 minutes 13 minutes --
AREA WIDE V/C | 1.69 1.70 1.85 --
AUTO MODE 66% 52% 48% 41%
SHARE

TRANSIT MODE | 26% 33% 33% 38%
SHARE

PED/BIKE MODE | 8% 15% 19% 21%
SHARE

*Supplemental information from the transportationnsultant, which responds to
guestions raised by the Subcommittee on Februarig@8been provided, and is included
as an attachment at the end of the report.
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Figure 18 shows how the number of person tripgéyel mode (automobile, transit, and
bicycle/pedestrian) varies by average residengssdy. The information presented in
the previous pages indicates that the transit anytlle/pedestrian mode share generally
increases along with increases in residential dgndi should be noted, however, that
the transit and bicycle/pedestrian mode share besomaximized and will remain
constant beyond a density of 60 units per acreotiar key point which is shown in
Figure 18 is that, although the transit and bidpedestrian mode shares will increase
along with increased density (up to 60 units/adfre,total number of automobile trips on
the network would still increase as a result ofallditional density in the area.

Figure 18. Mode Split for Auto, Transit, and Bikeby Average Density
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VIl. NATURAL RESOURCES

The Urban Village contains significant natural reses, including wetlands, surface
waters, flood hazard zones, significant archaeoldgsites, Alachua County Strategic
Ecosystems, and conservation lands along the aodiwest sides of the study area.

Hogtown Creek forms the north and west boundaridbeostudy area and the wetlands
surrounding the creek comprise approximately 13@saof this study area. There are
several smaller isolated wetlands located in thethsportion of the study area. Figure 19
shows wetlands in and around the Urban Village e Tnge wetland system along the
north and west boundaries of the study area i®ntlyrdesignated as Low Density (1 to
4 units/acre) or Medium Density (4 to 8 units/adRelsidential. There are a few isolated
wetlands south of 2DAvenue, which are currently designated as Highsigr{14 to 24
units/acre) Residential.

Figure 19. Wetlands in Urban Village Study Area
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Wetland acreage and function are currently protetrtam development activity through
policies adopted in the Alachua County and CityGafinesville Comprehensive Plans.
Wetland (and surface water) buffers should be thtriollowed as described in the
Alachua County Land Development Regulations. Témceptual land use scenarios for
the Urban Village that have been described in theport propose no further
intensification of Future Land use within the aré&entified as wetlands, and although
not clearly shown on any of the figures, this sdalso apply to the areas required under
code to buffer the wetlands. Any future developtmaeturring in these areas will be
subject to County and City wetland and water guabiotection policies and shall be
designed to meet these requirements.

The Florida Department of Environmental Protect(@EP) has identified Hogtown
Creek as an impaired water body and had adoptedl TMaximum Daily Loads
(TMDLs) for fecal coliforms for the creek. Fecalliftorm bacteria, a microbiological
indicator of human and warm-blooded animal fecdlution, continue to be found at
elevated levels in the creek. The presence oktbeganisms indicates that there may be
other disease causing pathogens also present. iD&horized by state law (Section
403.067, Florida Statutes) to develop basin managéraction plans to implement
TMDLs. DEP is currently in the process of devehgpa basin management action plan
(BMAP) to achieve TMDLs adopted by DEP for the QrarCreek Basin, which includes
Hogtown Creek and 7 other water bodies that haverngaality impairments.

Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be usedatmage pet waste, stormwater
management, water quality protection at apartmemiptexes, meeting water quality
code (Chapter 77 Alachua County Code) requiremengsntaining wetland and creek
buffers, and designing developments to limit inclirend direct impacts to the creek.

Over the past few years, techniques to minimizeitmeacts of new development or
redevelopment are becoming more common place. bopatt Development (LID), has
become important nationwide and throughout FloridB. techniques include those that
are more “environmentally friendly” or sustainablew Impact Development (LID) has
emerged as an effective approach to controllingnsi@ter pollution; protecting
developing watersheds and already urbanized dtHasstrategies integrate green space,
native landscaping, natural hydrologic functions] &arious other techniques to generate
less runoff from developed land. LID techniqueslude reducing the need or size of
stormwater management systems by reducing impes\aoea in the development. This
is conducted by a number of mechanisms, some othwimvolve reductions of
impervious area and decentralized stormwater managesystems to enhance rainfall
recharge.

One of the primary goals of LID stormwater designto reduce runoff volume by
infiltrating rainfall into the ground, evaporatinigback to the atmosphere after a rainfall
event and finding beneficial uses for water ratih@n exporting it as a waste product to
storm sewers. This results in a landscape functimre similar to predevelopment
hydrologic conditions, which means less surfaceoffuand less pollution damage to
lakes and streams. Decentralized stormwater tqubgei are important in areas of
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sensitive karst geology by preventing sinkhole fation, which may allow stormwater to
directly enter the Floridan aquifer.

LID is important in this area because it is a hagjuifer recharge area with Hogtown
creek draining directly to the Floridan Aquifer by of Haile sink. At a minimum, LID
practices should be utilized for all developmehts abut or drain to the Hogtown Creek
system within the project area.

The north and west sides of the study area alstaitoibpecial Flood Hazard Areas
associated with the Hogtown Creek flood plain. Séhareas are shown in Figure 20.
The natural functions of flood plains are protectedder the County and City

Comprehensive Plans. Future development in thaJxbllage would be subject to the

policies in the respective Comprehensive Planginglao flood plain protection.

Figure 20. Flood Hazard Zones in Urban Village Stdy Area

Legend
— I:I Tax_Parcels
] Major_Roads

Lakes
FEMA_Flood_2006

| AREA LOCATED WITHIN
Al

The Urban Village Study Area contains small porsioof the 1,782-acre Hogtown
Prairie-Sugarfoot site identified in th&lachua County Ecological Inventory Project
(KBN Study) (KBN 1996). The purpose of the KBN &uwas to identify, inventory,
map, describe, and evaluate the most significatiralabiological communities, both
upland and wetland, that remain in private owngrshi Alachua County and make
recommendations for protecting these natural ressu(KBN 1996). The KBN study
ranks this site "8 out of 47 projects evaluated in the county, artdgarizes is ecological
value as high. The Urban Village Study Area, hosvewontains only the outermost
fringes of this site, and much of the site hasaalyebeen acquired for conservation by the
City of Gainesville through the Florida Communitiesist.
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The following excerpts from the KBN study descrthe Hogtown Prairie-Sugarfoot site
as follows.

KEY FEATURES: This site is on the west side oh&ille in and

adjacent to the downstream end of Hogtown Creglcontains a part of

Sugarfoot Hammock, which is one of the most oulgtgncalcarious

mesic hammocks in the county (what is left of it).also contains the
lower Hogtown Creek floodplain which has magnificemature forest

hardwood forests of different kinds, some praiai¢ake, and perhaps the
finest example of a slough in north Florida. Figalit contains the sink
where Hogtown Creek goes underground down intd-tbedan Aquifer.

The Hogtown Prairie-Sugarfoot site is designatedaaStrategic Ecosystem in the
Alachua County Comprehensive Plan. Figure 21 shihwslocation of the Strategic
Ecosystem in relation to the Urban Village Studye@dr The Alachua County
Comprehensive Plan requires the County to preseoreserve, enhance, and manage the
ecological integrity of Strategic Ecosystems that determined through ground-truthing
using the KBN report as a guide. A special arem p$é required to establish specific
guidelines for Strategic Ecosystems prior to aparoef land use changes, zoning
changes, or development approvals within thesesarea

Figure 21. Alachua County Strategic Ecosystems idrban Village Study Are
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There are known significant archaeological siteghiwi the project area. Any
development activities that could impact these ueses will require coordination with
the Office of Cultural and Historical Programs, hiit the Department of State, which is
the state agency responsible for the oversighhefhistorical, archaeological, museum,
arts, and folk culture resources in Florida. TheeBtor of the Division of Historical
Resources serves as Florida's State Historic Rigan Officer (SHPO).

Lowering residential densities is not necessamlyappropriate or the most effective way
of protecting valuable natural resources in or rtear Urban Village. The design of
development, which can be articulated through Cetmgmsive Plan policies or Land
Development Code regulations, can potentially mtotatural resources more effectively
than lowering residential densities.
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VIII. POTABLE WATER AND SANITARY SEWER

Potable Water and Sanitary Sewer service is pravidehe area by Gainesville Regional
Utilities (GRU). The area is served by the Murghréreatment Plant, which has a
maximum design capacity of 60 million gallons payd Currently, the plant is operating
at about 26 million gallons per day. The Murphieeatment Plant is expected to near
its maximum design capacity in the Year 2034, baseestablished population growth
projections used by GRU, as provided by BEBR. &d#&bthows the projected water and
wastewater demand, as estimated by GRU for faslplanning purposes, for each of the
land use scenarios. GRU does not anticipate afigietecies in the provision of potable
water and sanitary sewer service resulting frompitogposed land use scenarios through
the planning horizon of 2050.

Table 6. Water and Wastewater Demand (as providedy GRU)

Scenario Residential Demand | Non-Residential Demand Total
Name (gallons per day) (gallons per day) (gallons per day)
No Change 1,100,000 109,000 1,209,000
Core Park 1,100,000 174,882 1,274,882
Activity Node 3,000,000 468,964 3,468,964
Density 6,125,000 468,964 6,593,964
Maximization

Source: Email from GRU staff. For planning purpsswater and wastewater demand
was estimated to be 100 gallons per person perfalasesidential and 0.4 gallons per
day per square foot of non-residential.

Note: Water and wastewater demand are assumed to bethe ®r planning purposes.
In addition to the long range forecasts provided ®RU, the County and City
Comprehensive Plans provide adopted Levels of &erfar potable water and sanitary
sewer. These adopted Levels of Service are natahee as the figures used by GRU to
generate long range demand forecasts for faciji@sning purposes.

Alachua County Comprehensive Plan Level of Ser8immdards

Policy 1.2.4.E of the Capital Improvements Elemaotvides the following Level of
Service standards for potable water:

* Potable Water - Raw Water and treatment capaéigak Day

» Sanitary Sewerage - Treatment and disposal: Arewexage daily flow which
allows for anticipated peak hour flow

* Pressure: The system shall be designed for a mmipressure of 40 psig
under forecasted peak hourly demands to assursigpder extreme and
unforeseen conditions;
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In the case of the Urban Village area, the peakdlare based on the municipal system
which is operated by the City of Gainesville (GRU)hese peak flows are established in
the City of Gainesville Comprehensive Plan as feio

City of Gainesville Comprehensive Plan Level of\sar Standards

Policy 1.1.1 of the Potable Water/Wastewater Eldrpesvides the following LOS
standards for potable water:

* Maximum Day (Peak) Design Flow: 200 gallons dagyhnd per capita;

» Pressure: The system shall be designed for a mmipressure of 40 psig
under forecasted peak hourly demands to assursig@pder extreme and
unforeseen conditions;

Policy 1.1.2 of the Potable Water/Wastewater Eldrpesvides the following Level of
Service standard for wastewater services:

* Average Day Standard: 113 gallons daily flow peritea Peak Standard:
123 gallons daily flow per capita

Using the Level of Service standards provided & @ity's Comprehensive Plan, the

future water and sewer requirements for each lasdsgenario are estimated in Table 7
below. The figures based on the adopted Levelawi€e standards are significantly

higher than those estimated by GRU. One reasothfsris that the GRU figures are

generated based on realistic expectations of sydesmand over a long range period of
time, while the Level of Service standards are thase a desired level of service for

proposed development for concurrency purposes.o,Alse GRU standards separate
residential and non-residential demand, while theel of Service standards incorporate
both into one per capita figure.

Table 7. Potable Water and Wastewater Demand
(based on adopted Level of Service in City and Cotypn
Comprehensive Plans)

Scenario Potable Water Demand| Wastewater Demand
Name (gallons per capita) (gallons per capita)
No Change 2,230,800 1,371,942
Core Park 2,274,200 1,398,633
Activity Node 6,123,800 3,766,137
Density 12,250,000 7,533,750
Maximization

Note: Figures are based on City of Gainesville @aghensive Plan Level of Service
standards of 200 gallons per capita daily potabbtev demand and 123 gallons per
capita daily wastewater demand.
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IX. PUBLIC SCHOOLS

The Urban Village area is zoned for student atteodao Littlewood and Terwilliger
Elementary, Kanapaha Middle, and Buchholz High stho As Table 8 indicates, the
current enrollment for the 2006 school year fordaksigned elementary and high schools
are above the permanent student capacity, whilgrbected enroliment for the middle
school is below the permanent student capacity.

Table 8. School Capacity versus Enrollment

School School Capacity Enrollment | Utilization
Name Type Percentage
Littlewood Elementary | 616 650 105.5%
Terwilliger | Elementary | 615 616 100.2%
Kanapaha Middle 1,079 919 85.2%
Buchholz High 2,054 2,357 114.8%

Source: School Board of Alachua County web sitho8 Capacity vs.
Enrollment Revised September 27, 2006.

Specific school assignments for students in theabgillage area would be determined
in accordance with Alachua County School Boarddydh.11(2)(f), which states that the
Board may assign or reassign students to altematkools or programs located in or out
of their assigned zone, for the health, safetyyelfare of the students, other students or
staff, to relieve crowded schools or avoid schaoiving. No assurances are given that
the assignments will be made to the most closatgtéa, or currently zoned, facilities.
The provision of services to students in the Urlddlage area may require redrawing of
attendance zone lines, reassignment and busirariidiés elsewhere in the District, the
use of temporary facilities, and/or the relocatafrspecific educational programs. This
would need to be coordinated with the School Board.

Each of the Urban Village land use scenarios woesdilt in a significant number of new

public school students attending schools in the.ar&able 9 indicates the projected
number of elementary, middle, and high school sitgléhat could result from buildout

of each of the proposed land use scenarios. Tpegections are based on general
county-wide student generation multipliers used fd&nning purposes. Generally
speaking, the higher the population of the scen#n® more potential new students will
be generated in the study area. The projected auofmew students could result in area
public schools being further over-capacity, andhfer create a need for additional school
facilities. Additional public school facilities wdd likely be needed under any of the
land use scenarios, and in particular, the ActiNtyde Plan and Density Maximization

Plan.
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Table 9. Projected Number of Students for BuildouScenarios

Scenario Name Number of Number of Students
Dwelling Units

No Change 5577 2,007
Elem.: 662
Middle: 542
High: 803

Core Park 5,686 2,047
Elem.: 675
Middle: 553
High: 819

Activity Node 15,310 5,512
Elem.: 1,819
Middle: 1,488
High: 2,205

Density 30,625 11,025

Maximization Elem.: 3,638
Middle: 2,977
High: 4,410

Note: Projections use a multiplier of .36 totalinstudents per dwelling unit.
The total is then broken down as follows: 33% eletary, 27% middle, and 40%
high school

The Alachua County School District Tentative Faie@d Work Program revised
November 7, 2006, indicates proposed general latatiof planned public school
facilities. Those planned facilities are as folfow

Elementary School - Fletcher property - 39th Aydachua County
Elementary School - Oakmont property - 122nd Stegleichua County
Elementary School - Tillman property - City of Hi§prings
Elementary School - Santrust property - City of Kewy

Elementary School - Future property to be deterchin@€ity of Alachua
High School - Diamond Sports Park - 122nd Sti&ketchua County

These planned facilities would increase the ovestltient capacity of the district. In
particular, the planned Oakmont property elemensatyool and the planned Diamond
Sports Park high school may provide service toreuiudents in the Urban Village area.
These new sites may relieve capacity issues to siegeee, although these planned
facilities do not take into account the significg@pulation increase that would result
from the Activity Node or Density Maximization Pkn If either of these plans is
recommended by the Subcommittee, there will nedzktextensive coordination with the
School Board regarding future school facility aaga&city issues.
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X.  RECREATION

Alachua County Level of Service

Policy 1.2.4 (B) of the Capital Improvements Elemesf the Alachua County
Comprehensive Plan states that the minimum Lev8eoVice standard for recreation in
the unincorporated area of Alachua County is 0.Eesa®f improved activity-based
recreation sites and 5.0 acres of improved resehamsed recreation sites per 1,000
persons. The current population (2006) of the cmiporated County is 101,950. Under
the adopted Levels of Service, this population megu51 acres of improved activity-
based recreation sites and 510 acres of improwsiree-based recreation sites.

At present, the Alachua County Parks System cans$t96.28 acres of improved

activity-based recreation and 519.91 acres of ingntaresource-based recreation. This
yields an existing level of service of .94 for &ityi-based recreation and 5.10 for

resource based recreation. Alachua County cuyremtlets or exceeds the adopted level
of service for recreational facilities.

The current County inventory of improved activitgded recreation will be sufficient to
serve the unincorporated population through attlélas Year 2025, under existing
growth projections. The Activity Node and Densiiaximization Plans would likely
cause the County’s level of service for activitg®a recreation to fall below the adopted
standards prior to 2025 unless additional activéged sites are added to the system.

The level of service for improved resource-basecreaion in the unincorporated
County, however, will not be met beginning in theay 2007, under existing growth
projections. The Activity Node and Density Maximion Plans would likely cause the
County’s level of service for resource based rameédo fall further below the adopted
standard unless additional activity based sitegdded to the system.

It should be noted that portions of certain lankiat thave been acquired by Alachua
County through the Alachua County Forever land eoration initiative are expected to
be made publicly accessible and may be countedrtbwe resource-based level of
service standard. At this time, it has not beeterdeined how many acres of Alachua
County Forever lands may be counted toward the ongat resource-based recreation
total, but these additional lands are, in particgrdted to meet future needs.

City of Gainesville Level of Service

Currently, the City of Gainesville is meeting thenimum level of service standards for
recreation facilities and park acreage, as providedthe City of Gainesville
Comprehensive Plan. This is based on the Ap2I0D5 population estimate of 119,889.
Recreation level of service standards were analypedhe four different land use
scenarios based on the 2006 population estimatthéo€City of Gainesville of 120,919,
and the four different Urban Village populationiesttes: 11,154, 11,371, 30,619, and
61,250. Additionally, since the Urban Village aiealudes Forest Park, a community
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sized facility currently located in unincorporatdthchua County, the facilities in Forest
Park were added to the facility and acreage nunfbetbe City of Gainesville, assuming
this park would be part of the area annexed inéaQlty.

Under the No-Change Scenario and Core Park Plan,City of Gainesville would
continue to meet the minimum level of service stadd for recreation facilities and park
acreage with the exception of tennis courts. Tdepted level of service standard for
tennis courts is 1 per 6,000 persons. The cui2666 level of service is 1 per 5,450.
Under the scenarios, the level of service would lbg@er 6,003 and 1 per 6,013
respectively.

Under the Activity Node Plan, the level of servisndards for tennis courts, trails,

community park acreage, and total park acreage dvfall below the adopted level of

service standards. The level of service for termoisrts would be 1 per 6,888. The
existing level of service standard for trails/linearridor/greenway is 1 mile per 4,500

persons. Under the Activity Node Plan, this lesekervice would be 1 mile per 5,051

persons. The existing level of service standardc@mmunity parks is 2.00 acres per
1,000 persons; the Activity Node Plan level of ssewvould be 1.92 acres per 1,000
persons. The existing level of service standarddtal park acres per 1,000 persons is
9.30 acres. The level of service for total parkeage under the Activity Node Plan is

8.53 acres per 1,000 persons.

Finally, under the “density maximization” scenarimany level of service standards
would fall below acceptable levels. In additionthe items listed above in the Activity
Node population scenario, the level of service daiaths for swimming pool (50 meter),
softball fields, basketball courts, and racquetlocalirts would fall below the level of
service standards.

In the Urban Village area, there will continue te bufficient access to recreation
facilities. Forest Park is a community park lodate the area that can be accessed by
pedestrians and bicyclists in the area. Thesetirgidacilities serve the present
population and will serve the future populationtteé Urban Village area. Although the
development of recreational facilities in Possunee®r Park will help provide more
“breathing room” for meeting level of service stards citywide, the acquisition of
community park acreage will be necessary undettigler population scenarios. The
park acreage along with a mix of facilities desjb@ meet citizen demands and the level
of service standards should be considered to rhedtuture population increases.
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Level of Service (LOS) for City Recreation Facilites and Parks

EXISTING CITY FACILITIES

Swim Pool (50 m) 3 pools total; 2 are 50m in size.

Swim Pool (25 yd) Third pool is less than 50mires

Softball Field (adult) 12

Soccer Field 9 not including SBAC or colleges; 26uding all SBAC

and college sites (8 at UF, 1 at Santa Fe, 8 atol).

Trail/Linear Corridor/

Greenway 30 miles not including any of Gaineswti@Athorne trail
Basketball Court 68 hoops (an estimated 34 courts)

Tennis Court 22

Racquetball Court 14 (15 at UF, 8 at Santa Fe)

Equipped Play Area 28

EXISTING CITY PARKS

Local Nature/CON 2,270.6 (City only, including PalPoint, not Depot Park)
Sports Complex If Boulware Springs is countedefete, 103 acres.
Community Park _290.&cres (Community park acreage minus Boulware S.)
Neighborhood Park 153.4 acres (not including SBAC)

Table 10. City of Gainesville Recreation Level dbervice for Each Land Use
Scenario

No Change Scenario

FACILITY Existing 2000 LOS Standard No Change Sceneo Level of
Service

Swim Pool (50m) 1 per 85,000 1 per 66,036

Swim Pool (25 yd) 1 per 75,000 1 per 44,024

Softball Field (adult) 1 per 14,000 1 per 11,006

Soccer Field 1 per 11,000 1 per 14,675 without SEAG
colleges; 1 per 5,080 with SBAQ
and colleges

Trail/Linear Corridor/Greenway 1 mile per 4,500 flenper 4,402*

Basketball Court 1 per 4,500 1 per 3,884

Tennis Court 1 per 6,000 1 per 6,003

Racquetball Court 1 per 12,000 1 per 9,434

Equipped Play Area 1 per 10,000 1 per 4,717*

PARK Existing 2000 LOS Standard No Change Scenario Level of

(acres per 1,000 people) Service (acres per 1,000 people

Local Nature/Conservation 6.00 acres 17.19 acres**

Sports Complex 0.50 acres 0.78 acres

Community Park 2.00 acres 2.20 acres

Neighborhood Park 0.80 acres 1.22 acres

Total Acres Per 1000*** 9.30 acres 9.79 acres

* Does not include Duval Stormwater Park ** Does nbinclude Depot Park.
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Core Park Plan

FACILITY Existing 2000 LOS Standard Core Park Plan Level of
Service

Swim Pool (50m) 1 per 85,000 1 per 66,145

Swim Pool (25 yd) 1 per 75,000 1 per 44,096

Softball Field (adult) 1 per 14,000 1 per 11,024

Soccer Field 1 per 11,000 1 per 14,699 without SBAG

colleges; 1 per 5,088 with SBAQ
and colleges

Trail/Linear Corridor/Greenway 1 mile per 4,500 flenper 4,409*
Basketball Court 1 per 4,500 1 per 3,891
Tennis Court 1 per 6,000 1 per 6,013
Racquetball Court 1 per 12,000 1 per 9,449
Equipped Play Area 1 per 10,000 1 per 4,725**

PARK

Existing 2000 LOS Standard
(acres per 1,000 people)

Core Park Plan Level of
Service (acres per 1,000 people

Local Nature/Conservation 6.00 acres 17.16 acres**
Sports Complex 0.50 acres 0.78 acres
Community Park 2.00 acres 2.20 acres
Neighborhood Park 0.80 acres 1.22 acres
Total Acres Per 1000*** 9.30 acres 9.78 acres

* Does not include Duval Stormwater Park

Activity Node Plan

** Does noinclude Depot Park.

FACILITY

Existing 2000 LOS Standard

Activity Node Plan Level of
Service

Swim Pool (50m) 1 per 85,000 1 per 75,769
Swim Pool (25 yd) 1 per 75,000 1 per 50,513
Softbhall Field (adult) 1 per 14,000 1 per 12,628
Soccer Field 1 per 11,000 1 per 16,838 without SEAG

colleges; 1 per 5,828 with SBAQ
and colleges

Trail/Linear Corridor/Greenway

1 mile per 4,500

1 mile per 5,051*

Basketball Court 1 per 4,500 1 per 4,457
Tennis Court 1 per 6,000 1 per 6,888
Racquetball Court 1 per 12,000 1 per 10,824
Equipped Play Area 1 per 10,000 1 per 5,412**

PARK

Existing 2000 LOS Standard
(acres per 1,000 people)

Activity Node Plan Level of
Service (acres per 1,000 people

Local Nature/Conservation 6.00 acres 14.98 acres**
Sports Complex 0.50 acres 0.68 acres
Community Park 2.00 acres 1.92 acres
Neighborhood Park 0.80 acres 1.06 acres
Total Acres Per 1000*** 9.30 acres 8.53 acres

* Does not include Duval Stormwater Park

** Does nbinclude Depot Park.
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Density Maximization Plan

FACILITY Existing 2000 LOS Standard Density Maximization Plan
Level of Service

Swim Pool (50m) 1 per 85,000 1 per 91,084

Swim Pool (25 yd) 1 per 75,000 1 per 60,723

Softball Field (adult) 1 per 14,000 1 per 15,181

Soccer Field 1 per 11,000 1 per 20,241 without SBAC and

colleges; 1 per 10,716 with
SBAC and colleges

Trail/Linear Corridor/Greenway 1 mile per 4,500 1 mile per 6,062*

Basketball Court 1 per 4,500 1 per 5,358

Tennis Court 1 per 6,000 1 per 8,280

Racquetball Court 1 per 12,000 1 per 13,021

Equipped Play Area 1 per 10,000 1 per 6,506**

PARK Existing 2000 LOS Standard Density Maximization Plan
(acres per 1,000 people) Level of Service (acres per

1,000 people)

Local Nature/Conservation 6.00 acres 12.46 acres**

Sports Complex 0.50 acres 0.56 acres

Community Park 2.00 acres 1.60 acres

Neighborhood Park 0.80 acres 0.88 acres

Total Acres Per 1000 people*** 9.30 acres 7.10 acres

* Does not include Duval Stormwater Park ** Does noinclude Depot Park.
NOTES:

The No Change Scenario LOS is based on the A@20Q6 estimated City of Gainesville
population of 120,919 + 11,154 = 132,073.

The Core Park Plan LOS is based on the April 1.62€&timated City of Gainesville
population of 120,919 + 11,371 = 132,290.

The Activity Node Plan LOS is based on the AprdD6 estimated City of Gainesville
population of 120,919 + 30,619 = 151,538.

The Density Maximization Plan LOS is based on td A, 2006 estimated City of
Gainesville population of 120,919 + 61,250 = 18216

Underline represents new facility totals basedlomaddition of Forest Park.

Highlighted areas in tables represent LOS deficiesic
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Xl.  PUBLIC SAFETY

Policy 1.2.5 of the Capital Improvements Elementhef Alachua County Comprehensive
Plan provides Level of Service standards for FiesdRie services.

Policy 1.2.5 Alachua County shall adopt LOS guidelines for Catgg
"C" public facilities, and include those facilitias the CIP. These LOS
guidelines are to be used for analysis and iderdifon of Capital
Improvement Project needs for these facilities ® ibcluded in the
Capital Improvement Program. These level of serguaidelines shall be
for advisory purposes only. The LOS guidelinesGategory "C" public
facilities are the following:

A. Fire LOS guidelines are as follows:

1. In the Urban Service Area, initial unit pemse LOS
guideline is within 4 minutes for 80% of all emergg
responses within a 12 month period. Fire suppmgsi
protection service level for all properties in thdrban
Service Area shall be at the 1ISO (Insurance Ser@iffee)
Class Protection 4 or better. Land development latipns
shall require that 100% of development shall prewcater
supply served by hydrants.

2. In the Urban Cluster, initial unit respons®S guideline is
within 6 minutes for 80% of all emergency respongiésin
a 12 month period. Fire suppression /protectionviee
level for all properties in the Urban Cluster shak at the
ISO (Insurance Service Office) Class Protection 16 o
better. Land development regulations shall requinat
100% of development shall provide water supply estwy
hydrants.

The Urban Village area is served primarily by AlaaiCounty Fire Station 19 located at
the corner of SW 20th Avenue and SW 43rd Streeth wexpanded response and
coverage by Gainesville Fire Rescue Stations 24and’he Urban Village area is well
within the response zone of County Station 19 @rothe fringe of the response zone).
Given the proximity of County Fire Station 19 tastlarea, the response times should not
be significantly impacted due to any of the progbked use scenarios. The Level of
Service guidelines as listed in Policy 1.2.5 of t@apital Improvements Element,
therefore, should continue to be maintained undgrad the scenarios without a need for
new equipment or stations. It should also be nthetl any new structures built in the
Urban Village will be fully compliant with the Flmta Fire Code (sprinkler systems,
firewalls, etc).
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XII. STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

The higher density Urban Village scenarios may irequnique approaches to stormwater
management, including the development of an arel@-approach to stormwater and the
implementation of select Low Impact Developmen@)_principles. The Urban Village:
SW 23" Avenue Transportation Design Proposgirovides the following
recommendations relating to stormwater management:

* Whenever possible, utilize decentralized waterhoagnts and retention, rather
than channeling runoff. This is the basis for imitlg green spaces as the
organizational anchor of the village

* Provide stormwater systems that will retain watar éxtended periods to allow
wetland grasses and reeds to flourish.

« Promote green roof systems as alternatives to stater catchment
requirements. Green roofs slowly absorb rain aethg runoff peak and reduce
runoff intensity. This relieves the pressure cdusglocal downpours.

These recommendations represent a small part aivarall stormwater management
approach known Low Impact Development (LID). Thealmpact Development Center
provides the following general description of LID:

Low Impact Development is an innovative stormwatesnagement
approach with a basic principle that is modeledeafhature: manage
rainfall at the source using uniformly distributetbcentralized micro-
scale controls. LID's goal is to mimic a site's gegelopment hydrology
by using design techniques that infiltrate, filtetore, evaporate, and
detain runoff close to its source. Techniques aseld on the premise that
stormwater management should not be seen as staemvdisposal.
Instead of conveying and managing / treating stoatewin large, costly
end-of-pipe facilities located at the bottom of idemye areas, LID
addresses stormwater through small, cost-effeckarelscape features
located at the lot level. These landscape featukasywn as Integrated
Management Practices (IMPs), are the building b&ook LID. Almost all
components of the urban environment have the paldot serve as an
IMP. This includes not only open space, but alsoftops, streetscapes,
parking lots, sidewalks, and medians. LID is a &ghs approach that can
be applied equally well to new development, urbatrofits, and
redevelopment / revitalization projects.

LID techniques are particularly relevant and effexin a more urban setting, such as the
one proposed in the Urban Village. LID providepopunities to retrofit existing highly
urbanized areas with pollution controls, as weladdress environmental issues in newly
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developed areas. Many LID techniques, such astapofetention (green roofs),
permeable pavements, and bioretention providehf®réduction of impervious surfaces
on individual development sites, which reduce tbkeime of runoff generated by rainfall.
In high density urban areas, stormwater flows aandibected into rain barrels, cisterns or
across vegetated areas. Opportunities also exishplement bioretention systems in
parking lots with little or no reduction in parkisgace.

Implementation of LID stormwater management techesqfor the preferred Urban
Village land use scenario will require a more coemgnsive evaluation of City, County,
and Water Management District regulations to deitegrhow these techniques fit in with
existing stormwater management policies and remérds. This evaluation should
include identification of those areas within thebbin Village where LID stormwater
management techniques would be required in ordelimid the impacts of urban
stormwater runoff on surface waters in the and rdaihe study area. In particular, the
property in the northwestern portions of the stadga, which are proposed for High
Density Mixed Use under the Activity Node and Dénsilaximization Plans, should be
considered for possible implementation of LID stefer management techniques
because of their proximity to Hogtown Creek, whisldesignated as an Impaired water
body (see Section VII).
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Xlll.  AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Recent data indicates that there are approximét@ly1 total dwelling units in the Urban
Village Study Area. Approximately 3,700 (88%) arwilti-family units and 12% are
single-family units.

At the densities proposed under all four scenaaoy, new residential development or
redevelopment that occurs will most likely be mdédimily or single-family attached.
The maximum residential densities proposed underNb-Change Scenario (1 to 24
units/acre) and Core Park Plan (14 to 24 unitsjagoaild likely result in a mix of multi-
family and single-family attached housing unit typel'he maximum residential densities
proposed under the Activity Node Plan (40 to 75sfacre) and Density Maximization
Plan (80 to 150 units/acre) would result in predwamily multi-family housing unit
types. The densities proposed under the Activigidand Density Maximization Plan
would provide a unique housing choice for residefthie community.

Higher density housing can potentially be more rafffible than lower density housing by
virtue of its design. High density housing consted as apartments, town homes or
condos typically has a smaller parcel footprinintltanventional single family housing.
Units are often constructed up instead of out withextra yard space, but share some
common area. The construction of higher densityshy often places units one above
the other, allowing several or more housing unitsotcupy a single parcel footprint.
Constructing a sufficient number of dwelling urots a given parcel provides a developer
with a greater return on their investment in salesents, which can be passed onto the
consumer in the form of more affordable housingt tie same time, however, the
construction costs for multiple-story buildings dag greater than single-story buildings
due to additional construction and engineering ireguents.

Another indirect consideration relating to the ssof housing affordability involves
transportation costs. Persons residing in housinigh is located in close proximity to
employment centers and public transit corridors lkdniave shorter commutes to work or
school, and these commutes may be via transit, lmkevalking, as opposed to the
automobile. In such cases, people may spend ar Ipareentage of their income on
transportation, allowing them the option of spegdingreater percentage of their income
on housing. The transportation cost savings redllzy people living in a dense mixed
use transit-oriented setting may allow a percentdgbe population to afford housing in
the local market which may not have otherwise letardable to them.

The Alachua County Comprehensive Plan Housing Ekerelicy 1.1.1 requires the
provision of areas for residential development Wwhiwould be suitable for the
development of affordable housing. The policy edathat these areas shall take into
account the availability of infrastructure and latite accessibility to employment and
services, the proximity to shopping, daycare ftesi transit corridors, and the
promotion of infill opportunities. The Urban Vije area has available urban
infrastructure and land, although roadway levelsefvice is an issue that must be
addressed; the area is accessible to employmetht,it&iproximity to the University of
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Florida and Shands; the area is accessible tocesrand shopping, with its proximity to
Butler Plaza and the Oaks Mall, and their surrongdiommercial areas; the area is
served by a heavily used transit corridor; and @nea does present possible infill
opportunities. The Urban Village Study Area isamea that could be suitable for the

development of affordable housing.
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1)

2)

3)

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FROM TRANSPORTATION

CONSULTANT

Information provided directly by consultant via ehiia response to

questions from the Subcommittee at the Februam@e&ting

Travel time from SW 62nd Blvd to SW 34th StrertSW 20th Avenue:

No Change - 10.4 minutes
Core Park - 11.6 minutes
Activity Node - 12.4 minutes

Unfortunately we are unable to estimate emissairthis time. The current model
did not include the air quality module, and ther® @0 many factors to calculate
it manually. What we can do is estimate the amadirdelay between scenarios,
the more delay the higher the particulate mattdraaone levels.

Using the same corridor of SW 20th Avenue, withaomgestion the trip from
SW 62nd blvd to SW 34th Street would take on avegagqinutes
(4.8 according to the model)

No Change - 5.6 minutes of delay with congestion
Core Park - 6.8 minutes of delay with congestion
Activity Node - 7.6 minutes of delay with congjes

Internal Capture - number of person trips witlgias in the Urban Village / the
number of trips with destinations in the urbanagk.

No Change -7.8%
Core Park -8.2%
Activity Node -7.6%

The reason these numbers are so close is becauties sscenarios increased
destinations (employment opportunities) the produnst (population) increased at
a higher rate. The raw numbers show a substantetase in the number of trips
being satisfied within the Urban Village but theamt of trips being produced in
the scenarios is roughly the same amount.

No Change - 25,000 person trips, with 2,000 mrdktrips
Core Park - 33,000 (+30%), with 2,700 (+34%teinal trips
Activity Node - 53,000 (+106%), with 4,000 (+10})%sternal trips
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Attachment 6

Local Examples ofResidential Density
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Local Density Examples
from the
Gainesville/Alachua County Area

Locator Map for Density Examples
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Gainesville Greens: SW 2 Ave./SW Bt St.
150 units/acre; 15,800 s.f. non residential

*On-site parking not provided — parking in adjacent City garage

College Manor
SW 20d Ave.
117 units/acre

*On-Site Parking
Structure Provided




University Corners: University Ave/13" St.
112 units/acre
40,000 s.f. non-residential

On-site parking structure provided

Union Street Station, Downtown Gainesville
65 units/acre

81,500 s.f. non-residential

*No On-Site Parking — Parking Garage Nearby

[




Jefferson & 2nd: SW 20d Ave/6h St.
60 units/acre
8,400 s.f. non-residential

On-site parking structure provided -
_— 1}

Nantucket Walk
College Park Area

55 units/acre




The Courtyards
SW 34 Ave., near UF

45 units/acre

Piccadilly
SW 34" St.
26 units/acre
Located in Village Area
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Campus View
Depot Ave/13 St.

25 units/acre

Royal Village
Depot Ave/8" St.

21 units/acre



Museum Walk
SW 19h Ave.

21 units/acre

Located in Village Area

Kensington South
SW 20" Ave.

18 units/acre

Located in Village Area




Greenwich Green
SW 3¢gh Blvd.
17 units/acre

Oak Forest
SW 13h St., near Bivens Arm

16 units/acre




Brandywine

SW Archer Rd.

15 units/acre

The Estates
SW 20h Ave.

15 units/acre




Sterling University Glade
SW 34" St., south of Archer Rd.
14 units/acre

University Commons
Archer Road/SW 239 Ter.

14 units/acre
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Pickwick Park
SW 34" St., south of Archer Rd.
1_2 units/acre

Brighton Park
SW 34h St., south of Archer Road
12 units/acre
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Hailey Gardens, SW 43! St.

12 units/acre

Located in Village Area

University Terrace West
SW 20" Ave.
11 units/acre

Located in Village Area

12



Park Lane
Archer Rd./Tower Rd.
8.5 units/acre
225,000 s.f. non-residential

Gaineswood
NW 23d Ave.
10 units/acre
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Cabana Beach
SW 20h Ave/62vd Blvd.

8.24 units/acre

The Landings
SW 13h St., near Bivens Arm

8 units/acre

14



Density Examples Within Urban Village

Name

Density

Year Built

Acreage

Piccadilly

26 units/acre

1972

Ventura

23 units/acre

1981

Museum Walk

21 units/acre

1997

The Woods

20 units/acre

1978

Kensington

18 unitsacre

2002

Pinetree Gardens

18 unitsacre

1977

The Estates

15 unitsacre

2002

Pine Rush

14 unitsacre

1976

Southfork Oaks

14 unitsacre

1985

Foxmoor

13 unitsacre

1986

Hailey Gardens

12 unitsacre

2006

Mill Run

12 unitsacre

1985

University Terrace

11 unitsacre

1996

Marchwood

10 unitsacre

1985
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