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NEW DIRECTIONS IN TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY

INTRODUCTION
What is transportation concurrency?  Incorporated as part of the 1985 Growth Management Act,
Section 163.3177(10)(h), Florida Statutes, states: “It is the intent of the Legislature that public facilities
and services needed to support development shall be available concurrent with the impacts of such
development in accordance with s. 163.3180.”  This includes transportation facilities.  Section
163.3180(2)(c) states: “Consistent with the public welfare, and except as otherwise provided in this
section, transportation facilities needed to serve new development shall be in place or under actual
construction no more than 3 years after issuance by the local government of a certificate of occupancy
or its functional equivalent.”

Concurrency for most facilities is relatively easy to define - either the capacity is available or its not. 
Transportation concurrency is more complex, as evidenced by our own state law.  Of the 15
subsections of Chapter 163.3180, which deals with concurrency requirements generally, 12 have
provisions related to transportation concurrency, most dealing with exceptions or alternates of one kind
or another.

As part of a concurrency management system, a local government will establish a desired level of
service for its roadways, annually determine whether that level of service is being achieved and how
much capacity is available, and consider new development requests in light of the available capacity on
the impacted roads.   Roadway conditions are usually stated as a letter grade from “A” to “F”, with “A”
being free-flowing and “F” being severe congestion or grid lock.  A level of service standard using one
of those letters and for a particular condition is usually adopted for each road in a jurisdiction (i.e., level
of service “D”on an annual average daily basis).

LINK-BY-LINK TRANSPORTATION CONCURRENCY
The typical approach to transportation concurrency in the State of Florida is to measure conditions on a
link-by-link basis. For a link-by-link evaluation, a long road such as US 41 would be broken up into a
number of “links” (i.e., from Boy Scout Road to Colonial Boulevard) for purposes of monitoring and
evaluation.  The volumes on that link as derived from annual traffic counts would then be compared to
the capacity of that link at its adopted level of service standard, and if the level of service standard is
exceeded, the link has failed.  If a link has failed, new development that impacts it is not supposed to be
approved until the link is improved, either directly (widening) or indirectly (relieved by a parallel
facility).  That puts the burden on the affected local government to improve the problem link (even if it’s
a state highway) or to deny the development request.
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Of course, there is no stated requirement to use a link-by-link approach in state law.  DCA staff has
opined that a link-by-link system is implied in the law, because the exceptions listed in Chapter
163.3180 are to a link-by-link system.  That doesn’t appear to be the case, however; the exceptions
are to concurrency requirements, with no mention of how that is determined.  The closest example
would be the Transportation Concurrency Management Area (TCMA) authorized in 163.3180(7) to
promote infill development and redevelopment.  It allows the establishment of an areawide level of
service standard, which perhaps could be extrapolated to imply that a link-specific standard is the
norm.  In reality, the link-by-link basis for measuring traffic conditions has simply evolved into standard
practice because of typical traffic counting procedures and the simplicity of a volume-to-capacity
comparison.

WHY A LINK-BY-LINK SYSTEM DOESN’T WORK
For many reasons, the standard link-by-link approach to transportation concurrency in Florida is
inadequate.  A statewide Transportation and Land Use Study Committee, established at Legislative
direction, recognized some of the problems of transportation concurrency practice in Florida, and
dedicated a whole chapter to the issue in its final report (dated January 15, 1999).  Chapter Two of the
report is entitled “Get Concurrency Right”.  The Committee concluded that the underlying statutory
purpose of concurrency - that adequate facilities needed to serve development are available within a
reasonable time of the impacts of that development - is an important public purpose, but that
transportation concurrency as presently implemented has “major shortcomings” that should be
addressed.

The primary problem with a link-by-link approach is that it focuses on an individual local government as
the source of the problem and therefore responsible for the solution.  In reality, the problem may have
been created by any number of factors beyond the control of the local government.  Simply stopping
development adjacent to the failing link may not address the problem.

A transportation system is not like a water system.  The link-by-link approach to transportation
concurrency is equivalent to a water/sewer concurrency system, but the network really doesn’t work
the same way.  Why?  Unity of ownership.  A water system “owns” all production and distribution
facilities, and controls access and has a monopoly over its customers.  A transportation system is a de
facto aggregation of accessible facilities, with different “owners” serving the needs of the same
customer.  The owners vary based on locale, but include private facilities (private streets, railroads),
special purpose facilities (transit, airports), and layers of public road providers (city, county, and state). 
The primary modes of travel (cars, buses, bikes, planes, feet) are not owned by the facility provider,
the decision to travel is not particularly influenced by most of the providers, and the increase in the
volume of travel results from decisions not controlled by the facility providers.

Personal travel decisions are driven by needs and wants - a person may need to be at a destination, but
wants to get there at best (personal) convenience.  The decision about which road links to use in that
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trip is strictly based on convenience for the traveler, which is the basic assumption of the gravity model
that drives travel demand forecasting.

One might argue (as some state staffers have) that local governments are the source of the congestion
problems on any given link in their jurisdiction, because they approve the development that generates
traffic.  Of course, that ignores the fact that on many road links, through traffic contributes more to
traffic congestion than development around those links.  In addition, land uses beyond those adjacent to
a problem link have a great influence (i.e., regional attractors like airports or universities, lack of
affordable housing in an area causing long commutes from other areas).  The local focus also ignores
the state’s role in congestion, since it continues to encourage statewide growth with economic
development and tourism promotions and maintains a very attractive low tax structure.  The notion that
local governments can control the congestion on a given link by limiting development approvals also
ignores the harsh realities of takings claims and compensable losses under the state’s Bert J. Harris Act
- claims filed against and defended by the local government, not the state.  Finally, the heavy reliance on
impact fees by local governments around the state means that stopping development also stops the
source of money generally relied on to address the problem.

Congestion on a particular road link (perhaps due to lack of investment by a particular jurisdiction) will
cause travelers to use longer, more involved but uncongested parts of the network, regardless of the
owner.  The very use of the term “network” implies that travel is a function of a much broader system
and not related to the particular condition of any one road link.  The link-by-link approach ignores the
regional nature of travel.  It ignores the fact that motorists have choices in a network and will seek
alternative routes to avoid congested links.  In fact, addressing a problem link itself has regional
implications: one option for addressing congestion on a link is to improve or build a parallel link, and if
you widen a congested road link directly, the very act of construction pushes more traffic to other links. 
Is it realistic to expect a local government to stop development adjacent to a congested link when the
congestion is caused by improvements to another part of the network?

A related problem is the lack of a true hierarchy of roads.  On many of today’s networks, collectors
and arterials, even limited access arterials, are serving as local roads.  Too often the collectors and
arterials have no supporting network of local links.  New collectors or arterials often aren’t built
because of concerns about impacting neighborhoods.  There are instances where cities don’t maintain
ownership of any arterials, shifting that burden entirely to the county or the state.  FDOT has fallen
victim to this mentality itself, as demonstrated by the designation of the interstate highway system as part
of the state’s intrastate system, making the interstate a carrier of inter- and intra-county trips.

The Transportation and Land Use Study Committee noted the conflicts between standard
transportation concurrency practice and other goals, highlighting that the emphasis on motor vehicle
mobility (cars) to the exclusion of other modes of travel impedes community design objectives which
promote compact urban growth, urban infill, and redevelopment.  In other words, the reliance on
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maintaining vehicular mobility and the emphasis on link levels of service actually promotes urban sprawl,
by pushing development out to where there is available roadway capacity.  The Committee also noted
that “(m)aintaining adopted LOS standards for roads also may constrain land development in areas
contrary to the economic development goals of a community.”

One particular problem faced in Lee County based on a recent change from an areawide concurrency
approach to a link-by-link approach is how to treat the Florida Intrastate Highway System (FIHS)
facilities, which are required to meet standards set by the state, not the county.  The Transportation and
Land Use Study Committee in its report acknowledged the problem of dealing with FIHS facilities on a
link-by-link basis, stating “The Committee finds that we cannot maintain current LOS standards on the
current FIHS in urban areas merely by regulating development near these thoroughfares.”  The report
goes on to state “Unlike other kinds of infrastructure, it can be difficult to identify and address the
sources of impacts on the transportation system.  Many jurisdictions experience significant pass-through
traffic that originates beyond their borders, and therefore is beyond their control.  A strict application of
(link-by-link) concurrency requires that such a jurisdiction deny development permits in the vicinity of
the affected roadway in order to preserve the level of service while the sources of pass-through traffic
are unregulated.  Because it is intended to be a statewide network, the FIHS is particularly susceptible
to this vagary of transportation concurrency.  This anomaly is aggravated by current law which grants
FDOT authority to establish LOS standards on the FIHS on the premise that those standards should
facilitate high-speed movement of people and freight across long distances, even though critical
components of the FIHS actually function as overburdened local roads.”  The report noted the variance
process that St. Johns County was forced to pursue to address a problem on I-95, and explained
“While the St. Johns County solution is commendable it was only an ad hoc solution to a vexing
problem that can be expected elsewhere”.

REGIONAL (METROPOLITAN) APPROACH
Some of the above examples highlight the basic axiom: travel is regional.  What percentage of trips are
wholly contained within any one jurisdiction’s road network anymore?  Successful travel requires the
seamless handoff between modes and between jurisdictions.  Since travel is regional and cross-
jurisdictional, the means for measuring its effectiveness should be too.  Transportation concurrency
should be evaluated on a system-wide basis.

Lee County has been operating under an areawide concurrency management system for the last 9
years, in recognition of the time and flexibility needed to address many competing and immediate
demands.  Lee County has not exploited the flexibility of the system to ignore its transportation needs
but instead has used the system to garner public support for raising needed revenues.  As a result, Lee
County has built almost 200 new lane miles in the form of new and expanded roadways to serve the
population growth from the mid-80's to 2000.  In the last 9 years, Lee County has assessed the
maximum local option gas tax allowed by law, assessed road impact fees (which were recently
increased), assessed tolls, and assessed the occassional development contribution over and above
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impact fees to address its needs, and has completed dozens of major road improvements many of
which benefitted the state highway system.  Lee County was successful in bringing deficient roadway
segments up to standards without resorting to stopping development, lowering the level of service
standard on links, or establishing Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas (TCEAs).  However,
Lee County has not yet reached the level of population for which it is vested, and for this reason needs
the flexibility of areawide planning and concurrency to meet this additional demand.

The TCEA option allowed in state law highlights the inadequacy of the link-by-link focus.  It is a
recognition that the link-by-link approach has limitations, and grants an exception to transportation
concurrency requirements under the pretext of infill and redevelopment.  The result is that 22
jurisdictions, the most highly congested parts of the state, have been permitted to ignore level of service
conditions within their boundaries, regardless of ownership or nature of the roadways within.  A
system-wide approach to concurrency in these areas would allow the local government to meet the goal
of infill or redevelopment while still providing a measurable standard to achieve or maintain.  A system-
wide approach also more readily lends itself to incorporation of the benefits of alternate modes of
transportation, by allowing the inclusion of transit and bicycle/pedestrian networks as part of the
system.

The areawide concurrency focus should be linked to the areawide planning process.  The seamless
handoff between modes and jurisdictions is the cornerstone philosophy of the MPO planning process,
which can be applied to suburban and rural areas as well. The regional nature of transportation
investment is also reflected in the MPO process.  The first step in metropolitan planning is coordinating
the capital budgets (or operating budgets for transit) of the jurisdictions within a given area.  If the
budgets aren’t coordinated, little else of substance can be accomplished with any effectiveness.  When
budgets aren’t coordinated, congestion results, and transportation investment becomes driven by crisis
mode rather than by true planning.

Tools exist to bring all the “owners” together in planning and investment.  The primary tool is the
metropolitan long range planning process. This process uses a complicated but readily available tool -
the FSUTMS model - to forecast land use and transportation demand, and evaluate the effectiveness of
road and transit improvements in meeting level of service standards.  The model transcends political
jurisdictions, and is flexible enough to “game” alternative improvement scenarios by corridor or mode. 
Shorter range transportation system management tools also exist to address site-specific obstructions
that cause local and areawide congestion.  Success will result by creating the atmosphere that inspires
coordinated investment by the owners and support from the users for the fiscal tools.  Despite the
availability, the most highly congested areas of the state have elected not to pursue this coordinated
approach.  Rather, they have taken the most politically expedient approach, exercising the concurrency
exemption option allowed in state law (for some areas).

RECOMMENDATIONS:



newdirections.wpd Page 6
     September 27, 2000

• Recognize the regional nature of transportation by allowing a system-wide approach to
concurrency management.

• Tie the system-wide approach to the multi-jurisdictional, long-range metropolitan planning
process already in place in urbanized areas, and which can be expanded into non-urbanized
areas.



















Annexations by Date and Municipality
Date Ordinance Size in Acres

Fort Myers
Pelican Preserve 6/7/2004 3206 416.41                        
Belle Vue 10/1/2003 2003-16 402.23                        
Dunbar 10/1/2003 2003-16 1,163.00                     
Arborwood 8/18/2003 3135 2,243.71                     
Parker Daniels 9/3/2002 3081 259.69                        
Heritage Palms 1/1/1998 285.73                        
Burford 6/16/1997 2805 351.69                        
Gateway 96A1 9/16/1996 2790 298.92                        
Gateway-95A3 10/3/1995 2760 1,090.94                     
Gateway95A4 9/18/1995 2763 443.61                        
Buckingham Road Annexation 9/5/1995 2761 724.22                        
Metro Parkway 76 1/3/1995 2745 81.22                          
Serena Park 7/2/1994 2722 44.92                          
Gateway93A6 12/31/1993 2714 592.67                        
Colonial/Challenger Blvd 12/6/1993 2716 308.46                        
Huether 10/18/1993 2708 82.16                          
Section 30 9/7/1993 2699 140.90                        
Bay Colony 1/1/1993 581.94                        
Bryant 12/21/1992 2668 9.35                            
Keith Miller 12/16/1991 2622 10.21                          
Fort Myers Pending 540.19                        
Total 10,072.17               

Bonita Springs
NoName 4/2/2004 04-05 22.23                          
BeachRoadDevelopment 3/17/2004 04-03 1,297.23                     
Gatterer 8/1/2003 03-11 19.03                          
5 of 7 8/1/2003 03-12 43.12                          
Hubschman 6/20/2003 03-09 1,267.83                     
Corkscrew Growers 10/4/2002 02-12 649.42                        
Total 3,298.87                 

Cape Coral
Eagle-Cape Coral 1/26/2004 09-04 187.37                        
Rice-CapeCoral 12/1/2003 119-03 5.43                            
Cape Coral 9/30/2002 99-02 70.42                          
US Home 2/17/1998 2835 558.25                        
Olson 4/22/1996 3.57                            
CC Ord 73-88 1988 5.07                            
CC ORD 1-88 1988 14.88                          
Zemel Pending 2,632.35                     
Total 3,477.34                 

Grand Total 16,848.37            
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

Charter of the New Urbanism 

The Congress for the New Urbanism views disinvestment in central cities, the 
spread of placeless sprawl, increasing separation by race and income, environmental 
deterioration, loss of agricultural lands and wilderness, and the erosion of society's 
built heritage as one interrelated community-building challenge.  

We stand for the restoration of existing urban centers and towns within coherent 
metropolitan regions, the reconfiguration of sprawling suburbs into communities of 
real neighborhoods and diverse districts, the conservation of natural environments, 
and the preservation of our built legacy. 

We recognize that physical solutions by themselves will not solve social and 
economic problems, but neither can economic vitality, community stability, and 
environmental health be sustained without a coherent and supportive physical 
framework. 

We advocate the restructuring of public policy and development practices to 
support the following principles: neighborhoods should be diverse in use and 
population; communities should be designed for the pedestrian and transit as well as 
the car; cities and towns should be shaped by physically defined and universally 
accessible public spaces and community institutions; urban places should be framed 
by architecture and landscape design that celebrate local history, climate, ecology, 
and building practice. 

We represent a broad-based citizenry, composed of public and private sector 
leaders, community activists, and multidisciplinary professionals. We are committed 
to reestablishing the relationship between the art of building and the making of 
community, through citizen-based participatory planning and design. 

We dedicate ourselves to reclaiming our homes, blocks, streets, parks, 
neighborhoods, districts, towns, cities, regions, and environment. 

We assert the following principles to guide public policy, development practice, 
urban planning, and design: 

The region: Metropolis, city, and town  

1. Metropolitan regions are finite places with geographic boundaries derived from 
topography, watersheds, coastlines, farmlands, regional parks, and river basins. The 
metropolis is made of multiple centers that are cities, towns, and villages, each with 
its own identifiable center and edges.  

2. The metropolitan region is a fundamental economic unit of the contemporary 
world. Governmental cooperation, public policy, physical planning, and economic 
strategies must reflect this new reality. 

3. The metropolis has a necessary and fragile relationship to its agrarian hinterland 
and natural landscapes. The relationship is environmental, economic, and cultural. 
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Farmland and nature are as important to the metropolis as the garden is to the 
house. 

4. Development patterns should not blur or eradicate the edges of the metropolis. 
Infill development within existing urban areas conserves environmental resources, 
economic investment, and social fabric, while reclaiming marginal and abandoned 
areas. Metropolitan regions should develop strategies to encourage such infill 
development over peripheral expansion.  

5. Where appropriate, new development contiguous to urban boundaries should be 
organized as neighborhoods and districts, and be integrated with the existing urban 
pattern. Noncontiguous development should be organized as towns and villages with 
their own urban edges, and planned for a jobs/housing balance, not as bedroom 
suburbs. 

6. The development and redevelopment of towns and cities should respect historical 
patterns, precedents, and boundaries. 

7. Cities and towns should bring into proximity a broad spectrum of public and 
private uses to support a regional economy that benefits people of all incomes. 
Affordable housing should be distributed throughout the region to match job 
opportunities and to avoid concentrations of poverty. 

8. The physical organization of the region should be supported by a framework of 
transportation alternatives. Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle systems should maximize 
access and mobility throughout the region while reducing dependence upon the 
automobile. 

9. Revenues and resources can be shared more cooperatively among the 
municipalities and centers within regions to avoid destructive competition for tax 
base and to promote rational coordination of transportation, recreation, public 
services, housing, and community institutions. 

The neighborhood, the district, and the corridor  

1. The neighborhood, the district, and the corridor are the essential elements of 
development and redevelopment in the metropolis. They form identifiable areas that 
encourage citizens to take responsibility for their maintenance and evolution. 

2. Neighborhoods should be compact, pedestrian-friendly, and mixed-use. Districts 
generally emphasize a special single use, and should follow the principles of 
neighborhood design when possible. Corridors are regional connectors of 
neighborhoods and districts; they range from boulevards and rail lines to rivers and 
parkways. 

3. Many activities of daily living should occur within walking distance, allowing 
independence to those who do not drive, especially the elderly and the young. 
Interconnected networks of streets should be designed to encourage walking, reduce 
the number and length of automobile trips, and conserve energy. 
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4. Within neighborhoods, a broad range of housing types and price levels can bring 
people of diverse ages, races, and incomes into daily interaction, strengthening the 
personal and civic bonds essential to an authentic community. 

5. Transit corridors, when properly planned and coordinated, can help organize 
metropolitan structure and revitalize urban centers. In contrast, highway corridors 
should not displace investment from existing centers. 

6. Appropriate building densities and land uses should be within walking distance of 
transit stops, permitting public transit to become a viable alternative to the 
automobile. 

7. Concentrations of civic, institutional, and commercial activity should be embedded 
in neighborhoods and districts, not isolated in remote, single-use complexes. Schools 
should be sized and located to enable children to walk or bicycle to them. 

8. The economic health and harmonious evolution of neighborhoods, districts, and 
corridors can be improved through graphic urban design codes that serve as 
predictable guides for change. 

9. A range of parks, from tot-lots and village greens to ballfields and community 
gardens, should be distributed within neighborhoods. Conservation areas and open 
lands should be used to define and connect different neighborhoods and districts. 

The block, the street, and the building  

1. A primary task of all urban architecture and landscape design is the physical 
definition of streets and public spaces as places of shared use. 

2. Individual architectural projects should be seamlessly linked to their surroundings. 
This issue transcends style. 

3. The revitalization of urban places depends on safety and security. The design of 
streets and buildings should reinforce safe environments, but not at the expense of 
accessibility and openness. 

4. In the contemporary metropolis, development must adequately accommodate 
automobiles. It should do so in ways that respect the pedestrian and the form of 
public space. 

5. Streets and squares should be safe, comfortable, and interesting to the 
pedestrian. Properly configured, they encourage walking and enable neighbors to 
know each other and protect their communities. 

6. Architecture and landscape design should grow from local climate, topography, 
history, and building practice. 

7. Civic buildings and public gathering places require important sites to reinforce 
community identity and the culture of democracy. They deserve distinctive form, 
because their role is different from that of other buildings and places that constitute 
the fabric of the city. 
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8. All buildings should provide their inhabitants with a clear sense of location, 
weather and time. Natural methods of heating and cooling can be more resource-
efficient than mechanical systems. 

9. Preservation and renewal of historic buildings, districts, and landscapes affirm the 
continuity and evolution of urban society.  

 





Development Orders
Issued in the DR/GR Category

# TYPE STATUS DO LABEL FIELD INFORMATION

1 SE LDO LDO2002-00101 Airport Mitigation

2 SE 00D Vacated 91-12-009-00D Alico Estates (DOP)

3 SE 00D 83-10-022-00D Corkscrew Comm. Center

4 SE 00D 88-12-011-00D Corkscrew Comm. Center

5 SE 00D 86-02-006-00D Corkscrew Forest

6 SE 00D 87-10-005-00D Corkscrew Ranch .

7 SE 00D 89-08-018-00D Corkscrew Ranch .

8 SE 00D 89-12-018-00D Corkscrew Ranch .

9 SE 00D 90-04-005-00D Corkscrew Woods

10 SE DOS DOS2002-00212 Expanding existing lake

11 SE 00D 85-02-013-00D Exxon Corporation

12 SE LDO LDO2000-00153 Fill pit

13 SE 12L 97-10-058-12L Harrell Avenue

14 SE DOS DOS9903-08200 Infrastructure - Bonita Beach Road ext.

15 SE 11L 99-02-249-11L Infrastructure - Bonita Springs Utilities East 
Terry St.

16 SE 00D 97-12-089-00D

Infrastructure - Construction of  two lane 
unpaved access road, partial excavation of  
lake and intersection improvements on Alico 
Road Extension. 

17 SE 11L 98-03-278-11L Infrastructure - Corkscrew Wellfield 
Expansion, A CIP Project

18 SE DOS DOS2001-00192 Infrastructure - Electric Substation

19 SE DOS DOS2002-00103
Infrastructure - First station + fire district 
offices and training facilities including 
training tower

20 SE 11L 94-05-027-11L Infrastructure - Fl. Cities Water Co. Wellfield

21 SE LDO LDO2001-00143 Infrastructure - FPL Substation

22 SE 12L 98-05-047-12L Infrastructure - Kehl Canal Weir Structure 
Replacement

23 SE 01L 94-07-027-01L Infrastructure - Lee County Utilities-Water 
Treatment Plant

24 SE LDO LDO2004-00052 Infrastructure - New utility lines in ROW

25 SE LDO LDO2004-00053 Infrastructure - One-story 
equipment/maintenance building
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Development Orders
Issued in the DR/GR Category

# TYPE STATUS DO LABEL FIELD INFORMATION

26 N LDO LDO2000-00170 Infrastructure - Paving of Ruden Road

27 SE LDO LDO2000-00410 Infrastructure - Road

28 SE 00D 91-10-013-00D King's Driveway

29 N DOS DOS2003-00188 Medical offices for a veterinarian and a 
residence 

30 SE 12L 99-03-231-12L Meek Limited Review

31 SE 08L 95-01-203-08L Mining

32 SE 08L 95-03-015-08L Mining

33 SE 08L 95-03-016-08L Mining

34 SE 08L 95-05-070-08L Mining

35 SE 08L 95-06-077-08L Mining

36 SE 08L 96-01-203-08L Mining

37 SE 00D 96-07-093-00D Mining

38 SE 08L 97-05-075-08L Mining

39 SE 01L 97-09-342-01L Mining

40 SE LDO LDO9705-07308 Mining

41 SE 15L 98-03-261-15L Mining

42 SE 15N 98-03-261-15N Mining

43 SE DOS DOS9909-11800 Mining

44 SE LDO LDO2000-00058 Mining

45 SE LDO LDO2000-00100 Mining

46 SE LDO LDO2001-00028 Mining

47 SE LDO LDO2001-00034 Mining

48 SE LDO LDO2001-00067 Mining

49 SE LDO LDO2001-00070 Mining

50 SE LDO LDO2001-00093 Mining

51 SE LDO LDO2001-00365 Mining

52 SE LDO LDO2001-00419 Mining

53 SE LDO LDO2002-00260 Mining

54 SE LDO LDO2003-00241 Mining
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Development Orders
Issued in the DR/GR Category

# TYPE STATUS DO LABEL FIELD INFORMATION

55 SE LDO LDO2003-00365 Mining

56 SE LDO LDO2003-00403 Mining

57 SE LDO LDO2003-00415 Mining

58 SE 00D 85-08-004-00D Mining - Alico Road Green Meadow

59 SE 01L 94-08-026-01L Mining - Green Meadow Mine-Incinerator

60 SE 00D 86-01-018-00D Mining - Green Meadows Mine

61 SE 00D 87-09-005-00D Mining - Green Meadows Mine Phase II

62 SE 08L 95-05-073-08L Mining - Youngquist Bros. Metal Roofs

63 N LDO LDO2004-00082 Pond for livestock watering

64 SE DOS DOS2004-00003 Proposed 13 lot subdivision with a lake

65 SE 12L 94-03-050-12L R.S. & Sons Farms - Migrant Housing

66 SE 00D 95-08-066-00D Reclamation facility

67 N LDO LDO2000:00138 Recreational facility

68 SE 00D 89-02-017-00D Redlands Christian Mission Phase I

69 N LDO LDO2004-00218 Res. And Agr. Pond

70 SE 04L 95-02-190-04L Residential  lot split McKibben/Dachuk

71 N 04L 96-03-220-04L Residential lot split

72 SE LDO LDO2003-00020 Residential lot split

73 SE LDO LDO2003-00158 Residential pond

74 N LDO LDO2000-00282 Residential pond

75 N LDO LDO2001-00154 Residential pond

76 N LDO LDO2002-00397 Residential pond

77 SE LDO LDO2001-00169 Residential pond

78 SE LDO LDO2001-00268 Residential pond

79 SE LDO LDO2001-00368 Residential pond

80 SE LDO LDO2002-00061 Residential pond

81 SE LDO LDO2003-00079 Residential Pond

82 SE LDO LDO2003-00156 Residential pond

83 SE LDO LDO2003-00157 Residential pond
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Development Orders
Issued in the DR/GR Category

# TYPE STATUS DO LABEL FIELD INFORMATION

84 SE LDO LDO2004-00143 Residential pond - Expand existing 

85 N LDO LDO2002-00151 Residential pond enlargement 

86 SE LDO LDO2004-00059 Residential pond for single family dwelling

87 N LDO LDO2000-00362 Residential retention pond

88 SE LDO LDO2004-00156 Residential, Ag. Pond

89 SE LDO LDO2003-00312 Retention pond

90 SE DOS DOS2002-00046 Retreat Golf Course

91 SE 00D 87-03-002-00D Saddle brook Trails (Corkscrew)

92 N 00D Denied 84-12-009-00D Shell Lake Manor

93 SE LDO LDO2001-00145 Tower - Antenna

94 SE LDO LDO2003-00024 Tower - Antenna

95 SE LDO LDO2000-00156 Tower - Antenna on tower

96 SE LDO LDO2000-00341 Tower - Antenna on tower

97 SE LDO LDO2001-00277 Tower - Antenna on tower

98 SE LDO LDO2002-00092 Tower - Antenna on tower

99 SE LDO LDO2000-00107 Tower - Communication Tower

100 SE 00D 87-01-008-00D Tower - WAVE Radio Tower

101 SE 00D 87-08-004-00D Tower - WEVU Tower

102 SE 00D 85-09-018-00D Tower - Whew Radio Station

103 SE 00D Vacated 90-03-019-00D Vacated under Conservation Land Program

104 SE LDO LDO9505-07308
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Acreage in the Conservation Lands Future Land Use Category 
By Planning Community 

 
Conservation Lands Uplands Wetlands Total 

Alva         1,508  6.25%         237  0.50%     1,745  2.44% 
Bayshore           314  1.30%         174  0.37%        488  0.68% 
Boca Grande             88  0.36%           15  0.03%        102  0.14% 
Bonita Springs           497  2.06%         443  0.94%        940  1.32% 
Buckingham           582  2.41%           77  0.16%        659  0.92% 
Burnt Store         6,737  27.92%      2,399  5.07%     9,135  12.78% 
Cape Coral         1,134  4.70%      8,204  17.33%     9,337  13.07% 
Captiva         2,017  8.36%      1,054  2.23%     3,071  4.30% 
Daniels Parkway           264  1.10%         579  1.22%        843  1.18% 
Estero           801  3.32%      2,145  4.53%     2,946  4.12% 
Fort Myers           586  2.43%         984  2.08%     1,570  2.20% 
Fort Myers Beach             34  0.14%           25  0.05%          59  0.08% 
Fort Myers Shores           134  0.56%           28  0.06%        162  0.23% 
Gateway/Airport           152  0.63%         154  0.32%        306  0.43% 
Iona/McGregor           357  1.48%      5,874  12.41%     6,231  8.72% 
Lehigh Acres           182  0.75%         628  1.33%        810  1.13% 
North Fort Myers         3,057  12.67%         608  1.28%     3,665  5.13% 
Pine Island           796  3.30%      8,091  17.09%     8,887  12.43% 
San Carlos           183  0.76%         557  1.18%        739  1.03% 
Sanibel           442  1.83%      3,971  8.39%     4,412  6.17% 
South Fort Myers           148  0.61%           28  0.06%        176  0.25% 
Southeast Lee County         4,114  17.05%    11,066  23.38%   15,180  21.24% 
Conservation Lands Upland       24,127    Conservation Lands Wetland       47,338    71,465   

 
Attachment 1. 



 1996-2003 Economic Development Summary

Job Creation 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1996-2003
Locations 10 12 7 3 5 5 5 2 49
Jobs 779 981 245 175 202 376 147 56 2961
Square Feet Absorbed 190,365 432,800 120,450 53,800 90,200 109,300 67,000 34,200 1,098,115
Direct Impact ($millions) 63.4$         80.0$         12.3$         4.9$           13.9$         17.6$         12.4$         2.3$           206.8$            

Expansions 9 1 5 6 12 5 9 9 56
Jobs 201 20 222 305 407 105 249 343 1852
Square Feet Absorbed 144,860 21,000 69,400 58,500 252,000 111,000 180,600 391,400 1,228,760
Direct Impact ($millions) $14.4 $6.4 $14.0 $8.2 $43.8 $10.6 $24.6 $38.4 160.4$            

Summary
Locations + Expansions 19 13 12 9 17 10 14 11 105
Jobs 980 1,001 467 480 609 481 396 399 4813
Square Feet Absorbed 335,225 453,800 189,850 112,300 342,200 220,300 247,600 425,600 2,326,875
Direct Impact ($millions) $77.8 $86.4 $26.3 $13.1 $57.7 $28.2 $37.0 $40.7 367.2$            

Incentives 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1996-2003
Companies 5 5 3 1 6 2 4 1 27

Direct Jobs 512 894 152 115 384 129 110 52 2,348
Indirect Jobs 885 1,280 112 128 453 111 72 26 3,067
Total Jobs 1,397 2,174 264 243 837 240 182 78 5,415

Direct Impact ($millions) 19.4$         28.6$         4.0$           3.2$           16.1$         4.2$           5.0$           3.0$           83.5$              
Facility Costs 6.8$           10.2$         1.3$           5.0$           1.9$           5.5$           2.5$           0.2$           33.4$              
Indirect Impact ($millions) 30.7$         34.7$         2.4$           4.0$           14.4$         2.9$           2.9$           1.5$           93.5$              
Total Economic Impact 56.9$         73.5$         7.7$           12.2$         32.4$         12.6$         10.4$         4.7$           210.4$            

Lee County Incentives 781,500$   815,574$   434,200$   184,000$   422,400$   149,400$   237,462$   52,000$     3,076,536$     

Average Incentive Per Direct Job 1,526$       912$          2,857$       1,600$       1,100$       1,158$       2,159$       1,000$       

Average Direct Wage per Job 37,806$     32,074$     26,074$     28,052$     41,859$     29,854$     45,404$     57,000$     

Percentage of Area Wage 169% 143% 117% 120% 165% 117% 166% 200%

Industrial Revenue Bonds 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1996-2003
Number 2 2 2 2 3 1 4 3 19                   
Amount ($millions) 4.8$           87.7$         158.0$       40.0$         26.5$         19.0$         108.5$       37.8$         482.3$            

Fort Myers- Lee County Enterprise Zone 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1996-2003
Number of Companies 15 6 10 12 17 9 9 78                   
Sales Tax Refunds for Local Companies 43,998$     72,790$     74,814$     152,000$   128,000$   72,450$     155,843$   699,895$        
Capital Investment ($Mil) 0.7$           1.5$           1.3$           2.6$           2.2$           1.2$           2.7$           12.2$              

Demographics 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Employment 163,834 165,910 166,465 174,010 186,020 195,207 200,798 202,371
Population 374,398 394,244 405,637 417,114 440,888 454,918 475,073 497,022
Unemployment 4.0% 3.8% 3.2% 2.6% 2.6% 3.2% 4.0% 4.2%
Average Wage $22,233 $23,246 $23,494 $24,317 $25,409 $27,427 $28,466 $29,264
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