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under the jurisdiction of the campus master plan.  Pertinent 
policies include the following: 
 
Goal 1, Policy 1.8: The University shall continue to work 
with the City of Gainesville to monitor and modify, as 
needed, the neighborhood parking decal system and other 
public parking facilities as may be developed to ensure 
adequate parking for area residents and businesses adjacent 
to campus. 
 
Goal 1, Policy 3.1:  The University administration and 
Student Government shall participate with the City of 
Gainesville, Alachua County, MTPO, FDOT and Regional 
Transit System (RTS) to examine the feasibility of park & ride 
facility development (including regional facilities outside the 
congested areas of the Gainesville Urbanized Area), and 
expanded transit service including longer span of service, 
Sunday service, express service, increased bus frequency and 
greater service area coverage.  In particular, the feasibility 
of new City transit routes accessing campus shall be explored 
as presented in Figure 8-8.  (Note: As amended based on 
NCFRPC comments above) 
 
Goal 1, Policy 3.4:  The University shall participate with the 
City of Gainesville, Alachua County, Gainesville Community 
Redevelopment Agency and private business interests to 
explore opportunities for shared public pay parking adjacent 
to the university campus where feasible and mutually 
beneficial with accessibility provided by bicycle, pedestrian 
and transit facilities and services. 

   
FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 

 (RECEIVED 3/16/06 VIA WRITTEN LETTER) 
Entire Document The Department commends the University on the 

thoroughness of the draft master plan.  As a result of 
reviewing the updated draft master plan, the Department 
has identified a few issues for which it has comments.  
Many of the issues are based on the data and analysis 
needed to support the elements of the master plan and to 

No response required. 
 
(Note that these responses were discussed with the DCA 
reviewer in a phone conversation on 3/20/06 in which Ana 
Richmond concurred with the University’s approach to 
responses.) 
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ensure consistency with the local government 
comprehensive plan. Comments cover a broad range of 
issues and recommendations are made regarding the 
types and nature of data and analysis to be provided for 
support. 

Future Land Use Element   
New Policy Policy Establishing Density and Intensities:  The draft 

master plan does not include a policy establishing the 
standards for densities or intensities for each of the land 
use categories. (Rule 6C-21.204(3)(c)1, F.A.C.) 

New policy added.  Future Land Use Element, (new) Policy 
1.3:  The following densities and intensities of land use are 
identified for each Future Land Use classification for the 
purposes of evaluating the criteria set forth in Chapter 
1013.30 (9)(a), F.S: 
Academic/Research – 0.25-0.45 GAC; 0.65-2.5 FAR 
Academic/Research Outdoor – 0.01-0.05 GAC; .01-0.3 FAR 
Active Recreation – 0.15-0.25 GAC; 0.20-0.70 FAR 
Active Recreation Outdoor – .01-.02 GAC; .01-.03 FAR 
Conservation – 0.0-0.01 GAC; 0.0-0.01 FAR 
Cultural – 0.20-0.40 GAC; 0.30-1.25 FAR 
Green Space Buffer – 0.0-.01 GAC; 0.0-0.01 FAR 
Housing – 0.15-0.20 GAC; 0.40-0.55 FAR 
Parking – 0.77-1.0 GAC (for surface parking); 1.50-8.0 FAR 
(for structured parking) with intensity/density addressed 
primarily by evaluation of parking space capacity 
Support/Clinical – 0.25-0.35 GAC; 0.58-1.05 FAR 
Urban Park – 0.0-0.01 GAC; 0.0-0.01 FAR 
Utility – 0.25-0.33 GAC; 0.05-1.50 FAR 
 
(Renumber remaining policies) 
 
For these measures, Ground Area Coverage (GAC) is defined 
as the footprint of building space divided by the land acreage; 
and Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is defined as the total gross 
square feet of building space divided by the land acreage. 
 
Density and intensity measures are difficult to implement for 
specific projects on the university campus because university 
development is not parcel-based as it is in community 
development.  Therefore, the application of density and 
intensity measures is only applied to the acreage of the Future 
Land Use classification as requested by DCA, and is not 
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project-specific.  Additional policies related to building 
orientation, building height and other considerations in the 
Urban Design Element address many of the same issues as 
would be addressed by parcel-based density and intensity 
measures in off-campus applications. 

Future Land Use Data & Analysis   
General Range and General Density or Intensity of Use:  The 

proposed master plan does not include the approximate 
range and general range of density or intensity of use 
shall be provided in tabular form for the gross land area 
included in each land use category (Rule 6C-
21.204(1)(m), F.A.C.) 

Data & Analysis expanded.  The report is expanded to 
include the Ground Area Coverage and Floor Area Ratio of 
existing and proposed development by Future Land Use 
Classification.  This information is included as an expansion 
of analysis presented on pages 1-19 through 1-25 of the 
Future Land Use Data & Analysis Report. 

General Legal Description:  The draft master plan does not 
include a legal description of the property within the 
university’s jurisdiction and a description of the land 
acquisition program under which the property was 
obtained (Rule 6C-21.204(1)(d), F.A.C.) 

Data & Analysis expanded.  A table was added to the Data 
& Analysis Report that updates a table previously published 
in the Data Inventory for the Campus Master Plan, 1995-
2005. 

Housing Element   
New Policy Housing Policies: The draft master plan does not 

include the following required policies: 
• Define the number and type of students to be 

housed on-campus and off-campus (Rule 6C-
21.206(c)1, F.A.C.); 

Policy modified.  Policy 1.2 indicated the desire to house 
22% of the main campus enrollment in on-campus housing; 
while Policy 1.1 noted the intent to reserve priority housing 
for first-time enrolled freshmen students.  These two policies 
provide an indication of the number and type of student to be 
housed on-campus.  Additional information contained in the 
Introduction to the Housing Element, Housing Data & 
Analysis Report and Capital Improvements Element provide 
additional information about the number and type of housing 
units anticipated for construction in order to meet the goal of 
housing 22% of main campus enrollment.  Modifications to 
Policy 1.2 noted below further clarify the university’s intent 
with regard to the type and number of students to be housed.  
The University has no intent to house students in off-campus 
university housing. 

New Policy Housing Policies: The draft master plan does not 
include the following required policies: 
• Establish procedures and priorities for the 

allocation of funding for on-campus housing 
facilities (Rule 6C-21.206(c)4, F.A.C.); 

Policy modified.  Policy 1.2:  Continue to monitor housing 
demand and enrollment trends to provide an on-campus 
housing supply according to the following procedures and 
priorities: 
• maintain capacity for a minimum of 22% of the main 

campus headcount enrollment; 
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• provide housing to all first-time freshmen students 

desiring to live on-campus; and 
• ensure consistency with the occupancy management 

policies, financial parameters and other provisions of the 
Housing Master Plan prepared by the Department of 
Housing and Residence Education. 

New Policy Housing Policies: The draft master plan does not 
include the following required policies: 
• Establish procedures for provision of privately 

developed housing on the university campus (Rule 
6C-21.206(c)5, F.A.C.) 

• New policy added.  Policy 1.3:  Review the potential for 
additional privately developed on-campus housing 
(sororities and fraternities) in the limited areas available 
and appropriate for development. 

 
Note that this policy was included in the Campus Master 
Plan, 2000-2010, but was omitted from the 2005-2015 Draft 
Campus Master Plan. 

Housing Data & Analysis   
General Data and Analysis: The Housing Element contains 

extensive data and analysis related to on campus 
housing; however, the data is not separated by 
undergraduate and graduate students.  Therefore, the 
draft master plan does not include the following required 
data and analysis: 
• An inventory of the total number of existing beds 

provided by the university on-campus for 
undergraduate student use (Rule 6C-21.206(1)(a), 
F.A.C.); 

• An inventory of the total number of existing beds, 
by type, provided on-campus for graduate students 
(Rule 6C-21.206(1)(b), F.A.C.); and 

• An inventory of the total number of existing 
housing units, by type, provided on-campus for 
married students. (Rule 6C-21.206(1)(c), F.A.C.). 

No modification to Data & Analysis Report.  The 
requested information is found in the table on Page 5-14 of 
the Data & Analysis Report titled “Occupancy and Capacity 
of Campus Housing, Fall Semesters, 1994 – 2004.”  This 
table identified undergraduate housing in “conventional 
residence halls” and “Greek Housing”, alongside data for 
graduate and family housing. 

Conservation Element   
New Policy Protection of Air Quality:  The draft master plan does 

not include an objective or policy addressing the 
protection or improvement of air quality (Rule 6C-
21.208(3)(b)1 and (c)4, F.A.C.) 

No modification to plan policy.  These policies are included 
under Objective 6.0 of the Facilities Maintenance Element, 
and Objective 7.0 of the Transportation Element. 

New Policy Management of Hazardous Wastes:  The draft master 
plan does not include a policy addressing the 

No modification to plan policy.  These policies are found 
under Objective 3.0 of the Stormwater Sub-Element and in 
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management of hazardous wastes to protect natural 
resources (Rule 6C-21.208(3)(c)9, F.A.C.) 

Policy 2.7 of the Public Safety Element. 

Recreation and Open Space Data & 
Analysis 

  

General Coordination with Host Local Government:  The draft 
master plan does not include the following: 
• A description of the level of service standard(s) 

established by the host community for each type 
of recreation facility described in the 
comprehensive plan of the jurisdiction (6C-
21.209(1)(c), F.A.C.);  

Data & Analysis expanded.  The level of service 
information presented on page 6-17 of the Data & Analysis 
Report is expanded to include the recreation level of service 
standards from the City of Gainesville and Alachua County.  
The Data & Analysis Report also demonstrates that 
University recreation and open space facilities meet or 
exceed the LOS standards of the host local governments. 

General Coordination with Host Local Government:  The draft 
master plan does not include the following: 
• A description of any university-owned 

recreational facilities or open spaces that have 
been incorporated in the Recreational and Open 
Space Element of the host community’s 
comprehensive plan. (6C-21.209(1)(d), F.A.C.) 

Introduction modified.  The introduction to the Recreation 
and Open Space Analysis is modified on page 6-2 to include 
a statement that there are no university-owned recreation 
facilities or open spaces incorporated in the Recreation and 
Open Space Element of the City of Gainesville or Alachua 
County comprehensive plans.  

Capital Improvements Element   
New Objectives Capital Improvement Required Objectives:   The 

draft master plan does not contain the following required 
objectives: 
• The demonstration of the university’s ability to 

provide or require provision of the needed 
improvements identified in the other elements and 
to manage the expansion or improvement process so 
that facility needs do not exceed the ability of the 
university to fund and provide provision of the 
needed capital improvements (Rule 6C-
21.211(3)(b)2, F.A.C.); and 

• The use of the capital improvements element as a 
means to meet the needs of the university for the 
construction of capital facilities to correct existing 
deficiencies, to accommodate desired future growth, 
and to replace worn-out or obsolete facilities. (Rule 
6C-21.211(3)(b)3, F.A.C.) 

Objective modified.  Objective 1.0 is modified to read: 
Provide a schedule of capital improvements to address existing 
and projected facility needs through the coordination of land 
use decisions, necessary infrastructure expansion and available 
projected fiscal resources. 
 
These issues are addressed in Objective 1.0 including specific 
provisions of policies 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.11, 1.12 and 1.13.  
Additional related policies are included in the Facilities 
Maintenance Element, policies 3.4 and 3.5; and in the 
Academic Facilities Element, policies 2.1 and 2.2. 
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TOWN OF DAVIE 

 (RECEIVED 3/17/06 VIA WRITTEN LETTER SENT BY FACSIMILE) 
General Excerpt from letter:  “The master plan must identify 

general land uses and address the need for and 
provisions of roads, parking, pubic transportation, solid 
waste, sewer, potable water, and recreation and open 
space during the upcoming 10 to 20 years….Specific 
data and analysis detailing the impact such expansion 
will have on the above mentioned concurrency issues 
have not been addressed.  There is also no timeline 
identified for construction or potential funding sources, 
as required for either expansion project.  Please provide 
updated information specific to the Davie campus to 
determine impacts to already failing roadway levels of 
service, substandard road design and water and sewer 
overcapacity in the area.  Also noted is the absence of a 
Campus Development Agreement…the master plan, as 
submitted does not provide the Town with sufficient 
information to allow the Town to address proposed 
impacts for the upcoming 5 year time period.” 

New policy added.  Ft. Lauderdale Research and Education 
Center Element, Future Land Use Sub-Element, (new) Policy 
1.6: Within 270 days after the University of Florida Board of 
Trustees adopts the Campus Master Plan for 2005-2015, a 
draft campus development agreement shall be transmitted to 
the Town of Davie.  This agreement must: 

• identify geographic area covered by the agreement; 
• establish duration of the agreement (5 - 10 years); 
• identify LOS standards for public services and 

facilities, the entity to provide these services and 
facilities, and any financial arrangements between 
the Board of Trustees and the service provider; 

• assess the impact of proposed campus development 
on level of service conditions for identified public 
services and facilities, and any deficiencies likely to 
occur as a result; 

• identify facility improvements to correct 
deficiencies; 

• identify the University of Florida Board of Trustees 
'fair share' of the costs of needed improvements; and 

• be consistent with adopted Campus Master Plan and 
host local government comprehensive plans. 

 
As drafted, the Campus Master Plan contains numerous 
policies committing to coordination with the Town of Davie 
and other educational institutions in the vicinity.  The plan 
indicated a 10-year building program at Ft. Lauderdale REC 
to include a maximum of 10,000 GSF of primarily 
agricultural field support space including greenhouses and 
equipment storage buildings.  One residential structure was 
identified consisting of 2,485 GSF that will house four 
graduate students.  The plan included discussion of 
transportation, recreation/open space, utilities, and general 
infrastructure with maps of future land use designations and 
onsite soil and water resources (Figures 16-1 and 16-2).  The 
plan also identified the number of employees currently on the 
site (page 8-3 Transportation Data & Analysis Report), and 
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noted there was not significant growth planned in University 
of Florida enrollment or employment at the site.  While the 
university maintains that the impact of its proposed growth 
will be negligible, the analysis will be provided in a campus 
development agreement as specified in the new policy.   
 
Through additional communication with Town of Davie staff, 
UF has agreed to include specific information in the CDA 
regarding agreements between UF and FAU, as well as 
commitment to coordinating site improvements with the 
“RAC Plan” and the South Florida Education Consortium.  
The Campus Master Plan may be amended, as needed, to 
reflect this new information. 

General According to Town records, the last review of the 
campus master plan occurred in 1996. 

No modification to plan policy.  The Ft. Lauderdale 
Research and Education Center was included in the Campus 
Master Plan, 1995-2005.  It was also updated in the Campus 
Master Plan, 2000-2010.  During these plan update cycles, 
distribution of draft plans for review was managed by the 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) on 
behalf of the Board of Regents and Department of 
Education/Division of Colleges and Universities.  The Town 
of Davie has always been on the FDEP distribution list for 
plan reviews, and should have received a draft of the 2000-
2010 Campus Master Plan from the FDEP. 

   
PUBLIC COMMENT:  MR. MIKE ESCALANTE  

(RECEIVED 12/14/05, DOCUMENTED IN PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS) 
Transportation  Element Mr. Mike Escalante:  Questioned how Shands parking 

is accounted for in the campus master plan.  Questioned 
whether park and ride facilities/services were 
considered.   

No response required.  The questions were answered at the 
public hearing. 

Transportation Element Mr. Mike Escalante:  Recommended that the alignment 
of the SW 23rd Terrace extension should intersect Hull 
Rd. at Museum Rd. to create a four-way intersection that 
might include a roundabout. 

No modification to policy.  The campus master plan 
identifies the area in question as remaining in the 
Academic/Research-Outdoor future land use to preserve the 
existing orchard used for teaching and research.  Policy 1.9 of 
the Transportation Element indicates that the final alignment 
of recommended new road construction projects is not 
determined.  Policy 1.9 reads: “Conduct corridor alignment 
studies, develop preferred design concepts and pursue 
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implementation of new road connections as depicted in 
Figure 8-13 (Table 8-4) as feasible.” 

General Mr. Mike Escalante:  Commented on a presentation 
slide that suggested a long-term concept to convert land 
uses at the SW 6th Street Civil and Coastal Engineering 
site, and at the Radio Road Physical Plant Division site.  
He suggested that the plan should recommend studies of 
these areas in the ten-year plan horizon.   

No modification to policy.  Policy 1.4 of the Academic 
Facilities Element, and Policies 1.8 and 1.9 of the 
Support/Clinical Facilities Element recommend further study 
and exploration of these areas. 

   
PUBLIC COMMENT:  DR. LINDA CRIDER  

(RECEIVED 12/14/05, DOCUMENTED IN PUBLIC HEARING TRANSCRIPTS) 
General Dr. Linda Crider:  Complemented the campus master 

plan process for its inclusiveness and fairness.  The 
strength of the plan is in its protection of conservation 
areas and open space, and its attention to infrastructure 
needs.  If there is a weakness in the plan, it is a need to 
consider the long-term implications of a virtual campus 
utilizing new technologies and distance learning.  The 
plan policies are good and strong, but implementation is 
critical.  Dr. Crider supports policies and strategies that 
encourage transportation modes other than automobiles.  
The transportation policies are good, but it is up to the 
administration to implement them. 

No response required.  The issues regarding virtual 
campuses and distance learning are also pertinent to the 
University’s Strategic Work Plan. 

   
PUBLIC COMMENT:  MR. CAESAR GOMEZ  

(RECEIVED 11/17/05, BETWEEN PUBLIC INFORMATION SESSION AND 1ST PUBLIC HEARING, DOCUMENTED IN EMAIL COMMUNICATION) 
General Mr. Caesar Gomez: Recommends that the University 

establish more satellite campuses, particularly in Ocala, 
Lake City, and other small North Florida communities 
like these, where degree-granting programs and 
coursework are made available. 

No response required.  The issues raised in this 
communication are more pertinent to the University’s 
Strategic Work Plan than to the Campus Master Plan.  The 
Campus Master Plan includes satellite properties in the Town 
of Davie and City of Apopka where degree-granting 
programs are established by the University.  The Plan also 
includes jurisdiction over satellite properties in Alachua 
County where university teaching and research are 
conducted.  These comments are transmitted to the 
University of Florida Board of Trustees as requested. 
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Future Land Use, Policy 1.2 Modified Academic/Research-Outdoor Future Land Use definition as follows: “…Office and laboratory structures shall be 

allowable on conditions that their size, scope and function are related to and compatible with agriculture, silviculture, 
aquaculture, and livestock activities…” 

Future Land Use Element, Figures 2-1a, 2-1b, 
2-1c, 2-1g, 2-1i, 2-1k 

Corrected the Future Land Use maps for these Alachua County Satellite Properties occupied primarily by IFAS to change 
all land uses previously shown as Academic/Research to depict the Academic/Research-Outdoor Future Land Use 
designation.  These properties are Austin Carey Memorial Forest, Beef Research Unit, Dairy Research Unit, Millhopper 
Horticulture Unit, Santa Fe Beef Ranch, and Wall Farm. 

Future Land Use Element, Figure 2-1c Corrected this map for Dairy Research Unit to remove an area depicted in the Conservation Future Land Use in the 
southeast corner of the property.  This designation was mapped correctly in the Conservation Element and the 
Conservation Data & Analysis Report, but had an error on the map in the Future Land Use Element. 

Future Land Use Element, Figure 2-1; and 
Conservation Land Use Element, Figure 7-1. 

Corrected this map to include in the Conservation Future Land Use category additional lands east of the Veterinary 
Medicine building and dog track following the existing fence lines.  This area had previously been shown in the 
Academic/Research-Outdoor Future Land Use, although it contains a stream bed and wetlands, and is fenced out of the 
academic areas.  Future Land Use acreages elsewhere in the documents are also edited for consistency. 

Future Land Use Element – Introduction Expanded the introduction to include more discussion of the Composite Constraints Map, Figure 2-3 including its 
development and use. 

General Infrastructure Element – Stormwater 
Sub-Element 

Policy 2.2 modified to read:  The Physical Plant Division shall appropriately size stormwater facilities to meet anticipated 
future demand (based on the 10-year capital improvement list) when doing routine upgrades, replacements or new 
installations including provisions to account for anticipated landscaping that could displace function. 

Intergovernmental Element Policy 2.6: specify City of Gainesville and Alachua County 
Transportation  – Element Figure 8-1, 
Roadway Hierarchy 

Corrected a small segment of Museum Road at Village Drive that was incorrectly indicated as a Secondary Connector 
Road.  This segment should display as a Primary Connector Road consistent with the rest of Museum Road. 

Capital Improvements Element, Table 13-1 
and Figure 13-1 

Corrected the description of the Project located at site C-17 titled, UAA Football Offices, to include an addition of 32,000 
GSF.  The conceptual footprint for the project is modified to depict an addition on the southwest corner of the stadium over 
an existing ground-level access.  The project titled “Newell Hall Remodeling, Restoration and Auditorium Addition” was 
corrected to note the addition of 15,000 GSF, to clarify the project description, and to correct one of the site locations from 
B-518 to C-518.  Total gross square footage of new construction in the 10-year plan horizon is corrected elsewhere in the 
documents for consistency. 

Global Modification to Plan Elements The policy number system was modified in all elements such that the policies are labeled with three numbers to identify to 
goal number, objective number and policy number. 

Transportation Data & Analysis Report, page 
8-12, Average Daily Traffic 

Deleted the row of data for a location on Buckman Drive south of the CLB Lot and moved the data from that row into the 
2004 column of the row below.  

Transportation Data & Analysis Report, Daily 
Traffic Figure 

Corrected the map to remove one of the counts reported on Buckman Drive and to relocate the count reported on Newell 
Drive to south of Union Road. 

General Infrastructure Element – Potable 
Water 10-year Projections by Planning Sector 

This table was corrected to present the projected Gallons Per Minute usage.  The previous calculations were incorrect and 
inflated accounting only for peak flow conditions. 

General Infrastructure Element – Sanitary 
Sewer 10-year Projections by Planning Sector 

This table was corrected to present the projected Gallons Per Day usage.  The previous calculations were incorrect and 
inflated accounting only for peak flow conditions. 
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