
 

405 Larue Avenue ● Tel: 407-851-2920 ● Fax: 407-851-7361● www.edgewood-fl.gov 
 

Memo 
To: Planning and Zoning Board Members 

From: Sandy Repp, Deputy City Clerk 

Date: April 6, 2018 

Re: Supplement to Agenda Packet for April 9, 2018 P&Z meeting 

  

The following information, excerpted from the February 12, 2018 P&Z agenda, is 
provided as a supplement to the April 9, 2018 agenda should you need a reference. 

Application for Rezoning 2018-RZ-01  
• Application for Rezoning 
• Notice of Public Hearing dated January 30, 2018 sent to property owners within 

500 feet (Addresses with address and map matrix were generated from Orange 
County Property Appraiser Website). 

• Sign Affidavit dated February 2, 2018 
• Ordinance 2018-04 for Rezoning property on Holden Avenue to a Proposed 

Planned Development for Elementary School  
• Staff Reports 

o Memo from Drew Smith dated December 6, 2017 
o Staff Report from CPH dated January 10, 2018 
o Staff Report from Ellen Hardgrove dated February 6, 2018 
o Traffic Analysis Review from Ellen Hardgrove dated February 26, 2018 

The traffic analysis can be seen on the City website at: 
http://www.edgewood-fl.gov/?wpfb_dl=747 

• Planned Development Agreement (draft) 
• Approved Minutes from November 15, 2017 and Draft minutes from February 2, 

2018 DRC meetings 
 

http://www.edgewood-fl.gov/?wpfb_dl=747
sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
1

sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
2



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
3



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
4



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
5



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
6



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
7



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
8

sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Typewritten Text

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
9



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
10



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
11



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
12



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
13



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
14



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
15



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
16

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
17



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
18

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
19



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
20



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
21

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
22



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
23



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
24



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
25



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
26



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
27



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
28



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
29



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
30

sriffle
Typewritten Text



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
31



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
32



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
33



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
34



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
35



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
36



sriffle
Stamp

sriffle
Typewritten Text
37



 
405 Larue Avenue - Edgewood, Florida 32809-3406 

(407) 851-2920 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  Sandy Repp, Deputy City Clerk  

CC:  Bea Meeks, City Clerk      

FROM: Ellen Hardgrove, AICP  

DATE: February 26, 2018 

RE:  Review of Traffic Study for Holden Elementary School 

 

Based on the discussion at the last Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, I have asked a 

colleague to review the submitted traffic study for the proposed school and have summarized his 

comments/questions below.  I would advise forwarding the memo to the OCPS to give them an 

opportunity to respond as well as make revisions to their analysis if they find such needed. I 

would also recommend forwarding the memo to the Planning and Zoning Commission members.  

 

Overview  

 The proposed vacant ±15.0-acre development site is located on the south side of Holden 

Avenue approximately 1,800 feet east of US 441.The proposed development will be a 

public elementary school with a design capacity of 1,000 students (planned capacity is 

830 students and 135 employees).   

 Two access connections are proposed.  Both will be full access connections.   

 Based on the OCPS’s presentation of the likely site layout, the school bus loading and 

unloading will be the western access driveway as shown in the Traffic Analysis, with the 

eastern access driveway used for all other vehicles: employees and parents dropping off 

and picking up.   

 Based on the proposed site plan in the Traffic Analysis, it appears that Holden Avenue 

will be widened to a 36-foot cross section along the entire frontage of the development 

site, as well as an additional ±200 feet to taper the roadway back to the existing cross 

section.   

 In reviewing the October 2017 traffic analysis report, the following questions are posed.  

Response may require revision and resubmission of the analysis/report. 

 

Questions 

 Were the traffic counts taken on a typical day? It appears that the count was taken on 

December 15
th

, a day before a holiday break.  The August 31
st
 count was taken the day 

before Labor Day break. The “close to holiday” counts may have resulted in lower traffic.  

Additional counts on a typical school day should be performed to validate the counts. 

Further, the FDOT count factor should be used to ensure the traffic data is normalized.  
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 Do the timings/phases for the signalized intersections used in the analysis reflect the 

current conditions? If not, the analysis needs to be revised to use existing timing and 

phasing.  Additionally, it appears that more favorable timings and phasing were utilized 

in the future condition; some of the directional movements have improved in level of 

service despite an increase in background and the addition of project traffic. An 

explanation is needed for this improved condition. 

 

 Is the trip generation calculation valid? First, why was the trip generation based on the 

9
th

 Edition of ITE when the 10
th

 Edition is available? It should be noted that trip 

generation can be calculated based on students as well as employees. The traffic engineer 

used the student ratio in the reported trip generation.  While use of students or employees 

are both equally valid, for design purposes and access analysis it is better to use the 

higher number to ensure the site is not under-designed. 

 

If the trip generation (using the 9
th

 Edition) was based on the number of employees, the 

estimating the number of daily trips is almost doubled and the peak hour trips increase by 

150 to 165% (see table at the end of the report).  If the 10
th

 Edition ITE trip rates are used 

the increase between students and employees is not as great, but the student trip 

generation calculations are higher in the 10
th

 Edition over the 9
th

 Edition.   

 

It seems that the trip distribution used in the Traffic Analysis contradicts statements by 

the OCPS staff. Whereas the OCPS represented that a significant number of students 

would be from Edgewood, the traffic analysis shows at least  60% of the school users will 

be from the west, not from within the City.   

 

 Will the growth rate used in the Traffic Analysis reasonably predict the future 

condition? The traffic engineer used FDOT 2011 to 2016 historical counts to estimate 

the annual growth rate. The counts from 2011 to 2013 are questionable in that the counts 

for 2011, 2012 and 2013 have the same AADT (13,600), which is unusual. Using these 

three years, with the same number, in the growth rate calculation results in a lower 

growth rate compared to a rate calculated using only 2013 to 2016.  The future would be 

better predicted using the last three years to create a growth rate.  

 

Furthermore, verification is needed as to whether the Holden Avenue road improvement 

west of OBT was used in the future condition.  Extension of Holden Avenue from Texas 

Avenue John Young Parkway (JYP) in a four lane configuration, providing a direct 

connection between JYP and Orange Avenue, and widening the existing segment from 

Texas to OBT from two to four lanes, and then funneling this traffic into the two lane 

segment east of OBT, will have a significant impact on the future condition.  

Construction is planned to begin in September 2018, with completion in 2020.  

 

 Is the road capacity used in the traffic analysis valid? Since the posted speed is 35 

mph, the maximum roadway service volume would be 800, not 850 as apparently used in 

the Traffic Analysis.  Additionally, since Holden Avenue is not a state road, the non-state 

roadway adjustment factor should have been applied (800 x 0.9 = 720), thus, the correct 

service volume capacity is 720.   This capacity would actually be even less when the 
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school is operational since the future posted speed will be 25 mph, as noted by the traffic 

engineer. 

 

Using 720 as the correct service volume, Holden Avenue is currently over capacity 

during the PM peak hour.  Existing eastbound traffic ranges from 792 east of US 441 to 

789 west of Orange Avenue.   Using the correct service volume (720), the road will also 

be over capacity in the future not only in the PM peak hour, but also during the mid-day.  

Furthermore, if a more realistic growth rate is applied as explained earlier in this memo, 

the AM peak hour will most likely be over capacity.  Mid-day and AM peak hour 

conditions are significantly relevant to the school.   

 

 While vehicle queues on Holden do not currently create congestion issues as noted by the 

traffic engineer, when the school is operational, with the posted speed at 25 mph, with 

±10 buses arriving and departing in each direction, with the traffic personnel directing 

drop-off/pick-up traffic at the entrance, and pedestrians crossing at multiple locations, 

queuing will become a significant issue. Does the traffic engineer dispute this?  

 

 Please identify the significance of the asterisk in Table 2 under the Sidewalks column 

references. 

 

 The site plan shows parking for 133 vehicles. Is this enough for the 135 employees and 

potential visitors? 

 

 The westbound left turn lane for the bus entrance assumed a queue length of 25 feet (or 

one passenger vehicle).  However, it might be better to base the queue length on the 

length of a school bus and not a typical passenger vehicle.  The westbound bus lane will 

need to be longer.  An estimated number of buses is needed as well as an analysis of the 

bus arrivals and movements at the bus entrance.   

 

 The turning radius for the bus entrance looks like it is too tight and should be larger. 

 

 A question was asked at the public hearing if the school trip generation was compared to 

the prior proposed development (45 single family dwellings).   The trip generation for the 

residential development previously proposed on the subject property would be 504 daily 

trips, 51 PM peak hour, and 41 AM peak hour.  Comparatively, the school is projected to 

generate at least 1290 daily trips, 150 PM peak hour trips, and 450 AM peak hour trips. 

As stated above, the school trip generation would be higher if calculated based on 

employment and/or the current ITE manual; the table below provides for a comparison. 

 
 Previously Proposed 

Single Family 

Development 

School with 9th 

Edition based 

on students 

School with 10th 

Edition based 

on students 

School with 9th 

Edition based 

on employment 

School with 10th 

Edition based 

on employment 

Daily Trips 504 1290 1946 2471 2381 

PM Peak Hour 51 150 170 237 240 

AM Peak 

Hour 

41 450 670 720 974 
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Estimated Trip Generation Comparison (Students Vs Employees) (9th Ed ITE)

Trip Generation Rates (1)

ITE A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Land Use Size Code (2) Daily Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit

School 1,000 Students 520 / R 1.29 0.45 0.25 0.20 0.28 0.13 0.15 0.15 0.07 0.08

School 135 Employees 520 / E/R 18.33 5.33 2.88 2.45 3.41 1.50 1.91 1.76 0.86 0.90

Traffic Volumes

ITE  A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Land Use Size Code (2) Daily Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit

School 1,000 Students 520 / R 1,290 450 248 202 280 126 154 150 74 76

School 135 Employees 520 / E/R 2,474 720 389 331 461 203 258 237 116 121
(1)  Trip generation calculations from 9th Edition of ITE Trip Generation Report.

(2)  ITE Land Use Code Number /  R= Average Trip Rate or E=Fitted Curve Equation

Estimated Trip Generation Comparison (Students Vs Employees) (10th Ed ITE)

Trip Generation Rates (1)

ITE A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Land Use Size Code (2) Daily Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit

School 1,000 Students 520 / E/R 1.95 0.67 0.36 0.31 0.34 0.15 0.19 0.17 0.08 0.09

School 135 Employees 520 / E/R 17.64 7.21 3.82 3.39 3.57 1.57 2.00 1.78 0.85 0.93

Traffic Volumes

ITE  A.M. Peak Hour P.M. Peak Hour
Land Use Size Code (2) Daily Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit

School 1,000 Students 520 / R 1,946 670 362 308 340 153 187 170 82 88

School 135 Employees 520 / E/R 2,381 974 516 458 482 212 270 240 115 125
(1)  Trip generation calculations from 10th Edition of ITE Trip Generation Report, 2017.

(2)  ITE Land Use Code Number /  R= Average Trip Rate or E=Fitted Curve Equation

P.M. Peak Hour of 

Generator

P.M. Peak Hour of 

Generator

P.M. Peak Hour of 

Generator

P.M. Peak Hour of 

Generator
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