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To plan for the future, it is essential to understand the existing conditions of the community. This section 
examines the following: 
 

2.1 Community Demographics 
2.2 Existing Parks and Open Spaces 
2.3 Summary of Findings  

2.1 Community Demographics 
The City of Orlando was incorporated in 1875 
with a population of 75. At that time, the City 
measured exactly 1 square mile (640 acres) in 
size. About 50 years later – the time of the 
City’s previous parks plan – Orlando had 
grown to just over 20,000 people. 
 
Now, 100 years after Orlando was named 
“The City Beautiful,” the City has a 
population of 234,130 (April 1, 2008 BEBR 
estimate) and a land area of 111.15 square 
miles (71,137 acres). Orlando’s current 
population density of 2,106 persons per square 
mile is nearly twice that of Orange County as 
a whole (1,115 persons per square mile).  
 
The City’s residents form a diverse community. The most recent U.S. 
Census data (2000) provides insight into Orlando’s demographics:  
 

• Orlando’s populace is relatively young, with 53.8% below the 
age of 34. The median age is 32.9. 

 
• Orlando is becoming more diverse, with a population that is 

61.1% White, 26.9% Black or African-American, 2.7% Asian 
and 9.3% “other”. 17.5% of City residents describe their 
ethnicity as Hispanic. The percentage of Hispanics in Orlando 
has grown significantly, from 3% in 1980 to 9% in 1990, to 
17.5% in 2000. Based on trend data, the City believes that this 
percentage may reach 25% by 2010. 

 
• Orlando has a relatively low percentage of home ownership, with 40.8% owner-occupied units 

and 59.2% renter-occupied units. Unincorporated Orange County’s percentages are almost the 
exact opposite: 60.7% owner-occupied and 39.3% renter-occupied. 
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• The average household size of owner-occupied units is 2.38 persons per unit, and for renter-

occupied units that number is 2.16 persons per unit. This ratio is significantly less than in 
unincorporated Orange County, which has an average household size of 2.74 persons per owner-
occupied unit and 2.41 persons per renter-occupied unit. 

 
• Orlando has a relatively high level of educational attainment, with 82.2% being high school 

graduates or higher. 28.2% of the City’s populace have bachelor’s degrees or higher. 
 

• In regards to the workforce, 33.3% are in management, professional and related occupations, 
19.2% are in service occupations; 30% are in sales and office occupations; 7.5% are in 
construction and maintenance occupations; and 9.8% are in production, transportation and 
material-moving occupations. 

 
• Poverty statistics indicate that 13.3% of families are below the poverty level. When it comes to 

children, 27.5% (approximately 11,000) of the City’s children live below poverty, and 53.8% 
(approximately 22,000 children) are low income (i.e., live below 200% of the federal poverty 
level). 

 
• A comparison of all cities with populations of 100,000 or greater (239 cities), using 2000 census 

figures, shows Orlando ranked 104th in resident population, 74th in total land area, 33rd in one-
person households, 22nd in the percentage of renter-occupied units and 6th in retail sales per 
capita. The high rankings in the percentage of renter-occupied housing units and retail sales can 
be directly attributed to Orlando’s predominant tourist/service economy. 

 
According to the City’s latest growth projections, Orlando’s resident population is expected to grow to 
283,661 by 2020, and to 314,102 by 2030. By 2040, it is projected that the City will have over 334,102 
permanent residents, which represents an increase of 100,000 residents in just the next 32 years. By 
comparison, it took Orlando 96 years to reach 100,000 residents (from 1875 to 1971). Most of this 
residential growth is likely to occur in Downtown redevelopment projects, redevelopment and infill 
projects around the Florida Hospital and Orlando Health (ORHS) campuses, multi-family growth in 
southwest Orlando, and most especially in the far southeast area of the City. Southeast Orlando, 
specifically the area south of the East-West Expressway and east of S. Orange Avenue, which includes 
the Lake Nona and Vista East areas, is anticipated to grow from 87,021 residents today to 138,413 people 
in 2040 (a +60% increase).  
 
These demographic trends have implications for the Strategic FPR Plan. A major factor in planning for 
parks and open spaces is the level of transience within the population. Having a fairly constant stream of 
newcomers means that the population is not as familiar with Orlando, and may require more frequent 
outreach and/or improved signage and wayfinding, and additional program cycles. It also underscores the 
need for multi-use spaces that can work for many different populations.  
 
The growth of the population overall – without annexation of new land – indicates that there will be a 
need for infill parks and creative solutions to providing park space in dense urban areas where there is 
little developable land. Beyond the dense urban core, growth is primarily expected in the far Southeast. 
The City will need to continue its vigilance in plan review and ensure that all new major developments 
provide their own neighborhood parks.  
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     Top: The plaza at City Hall. 
     Bottom: Overbrook Park in Lake Adair. 

 
2.2 Existing Parks and Open Spaces 
 
The City of Orlando’s park system started with the City Beautiful 
movement, which emphasized natural beauty and passive open space. 
Many of these original parks still exist and form the core of the City’s 
system today. In general, the City’s parks are attractive and well-
maintained and the system appears to meet the basic needs of many 
residents. As the City evolves and the population changes, some park 
spaces are becoming obsolete, while others have not yet developed to 
their full potential. Thus, the focus of the FPR Vision Plan is how to 
harness existing resources to make a strong system even better.  
 
Currently, the system includes:  
 

• 3 Regional Parks 
• 11 Community Parks 
• 57 Neighborhood Parks 
• 23 Shoreline Parks 
• 15 Special Use Facilities 
• 20 Community/Recreation Centers 
• 3 Wetlands Parks 
• 4 Urban Plazas 
• 5 Bikeways/Walking Trails 

The City also owns over 800 undeveloped acres of parkland, including 471 acres at Lake Fran. A 
complete inventory of parks spaces can be found in Appendix A. 
 
Other Facilities 
In addition to the parks that the City owns and operates, Orlando has a number of shared facilities with 
Orange County Public Schools (OCPS). There are joint use agreements in place at the following schools:  
 

• Rolling Hills Elementary/Signal Hill Park (expires in 2021)  
• Rock Lake Elementary/Rock Lake Park (expires in 2062)  
• Howard Middle School/City (automatic renewal until 2014)  
• Jones High School/Orlando Sports Campus (expires in 2011) 
• Grand Avenue Elementary/Grand Avenue School (expires in 

2023) 
• Ivey Lane Elementary/City of Orlando (no expiration date) 
• McCoy Elementary/McCoy Park (expires in 2011) 
• Lake Como Elementary/Lake Como Ballfields (expires in 2021) 
• Boone High School/Wadeview Complex (expires in 2020) 
• Blankner School/Wadeview Park Complex (expires in 2027) 
• Northlake Park Community School/YMCA/Orlando (expires in 2021) 
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Orlando residents also benefit from the close proximity of 
several Orange County parks and facilities, particularly 
Marks Street Senior Center and the Orange County History 
Museum in downtown; Barber Park off Gatlin Avenue; 
Barnett Park on West Colonial Drive; Fort Gatlin Park off 
Lake Margaret Drive; Lake Cane/Lake Marsha Park off 
Turkey Lake Road; and Orlo Vista Park near the western 
boundary of the City.  
 
In addition to publicly owned facilities, Orlando residents 
are served by a number of private facilities. Within the 
City boundaries are also countless recreation facilities 
provided through apartment communities, private gyms, 
YMCAs and other service providers.  
 

Parks and Open Spaces by Area: City Quadrants 
In general, the City can be conceptualized as four “quadrants,” bounded by the East-West Expressway 
(FL 408) and Interstate 4. Because 
of a great deal of annexation in 
recent decades, the southeast 
quadrant is split into two “sub-
quadrants” – the “old” southeast 
and the “new” southeast.  
 
For the purposes of the Vision 
Plan, these quadrants will serve as 
planning sub-areas. This is not only 
out of a necessity of scale, but also 
because the four areas exhibit 
different development patterns, 
roadway networks, and parks and 
open-space attributes. Following is 
a discussion of each quadrant’s 
existing parks and open space 
conditions, and how they relate to 
the Vision Plan. For each quadrant, 
photographs, demographics and an 
“x-ray” of the street network has 
been created at the same scale to 
illustrate the differences in 
development patterns. A map 
follows each section showing the 
quadrant’s parks and recreation 
resources.  
 

Many apartment communities provide some of 
their own recreation facilities, such as this 
playground at The Palms off of Kirkman 
Road. 

A map of the City’s five 
”quadrants;” the East-
West Expressway (FL 408) 
and Interstate 4 are 
denoted by dashed lines. 
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   From the top: College Park; “x-ray” of 
   quadrant; Citrus Bowl; and Orange 
   Blossom Trail. 

 
Northwest Quadrant 
 
Neighborhoods: Palomar, College Park, Lake Dot, Callahan, 
Holden/Parramore (partial), Lorna Doone (partial), Westfield, 
Rock Lake, Spring Lake, Haralson Estates, The Willows, 
Lake Fairview, Rosemont, Rosemont North, Signal Hill, West 
Colonial, Mercy Drive 
 
Major Non-Residential Areas: Princeton/Silver Star, Mercy 
Drive, Seaboard Industrial, Lake Shore Village. 
 

 

 
Development Pattern/Character: There are three general 
patterns of development: the older, traditional urban grid seen 
east of Orange Blossom Trail in College Park and in 
Parramore; large swaths of light industrial and commercial  
land uses in a wedge between Colonial Drive and Orange 
Blossom Trail; and 1960s and 1970s neighborhoods of 
modest homes and low-rise multi-family structures in loosely 
arranged grids.  
 
Parks and Open Spaces: The Northwest contains many of the 
City’s major special event facilities such as the Citrus Bowl 
and the Bob Carr Performing Arts Center. East of Orange 
Blossom Trail, the parks system emphasizes City Beautiful 
principles, but west of Orange Blossom Trail, the City 
Beautiful’s presence is diminished. Parks tend to be larger,  
more spread out and more utilitarian in design with the 
largest open space at Trotter’s Park, located in the far 
north.  
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The character of the roadways also varies by location: east of Orange Blossom Trail, roadways tend to be 
more “complete” with street trees and sidewalks. West of Orange Blossom Trail, the network changes 
drastically, with little network and large arterials. The major roadways of Colonial Drive, Orange 
Blossom Trail, and John Young Parkway were designed for vehicular and large truck movement and tend 
to have fast-moving traffic and lack facilities for pedestrians or bicyclists. In neighborhoods in the far 
northwest such as Rosemont, the network improves but exhibits a 1960s and 1970s design of winding 
roadways.  
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Northeast Quadrant 
 
Neighborhoods: Central Business District (CBD), North 
Orange, Orwin Manor, Rose Isle, Lake Formosa, Rowena 
Gardens, Park Lake/Highland, Colonialtown North, Lake 
Eola Heights, Colonialtown South, South Eola, Thornton 
Park, Lawsona/Fern Creek, East Central Park, Coytown, 
Audobon Park, Baldwin Park, Hibiscus, Azalea Park  
 
Major Non-Residential Areas: Orlando Executive Airport, 
Colonial Town Center 
 

 
 
Development Pattern/Character: The Northeast quadrant 
contains many of the City’s original neighborhoods, 
including most of downtown, Thornton Park and Lake 
Eola Heights. Because these areas date from the early 
twentieth century, the transportation network is not based 
solely on vehicular travel and has an urban grid of small 
blocks and strong connectivity. This pattern is continued in 
newer developments such as the New Urbanist community       From the top: Baldwin Park; “x-ray”of 

     quadrant; Loch Haven Park; and a 
     typical City Beautiful street.  
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of Baldwin Park. Land uses are primarily residential, but there are mixed uses in many of the 
neighborhoods, leading to diverse character and the highest degree of walkability and urban lifestyle in 
the City.  
 
Parks and Open Spaces: Existing parks in the Northeast tend to be smaller (less than 10 acres) and 
embody the elegance of the City Beautiful movement by providing access to lakeshores, ample shade 
from mature trees and lush greenery. This quadrant contains one of the highest diversity of park types in 
the City, as well as unique special-use facilities, such as Leu Gardens and Loch Haven Park. 
Neighborhood and recreation centers are available at three locations, and there is a high degree of 
programming available at the City’s premier park, Lake Eola. The roadways in the Northeast are also 
some of the most complete, with sidewalks, mature trees and many with beautiful brick finishes that do 
double-duty as traffic-calming devices. Because the roadway network is dense, it is generally walkable, 
though Colonial Drive is a barrier for bicycles and pedestrians. 
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“Old” Southeast Quadrant 
 
Neighborhoods: South Division, Lake Holden, South Orange, 
Lake Cherokee, Lake Copeland, Wadeview Park, Pineloch, 
Southern Oaks, Lake Terrace, Lancaster Park, Delaney Park, 
Lake Davis/Greenwood, Lake Weldona, Bel Air, Lake Como, 
Lake Underhill, Dover Shores West, Dover Shores East, 
Conway, Wedgewood Groves, Mariners Village, Bryn Mawr, 
Dover Estates, Dover Manor, The Dovers, Monterrey, Dixie 
Belle, Englewood Park, Lake Frederica, Ventura, Pershing, 
South Semoran, Countryside  
 

 
 
Development Pattern/Character: There are three predominant 
development patterns in the “Old” Southeast: 1) the traditional 
Orlando urban grid that is woven around lakes and other natural 
features; 2) post-World War II neighborhoods of modest single 
family homes; and 3) large, multi-family building communities 
situated along major roadways. The City Beautiful character is 

present in the older neighborhoods of Lake Cherokee and 
Delaney Park, but as one travels east and south, it gradually 
gives way to more suburban style streets and land-use patterns.  

From the top: Lake Nona; “x-ray” of 
quadrant; park in Southport; and the 
partially undeveloped right-of-way of 
Econlockhatchee Trail.  



 

22 
 

 
Roadways in particular play a large role in the character of the area, with major arterials such as Conway 
and Semoran dominating the look of the public realm with strip mall development. 
  
Parks and Open Spaces: The City Beautiful character of shoreline parks and oak-shaded streets dominates 
the most centrally located neighborhoods of the “Old” Southeast. East from Lake Como and Lake 
Underhill, the parks tend to be larger and more spread apart. The Semoran Boulevard and Conway 
corridors have many multi-family complexes that supply some of their own recreation facilities on-site, 
and thus there are fewer small, neighborhood parks in this area. Currently Demetree Park is the largest 
public park in the quadrant, but it is tucked far back in the neighborhoods and lacks a strong visual 
presence beyond its immediate area. The quadrant has the only two wetland parks within City boundaries, 
and a number of joint use agreements in place with the school district to share facilities. 
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“New” Southeast Quadrant 
 
Neighborhoods: Airport North, Vista East, Vista Park, Randal 
Park, Bal Bay, East Park, LaVina, Northlake Park at Lake 
Nona, Lake Nona Estates, Lake Nona Central, Lake Nona 
South, Narcoosee Groves, Southport 
 
Major Non-Residential Areas: Orlando International Airport, 
Beltway Commerce Center, City of Orlando GOAA, 
Narcoosee South, Boggy Creek 
 

 
 
*Entire quadrant represented by one commissioner district and 
currently only 7 neighborhoods have 2000 census data with a 
total population of 7,085 represented. There has been much 
growth in this quadrant over the last 9 years.  
 
Development Pattern/Character: The majority of the “New” 
Southeast is either non-residential – such as the Orlando 
International Airport – or not yet developed at all. This area of 
Orlando is slated to grow the most in upcoming years, led by 
the expansion of the Lake Nona area. Because the “New” 
Southeast has largely developed in the past decade, there has 
been greater attention paid to connectivity and sustainability in 
the design of the new communities. However, distances 
between communities remain large, and there is a dependence 
on arterial roads such as Narcoosee for most travel.  
 
Parks and Open Spaces: Most park spaces in the New 
Southeast have been or will be provided by developers. These 
smaller spaces provide close-to-home recreation facilities such 
as playgrounds and open green spaces for tossing a Frisbee or 
playing catch. As such, there are two City-owned 
neighborhood parks in the area. There are, however, two 
substantial community parks already in existence and plans for 
more as the sub-quadrant builds out.  
Roadways have been designed with pedestrians and 
bicycles in mind, and many have bikeways or sidewalks. 
The map on the following page illustrates the existing 
parks and open spaces in the “New” Southeast. 

    From the top: typical multi-family community 
   “x-ray” of quadrant; Bill Frederick Park 
    and Kirkman Road.  
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Southwest Quadrant 
 
Neighborhoods: Holden/Parramore (partial), Lorna Doone 
(partial), Holden Heights, Rio Grande Park, Catalina, Clear 
Lake, Lake Sunset, Lake Mann Estates, Washington Shores, 
Johnson Village, Florida Center North, Millennia, Park 
Central, Florida Center, Lake Richmond, Richmond Estates, 
Windhover, Kirkman South, Metrowest, Timberleaf, Carver 
Shores, Richmond Heights, New Malibu, Malibu Groves, 
Lake Mann Gardens, Roosevelt Park, Camellia Gardens 
 
Major Non-Residential Areas: 33rd Street Industrial, Kirkman 
North, Eagles Nest, theme parks 
 

 
 
Development Pattern/Character: The Southwest has two 
major types of development patterns: modest 1960s and 
1970s residential neighborhoods primarily located north of 
L.B. McLeod and east of Kirkman; and large-scaled, multi-
family communities interspersed with suburban-style 
commercial development and tourist attractions. This has 
translated into a roadway network that is heavily dependent  

 
   From the top: Typical multi-family community; 
  “x-ray” of quadrant; Bill Frederick Park; and 
   Kirkman Road.   
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on large arterials and has few options for local travel. As a result, the character of the Southwest lacks the 
smaller-scale charm of other areas in Orlando and is more suburban in its look and feel.  
 
Parks and Open Spaces: Much of the residential area comprises multi-family communities, and these 
developments typically provide their own recreation amenities such as playgrounds, swimming pools and 
tennis courts. Two of the system’s largest parks are located here: Bill Frederick and Eagle Nest. The older 
communities north of L.B. McLeod have access to neighborhood park facilities, particularly those that 
abut the various water bodies. In general, the roadways are oriented towards vehicular movement and 
have high volumes of cars, making them unfriendly to pedestrian/vehicular travel. There are opportunities 
to expand the trail network through existing utility corridors, and great improvements could be made 
through “road diets”, i.e. fewer lanes and a greater presence of street trees and amenities. 
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Summary of Existing Conditions 
 
The existing parks system of Orlando is influenced 
heavily by two factors: the City Beautiful legacy and 
post World War II development patterns. In older 
areas of the City – such as the Northeast Quadrant and 
parts of the Northwest and “Old” Southeast – the parks 
system is elegantly woven into the neighborhoods 
along with Orlando’s lakes and other natural features. 
Roadways are typically shaded with mature oaks, and 
have brick pavers and sidewalks that encourage 
pedestrian travel. Many of the City’s special use 
facilities are also contained in this urban core, such as 
the performance centers just west of downtown, Leu 
Gardens, Lake Eola Park and historic Dubsdread Golf 
Course.  
 
A shift in the City’s development pattern – and values 
– began to occur after World War II. The City began 
to grow quickly, and in order to keep up with new 
development, the urban grid gradually loosened and 
vehicle-dependent suburbs became the trend. The 
result is a “second Orlando” that is distinct from City 

Beautiful Orlando: one with a dependence on large 
arterial roadways and greater distances between 
parks and open spaces. In response to the shift in development demands, the City began to see more  
multi-family structures that provide some of their own recreation amenities. For the City, this translated 
into a shift toward providing larger, more community-sized facilities rather than a fine grained network of 
small public parks. This development pattern has also translated into a system of large, vehicle-oriented 
roadways that lack trees, sidewalks and bicycle facilities.  
 
Despite these “two Orlandos” – the City Beautiful, and the post World War II neighborhoods – the City 
has a strong, diverse parks system that adds a great deal to residents’ quality of life. The remainder of the 
Vision Plan evaluates what parks and recreation needs still exist, and strategies on how to best meet those 
needs given current economic constraints. 

 The “two Orlandos”
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In tandem with the analysis of the existing parks and recreation system, the planning team conducted a 
Needs and Priorities Assessment. The team used several qualitative and quantitative research techniques 
to determine the community’s needs: 
 

3.1 Stakeholder Interviews 
3.2 Mayor and City Commissioner Interviews 
3.3 Focus Group Workshop 
3.4 Neighborhood and Online Surveys 
3.5 Mail/telephone Surveys 
3.6 Summary of Findings 

 
The following discusses findings from each of these techniques; Section 3.6 is a summary of findings.  
 
3.1 Stakeholder Interviews  
From April 22-24, 2009 the planning team interviewed the following 19 people, representing City 
departments other than Families, Parks and Recreation: 
  

• Byron Brooks, Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) 
• Deborah Girard, Deputy CAO 
• Kevin Edmonds, Deputy CAO 
• Frank Billingsley, Economic Devel. Dir. 
• Roger Neiswender, Transportation Dir. 
• Harold Jenkins, Orange County Public Schools  
• Dean Grandin, Planning Division  
• Kevin Tyjeski, Planning Division 
• Paul Lewis, Planning Division 
• Marcia Hope-Goodwin, Neighborhood and Community Affairs Director 
• Susan Harris, Neighborhood and Community Affairs 
• Jonathan Ippel, Public Works 
• Frances DeJesus, Housing Dept. 
• Leila Allen, Housing Director 
• Paulette Edwards, Housing Dept. 
• Laurie Botts, Real Estate Manager 
• Clayton Green, Real Estate Division 
• Rebecca Sutton, Chief Financial Officer (CFO) 
• Ray Elwell, Deputy CFO 

Minutes from the meetings are included in Appendix B. 
 
It should be noted that FPR staff were also consulted throughout the process via numerous meetings and 
focus groups with the management team. 
 
 

3. NEEDS AND PRIORITIES ASSESSMENT 
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Interviews 
Each interview began with a PowerPoint presentation overview of parks planning principles and initial 
findings related to the City of Orlando’s families, parks and recreation system. After this introduction, 
interviewees answered three questions: 
 

1) Are there additional meetings, workshops, presentations or other outreach efforts that we should 
consider for the City? 

2) What do you believe are the top-priority parks and recreation needs in your community? In the 
City? 

3) Assuming that the Parks and Recreation Master Plan will identify desired/needed improvements, 
what funding sources would you support? 

 
After responding to the questions, the planning team and interviewees participated in one-on-one 
dialogues focusing on the greatest needs for the City’s parks and recreation system and anticipated 
challenges. 
 
Common Themes 

• Parks should benefit all generations… not just 
children and teenagers. As one interviewee put it: 
“The idea of ‘family’ is important in addition to kids 
and communities. We shouldn’t lose sight of other 
age groups.” 

 
• We need more equitable access to quality parks. 

Residents need better access to neighborhood and 
regional parks, via walking, bicycling and transit – 
without having to drive. Additionally, multiple 
interviewees noted that the lack of sufficient parking, 
combined with pedestrian safety concerns, may deter 
residents from taking advantage of current parks and 
recreation opportunities.  

 
• Funding remains a challenge. However the parks system evolves, interviewees agreed that plans 

must be fiscally responsible. A variety of ideas – including charging developers park impact fees, 
creating sponsorship opportunities, or leveraging grant programs – were suggested with no clear-
cut consensus emerging. 

 
• Long-term planning is key to a viable, sustainable parks system. Underscoring the importance of 

planning, one interviewee connected planning to funding, suggesting that “funding springs from 
vision. When people connect to the vision, they will find the money.” In this case, planning needs 
to include activities and programming, as well as operational issues, such as stormwater treatment 
and joint use with schools. 
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Top Priorities 
 
The following facilities were mentioned frequently as top-priority needs; the parentheses indicate the 
number of interviewees who noted the need.  
  

• Trails/connectivity (9) 
• Dog parks (4) 
• Connectivity (4) 
• Ball fields/multi-purpose fields (4) 

3.2 Mayor and City Commissioner Interviews 
In addition to interviewing key City staff members from departments outside of FPR, the planning team 
spoke with Orlando Mayor Buddy Dyer and members of City Council: 

 
• District 1 Commissioner Phil Diamond 
• District 2 Commissioner Tony Ortiz 
• District 3 Commissioner Robert Stuart 
• District 4 Commissioner Patty Sheehan 
• District 5 Commissioner Daisy W. Lynum 
• District 6 Commissioner Samuel Ings 

Complete meeting minutes can be found in Appendix B. 
 
These sessions followed a format similar to the stakeholder interviews: a brief PowerPoint presentation 
followed by three questions designed to spark conversation about parks and recreation needs and issues. 
 
Common Themes 
While each Commissioner offered suggestions specific to their constituents, two main themes emerged: 
 

• Prioritize trails and walkability. Several 
Commissioners, as well as Mayor Dyer, consider 
trails among the top priorities. To paraphrase Mayor 
Dyer, residents should have access to green space 
within a pre-determined distance  

 
• Improve fields and facilities. The Commissioners 

agreed that all types of fields – baseball, softball, 
football, soccer, rugby and lacrosse – are a key area 
for improvement. Indoor facilities such as 
gymnasiums were also noted as a community need. 

 
Top Priorities 
The following facilities were mentioned frequently as top priority needs; the parentheses indicate the 
number of interviewees who noted the need.  
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• Athletic fields (4) 
• Trails (3) 
• Pedestrian space, sidewalks, walkability (3) 

3.3 Athletics Workshop 
 
On April 22, 2009, Glatting Jackson facilitated an athletics workshop at City Hall for all youth and adult 
sports leagues that use City facilities. The workshop included a brief presentation of the project 
background and goals; a needs prioritization exercise; and an open discussion. Participants were asked to 
complete a copy of the neighborhood survey. Nearly 20 sports leagues were invited, and representatives 
from the following five groups attended: 
 

• Football Club of America, ACYS 
• Orlando Cricket Club (Central Florida Cricket League) 
• Orange County Youth Lacrosse (Mid-Florida Lacrosse) 
• North Orlando Kiwanis Little League 
• Delaney Park Little League 

Prioritization Exercise 
For the needs prioritization activity, each participant received three stickers to place on a board that 
contained a list of parks and recreation facilities. Each sticker represented a “vote” to determine local 
priorities. Results are as follows, with the number in parentheses indicating the total number of votes: 
 

• Football/soccer/rugby fields (3) 
• Youth/teen center (3) 
• Cricket fields (2) 
• Skate parks (2) 
• Paved trails (2) 
• Baseball/softball fields (2) 
• Community centers (1) 
• Covered playgrounds (1) 
• General green space/multi-purpose fields (1) 
• Picnic areas (1) 
• Playgrounds/tot lots (1) 
• Swimming pools/aquatics centers (1) 

After the prioritization exercise, the project team led an open discussion about current uses of parks and 
recreation facilities, as well as areas for improvement. The following Orlando park spaces are currently 
being used by groups represented at the workshop: 

 
• Trotters Park 
• Eagle Nest Park 
• Glenridge Middle School 
• Delaney Park 
• Lake Como Elementary School 
• Blankner Elementary School 
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Top Priorities 
 

• Collectively, workshop attendees agreed that more playing fields are needed. Each league gave 
examples of how their needs could be better met by more or improved fields. 

 
• The lack of lighting (to enable evening and nighttime play) was mentioned multiple times 

throughout the discussion.  
 

• Workshop attendees believe that poor field conditions prohibit them from attracting league 
tournaments to the area. As the Delaney Park Little League representative noted, “the basic 
maintenance and upkeep, and playing aspects of our fields, practice areas and dugouts are 
certainly not at a tournament level of quality.” Similarly, the Football Club of America could host 
tournaments if Trotters Park were expanded to an eight-field complex. 

 
3.4 Neighborhood and Online Surveys 
To better understand local residents’ parks and recreation priorities as a whole, online and written surveys 
were distributed at public meetings, neighborhood association meetings, City events, the Strengthen 
Orlando Tour and City Commission public meetings. Additionally, surveys were available at 20 City-run 
recreation centers. Between April 2009 and August 2009, more than 1,400 surveys were turned in. Of 
those, 1,303 were completed, with 1,086 surveys returned by people living within the City’s limits. The 
full survey text is provided in Appendix C. 
 
The survey asked respondents to identify which facilities and activities their households use most 
frequently, as well as their household’s top needs going forward. Respondents could choose from a list of 
46 programs and amenities (listed on page 3-12). After selecting their top three parks and recreation 
needs, respondents were asked to indicate how far they would be willing to travel (walking, biking or 
driving) to take advantage of each activity.  
 
Thirty-five percent (35%) of the surveys were completed by residents of 32832, 32827, 32824, 32829, 
32822, 32812 and 32806, located in the southeastern section of the City. Surveys results were broken 
down by quadrant and/or zip code to more accurately reflect the needs of residents in different geographic 
areas of the City.  
 
Results 
When asked to identify their top 3 parks and recreation needs, the most popular responses are as follows 
(the number in parentheses indicates the total votes each answer received): 
 

• Bicycle/pedestrian facilities (496) 
• Swimming pool/swim lessons (205) 
• Gymnasium/recreation center (187) 
• Playground/tot lots (156) 
• Afterschool programs (137) 
• Dog parks (120) 
• Open green space (110) 
• Summer camp (92) 
• Picnic areas (92) 
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• Basketball (91) 
• Youth/teen centers (87) 
• Computer labs (76) 
• Tennis courts (76) 

Conversely, parks and recreation options receiving the least amount of support include: 
 

• Outdoor amphitheater (25) 
• Horseback riding facilities/trails (24) 
• Boat ramps (20) 
• Racquetball (19) 
• Bird watching (17) 
• Ultimate Frisbee (15) 
• Shuffleboard courts (9) 

Bicycle/walking facilities were listed as a Top 3 need in 37% of all surveys, with zip codes in the central, 
northeast and southeast having the greatest demand. Sixty percent (60%) of respondents expressed a 
desire for more facilities and programs, such as afterschool activities, summer camps, art, tutoring, teen 
centers, gyms and indoor basketball courts and computer labs. 
 
3.5 Mail/Telephone Survey 
The final source of information on community demand for families, parks and recreation facilities, 
services and programs was a Community Attitude and Interest Survey conducted during 
August/September 2009. Leisure Vision worked with City officials, as well as members of the Glatting 
Jackson project team, to develop the questionnaire, which was administered by mail and telephone. 
 
In August 2009, Leisure Vision mailed surveys to a random sample of 2,500 households within the City 
limits. Approximately three days after the mailing, each household also received a voicemail reminding 
them to complete the survey. Two weeks later, Leisure Vision began contacting households by phone. 
Those who indicated they had not returned the survey were given the option of completing it by phone. 
While 500 completed surveys was the initial goal, Leisure Vision collected 510 surveys by the end of the 
process. The results of the random sample have a 95% level of confidence, with a precision of at least +/- 
4.3%. 
 
Results 
The recreation and open-space facilities with the highest percentage of use in the last year were as 
follows:  
 

• Sidewalks/paved trails within parks (48%) 
• Picnic areas (39%) 
• Bicycle riding/skating trails (36%) 
• Swimming pools (34%) 
• Playgrounds/tot lots (33%) 
• Community centers (31%) 
 

Based on the sum of respondents’ top three choices, the recreation and open space facilities that 
households rated as the most important are:  
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• Sidewalks/paved trails within parks (22%) 
• Bicycle riding/skating trails (20%) 
• Playgrounds/tot lots (17%) 
• Swimming pools (15%) 
• Picnic areas (14%) 

Twenty-two percent (22%) of those surveyed have participated in City of Orlando recreation programs 
during the past 12 months. Of those, 83% rated the overall quality of the programs as either excellent or 
good. 
 
The organizations used by the highest percentage of households for indoor and outdoor recreation 
activities during the past 12 months are:  
 

• City of Orlando Parks and Recreation (51%) 
• Churches (35%) 
• State of Florida parks (34%) 

The most frequently mentioned reasons preventing households from using City of Orlando parks, 
recreation facilities or programs more often are: 
 

• “We are too busy” (31%) 
• “I do not know what is being offered” (30%) 
• “I do not know locations of facilities” (17%) 

There are five parks and recreation facilities that at least 40% of households have a need for:  
 

• Walking and biking trails (64%) 
• Small neighborhood parks (59%) 
• Large community parks (46%) 
• Outdoor swimming pools/water parks (43%) 
• Indoor fitness and exercise facilities (40%) 

Based on the sum of their top four choices, the parks and recreation facilities that households rated as the 
most important are:  
 

• Walking and biking trails (39%) 
• Small neighborhood parks (26%) 
• Outdoor swimming pools/water parks (21%) 
• Indoor fitness and exercise facilities (20%) 

The recreation programs that the highest percentage of households have a need for include:  
 

• Adult fitness and wellness programs (45%) 
• City-wide special events (35%) 
• Water fitness programs (27%) 
• Nature programs (25%) 
• Youth sports programs (24%) 
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Based on the sum of their top four choices, the recreation programs that households rated as the most 
important are:  
 

• Adult fitness and wellness programs (30%) 
• City-wide special events (17%) 
• Water fitness programs (14%) 
• Youth sports programs (13%) 

Based on the sum of their top four choices, the recreation programs that households participate in most 
often at City of Orlando facilities are:  
 

• City-wide special events (13%) 
• Adult fitness and wellness programs (11%) 
• Youth sports programs (10%) 

The most frequently mentioned way respondents learn about City of Orlando programs and activities are:  
 

• Friends and neighbors (53%) 
• Newspaper articles (37%) 
• Radio (25%) 
• Cable access television (22%) 
• Parks and recreation web site (22%) 

Forty-seven percent (47%) of those surveyed are either very satisfied (18%) or somewhat satisfied (29%) 
with the overall value their household receives from City of Orlando parks, trails, and recreation facilities 
and programs. 
 
Fifty-five percent (55%) of households would travel at least one mile to use a neighborhood park. This 
includes 21% who would travel one mile, 16% who would travel two miles, and 18% who would travel 
more than two miles. 
 
Seventy-seven percent (77%) of households would travel at least one mile to use a community park. This 
includes 14% who would travel one mile, 22% who would travel two miles, and 41% who would travel 
more than two miles. To see how Orlando’s survey results compare to the national average, please see 
Appendix D: Benchmarking. 
 
Importance-Unmet Needs Matrices 
On pages 39 and 40 are two Importance-Unmet Needs matrices. The Importance-Unmet Needs Matrix is 
a tool for assessing the priority that should be placed on parks and recreation facilities and recreation 
programs in the City of Orlando. Each of the facilities and programs that were assessed on the survey 
were placed in one of the following four quadrants: 
 
Top Priorities: Items in this quadrant should be given the highest priority for improvement. Respondents 
placed a high level of importance on these items, and the unmet need rating is high. Improvements to 
items in this quadrant will have positive benefits for the highest number of City of Orlando residents. 
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Opportunities for Improvement: Respondents placed a lower level of importance on these items, but the 
unmet need rating is relatively high. Items in this quadrant should be given secondary priority for 
improvement. 
 
Special Needs: This quadrant shows where improvements may be needed to serve the needs of 
specialized populations. Respondents placed a high level of importance on these items, but the unmet 
need rating is relatively low. 
 
Less Important: Items in this quadrant should receive the lowest priority for improvement. Respondents 
placed a lower level of importance on these items, and the unmet need rating is relatively low. 
 
Top Priorities 
Based on the survey responses, the following are the priority facility needs for City of Orlando residents.  
 

• Walking and biking trails 
• Small neighborhood parks 
• Indoor fitness and exercise facilities 
• Nature centers and trails 
• Outdoor swimming pools/water parks 
• Indoor running/walking track 
• Indoor swimming pools 
• Large community parks 

Major programming needs include:  
 

• Adult fitness and wellness programs 
• Water fitness programs 
• City-wide special events 
• Nature programs 
• Adult sport programs 
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Summary of Findings 
The chart below tabulates the findings from each of the five needs assessment techniques, as well as City 
strategic priorities as outlined in the plans described in Section 1.  
The following facilities and programs appear as high priority needs:  
 
Facilities 
 

• Walking and biking trails/nature 
center  

• Small neighborhood parks /large 
community parks/open green 
space 

• Indoor fitness and exercise 
facilities 

• Swimming pools/splash pad 
• Picnic areas/pavilions 
• Community centers/ 

gymnasiums/computer labs 
• Playgrounds 
• Athletic fields 
• Dog parks 
• Teen centers 
• Tree canopy 

Programs 
 

• Adult fitness and wellness 
• Water fitness 
• Swim lessons 
• Citywide special events 
• Nature programs 
• Adult sports programs 
• Youth sports programs 
• After school programs/ summer 

camp 
• Tutoring 

Facilities and programs that target 
special-interest populations ranked low 
in all assessments, including 
shuffleboard courts, racquetball, 
horseback riding, boating programs, 
programs for the disabled, skateboarding 
park and cricket fields. Generally 
speaking, these areas should be a low 
priority for City investment. 
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Major challenges exist to operate, maintain and program the City’s extensive parks system effectively, 
especially given limited resources and vast geography. Many of the facilities are now older and some are 
functionally obsolete for the roles they must support, which puts a strain upon the department. At the 
same time, a wide variety of recreation programs and services are being demanded by an increasingly 
diverse population base. Over the past several years, the Recreation Division has focused more heavily on 
older youth and education, in addition to traditional recreation services. In working to provide such a 
large and diverse amount of services, the department has struggled to determine the best way to deliver 
services – both in terms of quality and cost effectiveness. Considering the parks system’s size and 
diversity, there is an underdeveloped capability to plan for a system-wide implementation of services and 
programs. There is also a lack of marketing capabilities at the facility and program level, and marketing 
from a departmental aspect is in nascent stages of development. 
 
This section combines an analysis of Orlando’s existing system of parks and recreation amenities with the 
information gleaned from the needs assessment and other City plans, to come up with a strategic approach 
to transforming the current system to better meet demand while at the same time addressing the City’s 
priority public policy initiatives and financial constraints. This section covers the following: 
 
 4.1 Level of Service (LOS) and Facility Access (FA) 
 4.2 Capital Improvements 
 4.3 Capital Improvement Financing Strategy 
 
Following is a discussion of each category. 
 
4.1 Level of Service (LOS) and Facility Access (FA)  
The purpose of a Level of Service (LOS) and 
Facility Access (FA) analysis is to determine how 
well the existing parks system is meeting the parks 
and recreation “wants and needs” of residents. 
According to the National Recreation and Parks 
Association (NRPA), the basic definition of LOS is 
“an allocation mechanism for the delivery of park 
land and basic recreation facilities throughout a 
community. By adoption of such a standard, a 
community in essence says that all citizens, 
regardless of the taxes they pay or the use they will 
make of the services provided, will have an equal 
opportunity to share in the basic menu of services 
implicit in the standard and accompanying spatial 
distribution and allocation policies.”1 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Mertes, J. and J. Paul. “Parks, Recreation and Open Space and Greenway Guidelines.” National Recreation and Parks 
Association: 1996. 10

4. PROPOSED STRATEGY 

Gaston Edwards Park 
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Equal opportunity can be measured in terms of various principles. In the past, the City of Orlando utilized 
a traditional approach by setting a standard for the number of acres of park land per 1,000 residents. 
Specifically, the City of Orlando’s Comprehensive Plan required a Level of Service of 3.25 acres per 
1,000 residents. The Plan further drilled down to the community and neighborhood level to ensure that 
park land was distributed to residential areas all over the City. The principle was that every resident, 
neighborhood and community in the City should have an equal or similar allocation of park land. 
 
Currently, the City of Orlando has 3,933 acres of parkland, of which 1,727 are Community and 
Neighborhood Parks. The charts below illustrate the projected acreage LOS for 2009, 2015, 2020, 2030, 
and 2040. All population figures were obtained from data provided by the City Planning Division.  
 
With a 2009 population of 241,288 people, the City’s actual LOS is 7.2 Community and Neighborhood 
Park acres per 1,000 residents, and 16.3 total park acres per 1,000 residents. This translates into 942 acres 
of Community and Neighborhood Parks that exceed the Comprehensive Plan standard. It should be noted 
that “all acreage” includes water bodies.  
 

2009 Level of Service Analysis (LOS) Acreage
2009 Population 241,288
City Comprehensive Plan LOS (Acres/1,000) 3.25
Acres Needed to Meet 2009 Population LOS 784.2

Acres Actual Acres/1000 # of Acres beyond Comp 
Plan Standard

Community and Neighborhood Park Acreage 1727 7.2 942
All Acreage 3933 16.3 3148  

 
By 2015, the City’s population is expected to increase to 264,535 people. Assuming that the amount of 
parks acreage stays the same over time, the 2015 LOS is 6.5 Community and Neighborhood Park acres 
per 1,000 residents, and 14.9 acres of total parks acreage per 1,000 residents. Still, there would be 867 
acres of Community and Neighborhood Parks beyond the Comprehensive Plan standards. 
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The City projects that by 2020, there will be a population of 283,661. Again, assuming that no further 
parkland is acquired, there will be 6.1 acres of Community and Neighborhood Parks per 1,000 residents, 
and 13.9 acres of all parks per 1,000 residents. 
 

 
 

By 2030, the City’s projected population is 314,102. Assuming no further park acreage is acquired, the 
LOS for Community and Neighborhood Parks would drop to 5.5 acres per 1,000 residents, and total parks 
acreage would be 12.5 acres per 1,000 residents. 
 

 
 

In 2040, the City’s population is projected to be 334,102. Still assuming that the City does not acquire 
additional parks acreage, the LOS of Community and Neighborhood Parks would be 5.2 acres per 1,000 
residents, and total parks acreage would be 11.8 acres per 1,000 residents. This is still substantially above 
the existing Comprehensive Plan standard. 
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Average LOS Findings 
 
Even if the City were to acquire no additional park acreage between now and 2040, the existing parks 
system would meet the current Comprehensive Plan standard of 3.25 acres per 1,000 residents. However, 
the standard of 3.25 acres per 1,000 residents is relatively low when compared to some of the most livable 
communities in the United States such as Portland, Oregon that has 26.2 acres per 1,000. In Florida, 
comparable standards are illustrated in the chart below. 
 

 
 
Should the City wish to actively increase the quality of life for Orlando residents through parks and open 
space, a higher Comprehensive Plan standard is recommended.  
 
While the Comprehensive Plan acreage standard helps ensure a commitment to park land as the City 
develops, it has shortcomings. For example, when one relies solely upon acreage to determine a 
community’s level of service, one can simply “count” acreage that may be officially part of the system – 
such as a golf course, or a conservation area – but the acreage may not actually perform an everyday 
recreation function for most of the population. Nor does it take into account the level of real demand for 
the myriad of parks and recreation amenities – such as playgrounds, community centers, ball fields, 
forestry and afterschool programs – that form part of a parks and recreation system. It also does not 
consider amenities that are accessible to residents but owned and operated by entities other than the City. 
Examples include school ball fields and playgrounds, County parks located near the City border, and 
privately operated programs such as YMCAs, church after school and community meeting facilities, and 
non-profit senior programs. 
 
For these reasons, this FPR Vision Plan utilizes additional techniques – Facility Access – to determine the 
extent to which families, parks and recreation facilities and programs are adequate to meet the needs of 
Orlando residents. This methodology assumes the following principles: 
 

• Facilities (Capacity of Facilities) – Every resident should have similar opportunities to use 
recreation facilities. 

• Access (Distance or Travel Time) – Every resident should be able to access specific park 
facilities within similar walking, bicycling, public transit and/or driving distances. 

Facility Access 
 
Facility Access (FA) is defined by the service area – either a distance or a travel time – that a park or 
recreation facility serves. Distance or travel time standards are based on development patterns, street 
networks, bicycle/pedestrian networks, demographics, climate, and other variables in the community. 
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The City of Orlando has not yet established service area distances for park and recreation facilities in its 
Growth Management Plan. This FPR Vision Plan contains recommendations for those distances based on 
the following: 
 

• Citizen and stakeholder input from surveys, workshops and interviews, as described in Section 3 
• Existing City strategic priorities and plans, as described in Section 1 
• The existing network of facilities and programs, including City-owned and -operated 

facilities/programs, and those that are owned and operated by others but accessible to the public 
• The cost of facilities and programs, with a focus upon meeting community needs in a cost-

effective manner 

The next step was to determine the extent to which residents in neighborhoods throughout the City have 
access to priority facilities and programs. Facility Access analysis can be challenging due to questions of 
what to “count.” For example, in newer parts of the city, a developer may have built a small park and the 
Homeowner’s Association operates it, so it would not be part of the inventory of City parks. There is also 
a great variety of access levels to these spaces: some HOA-operated properties are completely open to the 
public, whereas others are locked and only available to those in the immediate neighborhood. Because 
there is currently no comprehensive, updated inventory of facilities in private communities, only publicly 
owned facilities, and those known to serve an area’s recreation need – such as the Downtown YMCA 
swimming pool – are included.  
 
Facility Access Standards 
 
Neighborhood Facilities – Less than 1 mile 
 
Neighborhood park and recreation facilities are those that are located close to one’s home, and can be 
easily accessed on foot or by bicycle. Typically, these facilities should be less than one mile away for 
most residents. Based upon the priority of these facilities (as detailed in Section 3.6), the existing array of 
amenities and the cost of developing and maintaining these facilities, the City of Orlando Facility Access 
analysis recommends that the following be located within 1 mile of City residents: 
 

• Multi-purpose open space  
• Paved walking and biking trails 
• Playgrounds  
• Picnic areas/pavilions 
• Basketball courts  

Following is a series of maps depicting access to each of the recommended neighborhood facilities. A 
discussion of findings can be found in the left corner of every map. The maps illustrate sections of the 
City where residents have access – or do not have access – to these facilities within one mile of their 
homes.  Additionally, After-school programs would also be a component that should be measured on the 
neighborhood level; see Appendix E for a map of existing program locations.   
 
Throughout the document, the description of the “old Southeast” refers to neighborhoods in the southeast 
region that are north of McCoy Elementary School; the “new Southeast” comprises the developing 
neighborhoods south of McCoy Elementary School such as Vista East and Lake Nona. 
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Community Facilities – Two, Three and Five miles 
 
Community park and recreation facilities are those that serve multiple neighborhoods, but are still within 
two to five miles of one’s home. Based upon the priority of these facilities (as detailed in Section 3.6), the 
existing array of amenities, and the cost of building and maintaining these facilities, the City of Orlando 
Facility Access analysis recommends that the following facilities be located two to five miles of City 
residents’ homes: 
 
Two miles 

• Baseball fields (unlit) 
• Senior facilities 
• Soccer fields (unlit) 
• Swimming pools 

Three miles 

• Gymnasiums 

Five miles 

• Baseball fields (lighted) 
• Soccer fields (lighted) 
• Softball fields (lighted or unlit) 
• Dog parks 
• Tennis courts 

Following is a series of maps depicting access to each of the recommended community facilities. A 
discussion of findings can be found in the left corner of every map. The maps illustrate sections of the 
City where residents have access – or do not have access – to these facilities within either two, three or 
five miles of their homes. 
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Resource-Based Facilities – Five miles 
 
The Facility Access analysis is most useful in examining the distribution of parks that are not resource-
based and can theoretically be located anywhere in the community. However, it is still useful to examine 
what neighborhoods may not have access to resource-based recreation experiences so that future 
opportunities to gain access to existing natural features can be examined. The City of Orlando Facility 
Access analysis examined the following facilities to determine whether City residents have access to these 
types of facilities within five miles of where they live: 
 

• Nature trails 
• Public access lakes (for walking, fishing) 
• Boat ramps, canoe launches 

Following is a series of maps depicting access to each of the recommended resource-based facilities. A 
discussion of findings can be found in the left corner of every map. The maps illustrate sections of the 
City where residents have access – or do not have access – to these aforementioned facilities within five 
miles of their homes. 
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4.2 Summary of LOS and FA Findings 
 
The evaluation of Level of Service and Facility Access indicate a number of parks and recreation needs in 
the City of Orlando. The map on the following page combines all the maps to show the distribution of 
facilities and identify gaps in access. Overall findings are: 
 

• The City currently meets the LOS prescribed in its Growth Management Plan.  
 

• The needs assessment reveals that the amenities most in demand by Orlando residents are 
neighborhood parks and places where people can walk and bicycle outside. When we apply the 
one-mile standard – that Orlando residents should live within one mile of these amenities – we 
find that most of the City is well served by the existing and planned network of neighborhood 
parks and paved trails. This is a solid start for a long term vision of the City’s green network. 
However, as economic and financial conditions permit, the City should consider raising this 
standard so that these amenities are located within shorter distances of peoples’ homes – one-half 
mile and even one-quarter mile away. This would be an appropriate investment of public 
resources in amenities that citizens want most. Furthermore, it is in keeping with the City’s active 
living and GreenWorks strategies, and will perpetuate the City Beautiful legacy. 

 
• When it comes to playgrounds and picnic pavilions (shown by the needs assessment to be in very 

high demand), the central neighborhoods of Orlando are generally well-served by existing 
facilities, with nearly all residents accessing these amenities within one mile of their homes. 
Basketball courts (shown by the needs assessment to be in somewhat less demand) are less 
available but still generally available within 1 mile of peoples’ homes, and given the level of 
demand, it appears that the City is currently well served. And while the “old” Southeast and the 
Southwest may appear to be somewhat under-served by these types public recreation facilities, 
these areas have many gated and multi-family communities that provide basic recreation facilities 
for their residents. 

 
With regard to community facilities – ballfields, community centers, swimming pools, gymnasiums, 
fitness facilities, computer labs, large community parks, senior programs and dog parks – we find that 
most of the City is well served by the existing and planned network of amenities. This is the case when 
considering amenities provided by adjacent governments such as Winter Park and Orange County which 
are within two to five miles of City residents. However, the City should consider the following strategies 
to enhance access to community facilities and, in some instances, make targeted investments as economic 
conditions improve: 
 

• The “new” Southeast is under-served by existing recreation facilities. As Vista East and Lake 
Nona develop further, Facility Access will likely improve from the addition of new parks and 
roadways, but there is still a need for resource-based recreation experiences, i.e. fishing piers, and 
community recreation facilities such as lighted ball fields and a community center. As noted in 
the Community Demographics section, this quadrant is also slated to receive the most growth in 
coming years; it is important to plan now for larger recreation facilities before the area is built 
out.  

 
• To address concerns expressed by athletic leagues, FPR staff, City Commissioners, and the 

demand for adult and youth sports evinced in the community survey, investments should be made 
over the coming years, as funding permits, to enhance the availability of multi-field lighted sports 
complexes around the City. Opportunities include: expansion of lighted ball fields at Trotters  
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Park/Lake Fairview Park and Eagles Nest Park; development of a lighted regional sports complex 
in the new Southeast; and lighting of the ball fields at Emery Hamilton Park.  

 
• In addition, in return for the low cost amenities the City provides to public schools (e.g., access to 

City pools), the City should explore ways to improve public access to lighted ball fields owned by 
Orange County Public Schools. 

 
• For most of the City, residents enjoy access to public pools within two miles of their homes. 

Nonetheless, survey results indicate a perceived unmet need for pools, learn-to-swim programs 
and adult water fitness. It appears that residents may not be aware of the City’s pools and aquatics 
programs. The City should better publicize these amenities and, as funding permits, expand 
aquatics programming at existing sites. 

 
• As is the case for aquatics programs, the same can be said for City fitness facilities, which are in 

heavy demand, and evince high unmet need. Again, the City should better publicize these 
amenities and, as funding permits, expand fitness programming at the sites. 

 
• A dog park is recommended for the central downtown area of Orlando. 

 
4.3 Capital Improvements 
 
This section provides specific short-term improvements that are recommended in response to the analysis 
presented in Section 4.1. Given the economic downturn, it is important that capital improvement 
decisions are made strategically and be designed to have the largest impact on the greatest number of 
people possible. As such, this Capital Improvements vision focuses on providing key recreation facilities 
in underserved areas and improving on existing park assets.  
 
It should be noted that the park improvements are short-term projects for the Department of Families, 
Parks and Recreation to pursue over the next 20 years. The trails and roadways projects listed would span 
multiple departments and agencies and these projects would not be completed in the short-term, but 
instead accomplished incrementally as opportunities arise.  
 
Following is a description of proposed capital improvements by quadrant. 
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Northwest Quadrant 
 
The majority of the Northwest has a strong parks system in place. 
In addition to targeted investments in park amenities, 
improvements to this quadrant focus on connectivity, particularly 
in completing the major arterial streets into more walkable, bike-
able roadways. The map on the following page shows the 
improvements listed below: 
 

• Add field lights to Emery Hamilton Park 
• Add fields, additional green space, a playground, a 

walking trail and parking to Trotters Park to create a 
quadrant sports complex 

• Include a pedestrian connection to Lake Fairview Park  
• Re-configure Lake Fairview Park with better lake access, 

improved playground and multi-purpose open green space  
• Improve fields, add basketball court, upgrade 

picnic/pavilion and neighborhood park space to west side 
of Lorna Doone Park  

• Add playground and install a marked walking loop at 
Parramore Heritage Park (currently underway) 

• Add a new small neighborhood park in the Callahan area 
   From the top: area of Lorna Doone park 
   to redevelop; Edgewater Drive’s bicycle 
   lane links College Park to the existing 
   network 
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Northeast Quadrant 
 
Like the Northwest, the Northeast already has a strong system of 
parks and roadways that create a great sense of place. 
Improvements, therefore, are more surgical in nature. The map on 
the following page shows the improvements listed below: 
 
 

• Improved passive green space at Orwin Manor Park 
• A waterside boardwalk and pedestrian linkages at the 

Orlando Cultural Park 
• A new playground and picnic pavilion adjacent to Loch 

Haven Neighborhood Center 
• The development of “Area C” into a neighborhood park 
• The development of additional facilities at Park of the 

Americas; creating a destination park 
• Redevelopment of Festival Park to be more active 
• Redevelopment of Kittinger Park as a neighborhood park 
• Expansion of Lake Eola Park via the acquisition of 

property on the Southeast corner of the Park 
• New small neighborhood park in Lake Eola Heights 
• New small neighborhood park in Colonialtown South 
• New small neighborhood park in Colonialtown North 

  From the top: existing conditions at 
  Festival Park; Cady Way trailhead; and 
 Livingston Street.  
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“Old” Southeast Quadrant 
 
The “Old” Southeast proposed improvements include 
additional neighborhood parks and the redevelopment of a 
number of streets to include better access for users. The 
map on the following page shows the improvements listed 
below: 
 
 

• New picnic pavilions at Greenwood Urban 
Wetlands 

• Development of La Costa Wetlands into a 
neighborhood park space 

• New small neighborhood park in the Bel Air 
neighborhood 

• New small neighborhood park in Lake Underhill 
• New small neighborhood park in Mariner Village 
• New medium-sized park at Lake George (land 

already acquired) 

 
 
 

   From the top: Greenwood Urban  
   Wetlands; extensions to the Lake 
   Underhill Trail are proposed; parts of 
   Gaston Foster Road are already “complete.”  
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“New” Southeast Quadrant 
 
Because most of the “New” Southeast is still undeveloped, 
there is great opportunity to provide a high-quality parks 
and open space framework for the quadrant. Most of the 
proposed capital projects will be implemented through 
private development. Additionally, many of the streets in 
the “New” Southeast are mostly complete and may require 
only minimal intervention to truly complete them for 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and transit. The map on the 
following page illustrates the following: 
 
 

• Ball field improvements to existing Southport Park 
• Future neighborhood park developed just south of 

existing Southport Park (on land already under 
FPR) 

• New large park in southern Lake Nona (land 
donated through development) 

• New large park generally located near Narcoosee 
Road and SR 528 

• New medium-sized park in Vista Park (land 
donated through development) 

   From the top: Glatting Green at Lake Nona;  
   trail opportunity in Southport; the pedestrian  
   network in Lake Nona.  



 

78 
 

 
Southwest Quadrant 
 
Because of the way the Southwest’s transportation network 
developed, many proposed improvements focus on expanding 
the bike trail network to increase connectivity. The map on the 
following page shows the improvements listed below: 
 
 

• Routine maintenance at Bill Frederick Park, including 
better connectivity across South Hiawassee Road, 
playground and picnic area 

• Reconfiguring of fields at Eagles Nest Park, new 
picnic pavilion and improved trail network access 

• New small neighborhood park (privately developed) in 
the Cypress Creek PD 

• Seek partnership with Richmond Heights Elementary 
School, Shingle Creek Elementary School and 
Millennia Elementary School for shared facility use 

• Support Orlando Housing Authority’s efforts to 
improve access to park and recreation amenities 
among residents    The Southwest Quadrant has  

   opportunities to create stronger  
   bicycle and pedestrians, which are  
   especially needed across major  
   roadways.   
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4.4 Capital Improvement Strategy 
 
In cities across the country, multiple funding sources are leveraged for improvements, including property 
taxes, special assessments, grants, fees, bonds and partnerships. In Orlando, the amount of funding 
available is limited due to current economic conditions. In addition, it should be noted that significant 
portions of City funding will need to be utilized to cover the cost of maintenance for existing Parks and 
Recreation facilities. 
 
The following are based on historic funding sources: 
 

 
 
 
Historically, bond issues have provided the needed capital to improve and expand the parks and recreation 
system. In the next several years, it is expected that most funding will be directed to maintain the quality 
of existing facilities and program provision. 
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 The Families, Parks and Recreation (FPR) Department is responsible for the City’s parks/recreational 
programs, and policy/programming related to children and education.  The Department is comprised of 
the Parks Division, the Recreation Division and Dubsdread Golf Course.  The Director of FPR is also the 
City’s Director of Children and Education.  The position of Parks Planning Manager, which reports to the 
FPR Director, was created in 2008. 
 
Possessing a wide ranging mandate, the Parks Division is responsible for overseeing all parks, street tree 
canopy, playgrounds, and grounds maintenance throughout the City. There are 113 parks with diverse 
offerings that include: ecological, active and passive parks, 2 large multi-component staffed parks (Bill 
Frederick at Turkey Lake, with a campground, and Lake Eola Park, where most of the City’s major 
outdoor community-wide events take place), an environmental education center, 47 playgrounds, 5 boat 
ramps, a Green-UP program, and a comprehensive tree management program.  The Parks Division also 
plans, designs, and develops new parks and related capital improvement projects. 
 
The Recreation Division offers recreational, fitness, cultural, as well as educational facilities and 
programs. The Division is comprised of 18 recreation centers (several have indoor gyms and fitness 
centers), 2 senior centers, 11 pools, 67 athletic fields, 49 outdoor basketball courts, 43 tennis courts 
(including the Orlando Tennis Center), sand volleyball courts, the Orlando Pottery Studio, two tracks, 
four racquetball courts, and the operation of the City’s afterschool and summer camp programs as well as 
hundreds of youth and adult athletic teams. 
 
In May 2009, national recreation experts from Ballard*King evaluated the operations, maintenance and 
programming of the City of Orlando Parks and Recreation Divisions.  Two key policy related 
recommendations from the Ballard*King study are presented below.  The first relates to prioritizing 
programs, and the second to revenue enhancement strategies. 
 
 
5.1 Core, Secondary and Tertiary Program Areas 

 

The following chart uses check marks to identify existing core, secondary and tertiary program areas for 
the Recreation Division.  In comparison, information that was gleaned from the community survey, 
access analysis, and other City plans was utilized to recommend which programs should be core, 
secondary and tertiary in the future.  The recommended revised program priorities are presented with “X” 
marks. 
 

5. PROGRAM AREAS 
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The following is a general assessment of the major program areas, including recommendations for 
increasing or decreasing the priority level of some areas: 
 
Core 

 
• Youth Afterschool/Summer Camp – The division has the experience and facilities (community 

centers) to continue to support these programs. In addition, community surveys indicate they are 
in high demand, and City plans cite these programs as important components for implementing 
public policy. Therefore, this program area should continue to be a primary focus for the division.  

 
• Seniors – With two dedicated senior centers in the City plus an increase in seniors in the coming 

years, the Recreation Division will need to continue to focus on this age group as part of its core 
program area. However it should be noted that as the Baby Boomer generation ages, they are 
bringing new needs and expectations to senior services that is more in line with the more active 
recreation pursuits that they have grown up with. This will require different types of senior 
services and a change in facilities as well. Senior programs and services will also need to be given 
greater emphasis at the community centers. 

 
• Youth Sports – Youth team sports have long been an important element of most recreation 

department program offerings, but more recently there has been a movement toward non-profit 
organizations taking on more of this role. The division should continue to strongly emphasize 
youth sports, in response to high demand gleaned in the community survey, and to support City 
efforts to prevent childhood obesity and engage youth in pro-social activities that keep them 
successful and on a positive track. The division should also consider expansion of its sports 
programming for older youth to contribute to juvenile crime prevention efforts. 

 
• Aquatics/Swim Lessons – With a significant number of outdoor pools in the recreation facilities 

inventory and the strong demand noted in survey responses, the Recreation Division should 
continue to emphasize aquatic programming, especially learn-to-swim classes for children, as a 
primary program area. Aquatic exercise programs should also be emphasized while swim and 
dive teams could be offered by other organizations. 
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• Fitness/Wellness – Without a doubt, this is one of the greatest areas of growth in public recreation 

programming. With a society that has an increasing awareness of the benefits of good health and 
a realization that obesity (especially among children) is a major risk, there is a much higher 
demand for programming in this area. Survey responses show fitness and wellness are a high  
demand and a top priority for the community citywide. Efforts to integrate wellness initiatives 
into other program areas (seniors, youth, etc.) should be promoted. 

 
• Education Programs – The division has traditionally focused largely on recreation during 

afterschool and summer programs. More recently, efforts have been made to enhance education 
programming at recreation centers located in targeted City neighborhoods (so-called “Promise 
Neighborhoods”), by hiring certified teachers as tutors after school and in the summer time, 
providing free school supplies to children, enhancing access to computers and the Internet, and 
offering free or low cost space to non-profit educational partners at City recreation centers. This 
strategy should also continue to be a priority for the division. 

 
• Teens/Youth Crime Prevention – This is a program area that is often a high priority for many 

recreation departments but is also one of the most difficult to be successful with. The successful 
efforts of Parramore Kidz Zone should be replicated in other targeted “Promise Neighborhoods” 
throughout the City. To do so, the Division should deploy staff to these sites that have a talent for 
working with this population of youth, and should provide training to staff to improve their 
expertise in programming for older youth. Programming examples could include special events 
for teens (e.g., “Teen Night Out,” “Blacktop Basketball”), field trips, college prep programs, and 
food and other incentives. It will be important to develop strong partnerships with other 
community agencies as well. Where possible, these organizations should take the lead with teen 
programming and build upon best practices piloted as part of Parramore Kidz Zone.  

 
• Adult Sports – With the high cost of land for athletic fields in urbanized areas, and few places that 

can be lit at night without disturbing surrounding residences, sports fields are limited, impeding 
the City’s ability to develop a comprehensive adult sports program. Yet adult sports can often 
generate significant revenue with more aggressive fees and this can be a way to increase overall 
division revenues. Designating certain facilities or time periods for adult sports will be necessary 
if greater emphasis is going to be placed on this program area. The Recreation Division may want 
to concentrate on developing individual adult sports and let private adult leagues handle much of 
the team programs. 

Secondary 
 

• Special Events – Increasingly, recreation departments across the United States are seeing a greater 
emphasis placed on special events that draw communities together as well as attract individuals 
from outside the community. At times, the focus on special events has resulted in other traditional 
recreation programming being neglected. Special events should never be a core program area for 
the Recreation Division, and other community groups should be encouraged to be the primary 
funders and organizers of most community events. 
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Tertiary 
 

• Cultural Arts – This is currently a rather small program area for the Recreation Division and it is 
anticipated that further emphasis in this area is probably not warranted with the wide variety of 
other non-profit cultural arts organizations present in Orlando. In addition, the economic 
downturn and corresponding cuts in City services have led to a reduction in these programs 
within the division, moving this program from “secondary” to “tertiary.” Survey responses 
indicate a low priority for this type of programming provided by the City. Exposing youth and 
seniors to basic introductory cultural arts programs through services provided at the community 
and senior center level will still occur. 

 
• Special Needs – While the Recreation Division has a small special needs program (Exceptional 

Recreation), it is difficult for most recreation agencies to have a broad special needs program. As 
a result, many departments in a region will often band together to provide these services in a more 
cost-effective manner. It is noteworthy that an analysis of attendance at these programs is very 
low and most attendees are not City residents. The City should consider if this is the best use of 
an existing neighborhood center facility and possibly get out of this business altogether. 

 
Around the country, there has been a movement away from the principle of public recreation departments 
having to be the actual provider of all recreation programs and services, and toward the concept of public 
agencies being the general coordinator and enabler of overall community recreation needs and resources.  
This has resulted in a great deal of programming now being conducted by volunteer youth sport 
organizations, adult sport associations, non-profit groups i.e. the YMCA and the private sector.  This has 
reduced the financial obligations of the public sector, placed programming in the hands of organizations 
with the specific expertise and facilities, allowing the private sector to have a more active role in public 
recreation.  There has also been an increase in the number of public agencies collaborating to bring a 
higher level of recreation service on more of a regional basis, especially for more specialized services 
(special needs, outdoor education). This concept has become much more prevalent nationally with 
recreation departments being a clearing house of information and services provided by others while 
providing more basic recreation services itself. 
 
 
5.2 Opportunities for Increasing Revenues 
 
The Families, Parks and Recreation Department must develop an overall fee policy that serves as the 
backbone for establishing fees for services. The basics of the fee policy should: 
 

• Establish a standardized approach to setting fees. 
 
• Determine the overall goal of cost recovery for programs, services and facilities. 
 
• Ensure general access to recreation programs and services is not denied simply based on the 

ability to pay. 
 
• Require that exclusive use of any public parks, facilities or services by individuals or 

organizations results in the compensation for the full costs associated with such use.  
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• Require that users pay at least a portion of the cost for programs and services when there is an 

instructor, official or other personnel associated directly with the provision of the service. 
 
• Differential pricing based on age, type of organization, resident status and other factors based on 

seasons or time is acceptable. Differential pricing by economic areas of the community is also 
acceptable. 

 
• A fee assistance program (scholarship program) for residents that cannot afford basic services 

should be established. This program should be based on an existing measurable definition of “low 
income.” Use and funding must be tracked. Only basic programs and services should be eligible 
for the fee assistance program. 

Programs and services should be categorized into four levels of offerings that are divided by the level of 
instruction, expertise, or importance to the community’s well being. Priority for funding and facility 
usage should be based on the category in which they fall, with fees being set accordingly. The four 
categories should include: 
 

• Community events – special community wide events, activities or festivals that are onetime 
events. It should be expected that there will be little to no fees for these activities.  

 
• Basic or core programs – those that are essential to recreation and community needs (youth 

programs, teen activities, senior programs, youth sports activities, special populations, etc). These 
programs are usually heavily subsidized. 

 
• Enhanced – those that are beyond basic and are focused on an audience that has the ability to pay. 

Programs in this area could include adult fitness and sports, or general programs. These programs 
would have a much higher recovery rate but may not be available at all facilities or areas of the 
community. 

 
• Specialized – these are activities that are very specialized in nature. These would include 

activities such as private swim lessons, fitness assessments, facility rentals and the like. Fees are 
set based on what the market will bear but at minimum would require 100% of direct costs.  

While the Recreation Division will always have a strong focus on youth programs and services, 
developing programs that will serve adults and allow for a more aggressive fee structure in some areas of 
the community should result in an increase in overall program revenue. The Recreation Division should 
be more aggressive in its pricing of athletic field rentals to outside groups. There could be a strong 
revenue stream from these rentals. The Parks Division could also increase revenues by increasing rental 
rates for some park amenities and for contract services such as stable operations. 
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The final section of the Vision FPR Plan sets forth principles and policies that will guide the Department 
in its decision making over the coming 20 years. The Section is divided into two areas: 
 

6.1 Guiding Principles 
6.2 Policy Framework 

In 6.1 (Guiding Principles) 10 principles are put forth to guide the development, implementation and 
management of the City’s Families, Parks and Recreation system. In 6.2 (Policy Framework) six policy 
“white papers” are presented to create a public policy framework that will protect and enhance the City’s 
Families, Parks and Recreation system in the years ahead. 
 
6.1 Guiding Principles 
 
The focus of the Department of Families, Parks and Recreation is to encourage the well-being of children, 
families, and seniors; to protect and enhance the City’s natural resources; to provide opportunities for 
active living; and to provide places for the community to meet, gather, learn and celebrate. As such, the 
following core values establish a framework for leading the City’s Families, Parks and Recreation 
Department into the next 20 years: 
  
Quality 

• High-quality facilities, programs and services 
• Variety of services to meet residents’ needs, based on community input 
• Customer satisfaction  

Resource Protection 

• Preservation and conservation of open space and natural areas 
• Public access for passive recreation 
• Teaching people to be stewards of the environment 

Excellence in Management 

• Efficiency, fiscal responsibility  
• Teamwork 
• Education/training 
• Evaluation, and use of research-based proven practices 
• Passion for the work 

Community 

• Collaboration and partnerships 
• Opportunities and places for people to meet, gather, learn and celebrate 
• Embracing of diversity 
• Promotion of active living 
• Affordability for people of all income levels 

6. GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND POLICY FRAMEWORK 
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Children and Youth 

• Engaging and fun facilities and programs for youth of all ages 
• Connection with positive adult role models 
• Support in developing the skills for success 

Safety 

• Safe havens for children and youth 
• Policies and procedures that put safety first 
• Comfortable, convenient, well built and well maintained facilities 

Based on these values – as well as interviews, analysis, observations, workshops and surveys throughout 
the planning process – ten guiding principles emerged for the development, implementation and 
management of the City’s Families, Parks and Recreation system: 
 

1. Most Orlando residents should be able to walk 
to a meaningful open space within one mile of 
their home. 

 
Residents want to have easy access to a park for 
basic daily recreation activities such as playing on 
the playground, playing catch or just sitting 
outside and reading or talking with the friends and 
family. In multi-family communities, the 
community recreation area may suffice. In single 
family communities, the small “neighborhood 
park” is the ideal. Dartmouth Park in College Park 
is a good example.  
 
At the time of this writing, nearly all Orlando residents were able to reach a neighborhood park 
within 1 mile of their homes. Over the next 10 to 20 years, the City should focus on bringing 
these amenities even closer to home, with ½ mile being the goal. In existing neighborhoods 
without small neighborhood parks, such as Lake Eola Heights and Colonialtown South, the City 
should work with residents over time to identify opportunities to acquire and develop small 
parcels (2 – 4 lots, or ½ - 1 acre). Residents can be asked to participate in the costs of acquisition, 
development and/or maintenance through matching grant programs or the creation of special 
taxing districts. The ultimate vision is that every neighborhood will eventually have its “own” 
neighborhood park for basic neighborhood recreation and social activities. 

   Dartmouth Park
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2. Most residents should have access to 

water for visual enjoyment, fishing, 
and other related activities. 

 
Orlando is fortunate to have lakes in 
almost every neighborhood – water is 
an integral part of the Orlando 
landscape and lifestyle, and one of the 
foundations of the original City 
Beautiful parks system. Public access 
is often limited, however, particularly 
in newer communities.  The City 
should continue identifying 
opportunities for simple public water 
access to provide active and leisure 
enjoyment. Lake Underhill Park is a good example. Ultimately the vision is that every resident 
will be able to walk or bike to a point of water access and facilities, such as docks, will be 
available for their use. For water bodies where docks are not feasible, efforts should be made to 
provide walking paths around lakes such as the one around Lake Cherokee. At a minimum, visual 
access to all significant water bodies is desirable. 

 
3. Most residents should be able to walk or bike 

safely around the City to parks, schools, 
neighborhoods and commercial areas with 
every park and open space accessible to users. 

 
For many years, the City has been working to 
create an interconnected system of sidewalks, bike 
lanes, trails and “complete streets.” The City’s 
latest project is developing plans for the “Dinky 
Line” section of the Orlando Urban Trail. Despite 
these efforts, Central Florida cities continue to 
have some of the highest incidence of 
pedestrian/bicycle injuries and deaths in the 
nation. It is important to complete the 
implementation of the City’s bikeways plan. In 
fact, residents ranked bicycle trails as their first 
priority in the parks and recreation needs 
assessment. The ultimate vision is that all residents 
of all ages will eventually be able to ride their 
bikes safely and comfortably from home to parks, 
school, work, shopping areas, City Hall and every 
other area of the City. A “Safe Routes to Parks” 
plan and maps should be created and promoted in 
order to provide best access for all ages. 

   Lake Underhill Park 



 

89 
 

 
4. Every park and open space should be designed to be aesthetically pleasing, safe, welcoming, 

flexible and multi-purpose. 
 

While the City’s parks are generally well-
designed and beautifully maintained, they 
do not necessarily meet the recreational 
needs of today’s residents. Recreation 
activities and interests have become much 
more diverse, and today’s parks and 
community centers need to be able to 
accommodate a wide variety of uses and 
activities from art exhibits to family 
reunions, tai chi classes, performing arts, 
community gardening, playing with the 
dog, using a computer or getting in shape. 
The safety of our parks is important and 
continuous review of the various means to 
ensure safety could include the use of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design 
techniques, cameras, call boxes, and others. Parks need to be designed and “amenitized” to be as 
welcoming, flexible and as user-friendly as possible. Building on the Green Network Report, an 
urban open/green space plan will help identify appropriate existing and future locations.  During 
the needs assessment, one interviewee likened the City’s parks to “outdoor living rooms,” 
complete replete with Wifi access, access to food and beverage, seating areas, and other amenities 
that make the parks comfortable and inviting.   

 
5. Every park and recreation site should be activated with programs, special events and/or 

multiple things to do. 
 

The City’s parks and open spaces 
need to be energized and activated 
with things for people to do, both 
programmed and self-directed. The 
City currently offers a variety of 
recreation programs, particularly at its 
recreation centers. Typical programs 
include summer camps, youth sports, 
afterschool programs and senior 
programs.  
 
Recreation programs and activities are 
not offered at all parks however, and 
some parks see little use. The Project for Public Spaces (PPS), a non-profit advocacy group in 
New York, states that all successful public spaces have “at least ten things to do.” These may 
include: 
 

• Playing a game 
• Renting a bike or kayak 
• Watching a performance 

    Blue Jacket Park 

    A neighborhood festival at Gaston Edwards Park
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• Eating or drinking 
• Swinging in a swing 
• Playing on a playground 
• Perusing an art exhibit 
• Attending a festival or special event 
• Having a birthday party or family reunion 
• Having a picnic lunch 
• People watching 
• Sitting in the sun 
• Throwing a Frisbee 
• Playing with the dogs 
• Attending a class 

In addition to continuing to offer a variety of recreation and social programs, the City should look 
for opportunities to energize its parks, many of which may be at little or no cost. Residents – 
particularly those living nearby each park – should be solicited for their opinions regarding 
desired improvements and amenities. The vision is for each park to be active and energized, and 
for local residents to be vested in the care and protection of “their” park.  
 

6. Every park and open space should be designed to enhance the City’s sense of place, 
emphasizing canopy trees, water, natural habitat, context-sensitive architecture, multi-
purpose open space, public art, site furnishings, exhibits and other amenities.  

 
In addition to being aesthetically 
pleasing, flexible and inviting, 
Orlando’s parks have the potential to 
further strengthen the City’s identity 
and sense of place as “The City 
Beautiful.” Orlando residents should 
have access to the stately oak trees, 
pastoral ponds and lakes, fine 
architecture, public art, quality site 
furnishings and other design elements. 
These features can establish a unique 
and compelling image of Orlando as a 
world class city, similar to the design 
of parks in New York (Bryant Park 
and Central Park), Chicago (Millennium Park) and Paris (Luxembourg Gardens). The 
preservation of existing open space and natural habitat is also part of the desired image, 
expressing the community’s passion and commitment to the preservation of natural Florida. It is 
the vision of the FPR Plan that the City’s parks system expresses the community’s image of itself 
to its residents, neighbors and the world. Lake Eola Park – the Department’s premiere urban park 
facility – fulfills this principle beautifully. 

Lake Eola Park
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7. Every park and open space should be protected from overdevelopment, and managed to 

preserve natural habitat; maximize surface water quality and air quality; minimize the use 
of non-renewable energy and potable water; and reduce impacts that cause climate change 
 
An unfortunate casualty of rising land 
values has been the tendency to “fill up” 
existing parks with new facilities rather 
than to purchase new park land. At the 
same time, there has been an increased 
awareness of the need to protect our 
natural resources, including habitat, water, 
air and energy. The Department of 
Families, Parks and Recreation should 
continue to act as stewards of the City’s 
open space, protecting parks from 
overdevelopment, and incorporating 
various best management practices to 
make the parks and open spaces as sustainable as possible. The vision is for the City’s parks and 
open spaces to be managed as a model of sustainability, including the preservation and 
enhancement of natural habitat; maintenance of good surface water quality; reduction of non-
renewable energy and potable water use; and reduction in climate change impacts. Greenwood 
Urban Wetlands Park is an excellent example. 
 

8. Special efforts should be made to provide programming that engages older youth, and 
programs that support children’s educational achievement.  

 
The Department currently operates 
Parramore Kidz Zone, an initiative that 
involves a broad coalition of non-profit 
organizations, schools, churches, 
neighborhood residents and youth, 
working together to build the 
neighborhood’s positive youth 
infrastructure. Through this project, the 
three recreation centers in the Zone have 
undergone extensive reforms – including 
the placement of street outreach staff at 
the sites, development of programs and 
facilities to serve older youth, 
enhancement of after school programs with tutoring, hot meals, and free schools supplies for 
children, and leveraging of space at the Centers to attract selected non-profit organizations into 
the neighborhood at minimal cost to the City. The project relies heavily upon grant and 
philanthropic funding, and has been shown by evaluators to have positively impacted educational 
achievement, teen pregnancy, and juvenile crime rates in the neighborhood. This model is 
groundbreaking in the national arena and should be strategically replicated in other City 
neighborhoods where children face challenges similar to those in Parramore. 

   Greenwood Urban Wetlands Park  
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9. Sports complexes and other special use facilities should be equitably distributed throughout 

the City to meet active recreation needs. 
 
While the City needs to protect 
existing parks and open spaces from 
overdevelopment, it also needs to 
continue to meet the basic “active 
recreation” needs of the community. 
This means 1) defining the City’s role 
as a recreation provider (for example: 
does the Department strive to meet 
City residents’ needs or central 
Florida’s needs?); 2) determining the 
numbers and locations of facilities 
necessary to meet residents’ needs; 
and 3) working closely with partners 
such as OCPS, sports leagues and 
others to meet these needs. The vision is for the City and its partners to provide adequate active 
recreation facilities to meet residents’ needs. 
 

10. The Families, Parks and Recreation system should be developed, maintained and operated 
in a fiscally responsible manner. 

 
The Department should leverage 
partnerships, impact fees, grants, 
philanthropy, and other means to 
supplement general revenue funding; 
establish a responsible fee structure 
while at the same time ensuring access 
to facilities and programs for the 
City’s low-income families; and 
constantly review operations to make 
sure resources are utilized responsibly. 

 Orlando Skate Park

Wadeview Park, co-located with Blankner Middle School 
and Boone High School   
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This Vision Plan has been developed during the worst economic downturn in the United States since the 
Great Depression. Funds for capital improvements and operations are scarce, and the need to develop and 
manage the Families, Parks and Recreation system in a fiscally responsible manner is more important 
now than ever. This includes: 
 

• Continuing to seek opportunities to reduce the costs of managing the existing system 
 
• Reviewing the costs and fees for recreation programs; establishing policies regarding desired 

levels of subsidization for youth, adult, family and senior programs; and making changes to 
program offerings as necessary to reduce costs and/or increase revenues 

 
• Working closely with partner organizations such as Orange County Public Schools, sports 

leagues, the YMCA, Boys and Girls Clubs, private recreation providers and others to share in the 
responsibility for offering recreation facilities and programs to City residents 

 
• Requiring developers to pay for their “fair share” of the costs of meeting the parks and recreation 

needs of new residents through impact fees, donations, and/or the development and management 
of new neighborhood and community parks and sports complexes 

These 10 Guiding Principles summarize the City’s long range vision for its Families, Parks and 
Recreation system. Following are key policy papers that will also guide the Department in this direction 
over the years ahead.  
 
6.2 Policy Papers 
 
The City has developed three “white papers” that put forth policy initiatives in the following areas:  
 

A. Sustainable Parks 
B. Flexibility in Design 
C. Open Space Preservation and Maintenance 

 
The following section contains the text from each white paper. 
 
A. Sustainable Parks 
 
GOAL: To build a parks and open space system that is environmentally, socially and economically 
sustainable. 
 
There are many benefits to be gained in the pursuit of sustainability of the City’s parks.  Parks are key 
components of healthy, livable urban centers.  The City’s Green Works Initiative, Downtown Orlando 
Transportation Plan, 2007 City Strategic Plan and many existing Growth Management Policies (GMP) all 
speak to the need to create sustainable parks.  
 
The Families, Parks and Recreation Department should be a leader in showcasing best practices in the 
selection, construction, irrigation and maintenance of the built environment.  Our parks should stand out 
as prototypes for the use of landscaping as a way that conserves water, produces shade, limits chemicals 
in the soil, retains natural nutrients, limits erosion.  We should be role models as good stewards of our 
environment.   
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The citizens of Orlando should be educated regarding the best ways to landscape their yards with the 
environment in mind, and our parks can serve as examples in this effort.  Possibilities to explore include 
presentations at public meetings, walking tours of successful xeric landscapes, pamphlets to share with 
Neighborhood Associations and a Sustainability Web page. 
 
Current policies and practices toward sustainability include using low maintenance and drought tolerant 
plant materials that require minimal use of fertilizers and pesticides and replacement of St. Augustine sod 
with ground covers and other grasses. 
 
The City’s tree management practices include: Right Tree, Right Place, tree canopy restoration under the 
10,000 Trees Initiative, a reduction in carbon dioxide levels through carbon sequestration, and adherence 
to recommendations outlined in the 2007 Urban Forest Master Plan. Changes to the existing Tree 
Protection Ordinances are also under review. 
 
Irrigation improvements conserve water through the use of reclaimed water, meet guidelines set forth by 
the Water Management District, and utilize technology to minimize the use of water through better design 
and application of irrigation valves, heads, rain sensors, web based control and computers. 
 
The City of Orlando has three wastewater treatment plants that produce reclaimed water. Use of 
reclaimed water throughout the City in its public spaces represents a reduction of over 50 million gallons 
per day (MGD) to the demand on the Florida aquifer, helping to protect Central Florida’s lakes, wetlands 
and springs. 
 
Next steps in this effort include:  refining and updating GMP policy adding language on sustainability of 
parks; creating methods to measure progress i.e. reduced number of gallons of water used for irrigation; 
tracking the number of trees planted annually verses the number of trees lost each year; and encouraging 
the use of all modes of transportation to access parks through a review of  transit options and a greenways 
and trails network connecting parks with neighborhoods, schools and activity centers. 
 
B. Flexibility in Design 
 
GOAL: To have a system of Parks and Recreation facilities and open spaces that can be adapted to 
changing demographics and recreation trends. 
 
Demographics have changed over the last 10 years in the City of Orlando with a significant increase in 
Hispanic, Caribbean, Asian and South American populations. The City is in the midst of a demographic 
shift with an evolving diversity not previously experienced. As demographics, national trends and 
neighborhoods change, there is greater pressure to provide facilities that are able to adapt quickly to 
changing needs.  
 
The implication for the Families, Parks and Recreation Department is that we must assess existing 
facilities, their use and how to best serve new demands for non-traditional sports while also meeting the 
growing demand for open green space and flexible space. An examination of existing resources and 
reallocation of how facilities are used will also require a shift in approach. When existing parks are 
renovated – and new parks developed –  design should be more flexible to meet the needs of a more 
diverse population.  
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Some new approaches include: multi-purpose fields without fixed outfield fences; multi-purpose play 
courts that can accommodate basketball, skating, roller hockey, hard court soccer, tennis and other courts 
sports, baseball fields that can host one senior league or two junior league games on the same field; as 
well as special events; movable site furnishings such as tables and chairs; simple landscape schemes  with 
an emphasis on trees, grass, ground covers and water; better lake access to enjoy an escape from the 
urban/developed environment. 
 
The City’s diversity should be recognized and planned for in design of existing and future parks and 
recreation facilities. Acknowledging this shift in approach could be served with additional updates to the 
Growth Management Plan, Recreation Support Document and internal Department practices. 
 
 
C. Open Space Preservation and Maintenance 
GOAL: To preserve and maintain open/green space in the City of Orlando, protecting the intrinsic value 
and the public’s equal, appropriate access. 
 
The City of Orlando recognizes the importance of preserving and maintaining open space/green space 
within a developing urban environment.  Open space has traditionally been associated with the 
enhancement of the perceived qualities of the natural landscape.  In its broadest definition, the term open 
space may also be said to include the entire range of space types that allow unobstructed physical 
movement.  Quite often, these spaces are only accessible through visual contact.  Sometimes, as within 
the City of Orlando, these areas are found in conjunction with high intensity urban uses.   
 
Current rules, regulations, and ordinances outlining how City parks can be used, including activities 
(concerts, programs, special events) and land uses (recreation facilities, public safety facilities, drainage 
facilities) are located in various chapters of City Code.  In most cases, existing policies are adequately 
protecting the City’s parks from over-use, incompatible use, too intensive use, and other negative impacts.  
Frequently, however, other competing land needs such as development interests, stormwater, and private 
operators of programs confuse City park land as vacant land “ready for the taking”. 
 
The single most important factor currently influencing open space and recreation in Orlando is growth.  
Increases in population result in the replacement of open space areas with urban development and an 
increase in the demand for recreational facilities.  More than ever, people are finding Orlando an 
attractive area to visit or settle permanently, largely because of its climate, natural features, and 
propensity for outdoor living and recreational activities. 
 
Open space varies in size and may take the form of air, land, or water surfaces.  It is the green space 
prevalent throughout the City, including parks, golf courses, agricultural lands, playgrounds, and vacant 
land.  It is the area covered by lakes, streams, and canals.  It is also the parkways, airport clear zones, and 
rail-road rights-of-way.  It is all vacant land not yet committed to development.  It is both privately and 
publicly owned.   
 
The City of Orlando has chosen to develop a level of service standard for City-wide open space.  Per 
Growth Management Plan - Recreation Policy 1.1.2, the LOS standard for open space is based on a 
percentage of the City's total land area rather than the acreage per 1,000 population method used for 
community and neighborhood parks.   
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The City has set a level of service standard for open space of 20% of the City's total land area.  The 20% 
figure was chosen because it allows for some fluctuation to occur over time.  It should also be noted that 
the open space standard is to be used as a general guideline, rather than as a concurrency requirement.   
 
There are two types of land that have been cataloged as open space by the City of Orlando.  These include 
park land and resource protected lands.  As of January 2009, the City of Orlando has a total of 2,402.55 
acres of park land within the City’s corporate limits (including undeveloped park land).  The 1,280-acre 
Orlando Wetlands Park and 250-acre OUC Wetland Park were not included in this inventory as those 
sites are located outside of Orlando City limits.  This inventory of open space land should include the 
334.8 acre Lake Nona regional park in southeast Orlando.  While that park is currently undeveloped, the 
land has been set aside by agreement between the City of Orlando and Lake Nona, with development of 
the park scheduled for completion in stages over the next 5 years.  According to the 2008 Annual 
Certification Report, there are 11,549 acres of conservation open space which include wetlands, lakes 
(approximately 6,760 acres) and other protected resources. Vacant land, such as disturbed urban land, 
which is not resource protected has been excluded from the open space inventory.  Thus, in total, there are 
14,286.35 land acres in the open space inventory; lands which are either regulated by the City of Orlando 
or lands exhibiting environmental characteristics that preclude development.  As of January 2009, the 
City of Orlando contained approximately 111.15 square miles (or 71,137 acres) and had an actual level of 
service for open space of 20.1%, with the inclusion of all park land, wetlands and water acres. 
 
In order to adequately protect City park lands, policies should be updated to protect park land from those 
who might misunderstand the intrinsic value of dedicated park land, recreation and open green space.  
These spaces should be off limits to competing interests, including leasing park land to private providers 
unless a public “City” program is offered with rates set by City Council, and a significant number of City 
residents benefit. 
 
The City of Orlando is dedicated to protecting areas which exhibit unique environmental qualities.  While 
the current amount of open space available is acceptable, it is obvious that as the City grows, additional 
open space lands will need to be acquired or provided to maintain the level of service standard.  Orlando's 
future livability is dependent upon building on the present base by acquiring additional open space land to 
be used as parks or as resource protected areas left in their natural state. This will be accomplished 
through individual park projects, land donations, potential fees and the continued development of the 
Primary Conservation Network and neighborhood park land dedication concepts as defined in the 
Southeast Orlando Sector Plan area. 
 
Over the years, the City has been fortunate to receive generous land donations that have created signature 
parks such as Lake Eola, Orlando Wetlands, and Leu Gardens. There have also been land donations with 
environmental challenges, located in isolated areas, or with complex “strings” attached for its use. 
 
The process of obtaining these donations is not detailed.  While the review process tends to be  
quite thorough, there is no written, formally sanctioned review process for accepting or rejecting donated 
land; and no consideration of added maintenance costs. Typically, maintenance of the proposed property 
falls on the City’s Parks Division and impacts the existing budget. 
 
In addition to park acquisition and development, other major costs include maintenance, programming 
and operations.  The City of Orlando currently addresses these expense categories through the General 
Fund and the Capital Improvements Program. Orlando does not have a City-wide mandatory park land 
dedication ordinance, park impact fee, or any other dedicated funding source for parks and recreation 
maintenance or programming and operations. 
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The City should analyze and consider an array of dedicated funding source options for providing parks 
and recreation services.  At a minimum, the City should review the success of the Southeast Sector Plan 
to broaden the policies citywide for neighborhood-sized parks and greenspace.  A park impact fee study 
for community sized parks, similar to the one conducted by Orange County in 2005, should also be 
considered. 
 
Families, Parks & Recreation (FPR) is responsible for maintaining many of the open spaces (primarily 
parks and lakeshores) in the City of Orlando.  As a part of FPR’s stewardship, ongoing evaluation and use 
of best management practices for preserving and maintaining open space/green space should be 
strengthened.   
 
FPR should work with other Departments in developing a set of principles and operating policies that 
protect parks from stormwater or other infrastructure encroachment demands, unnecessary and costly 
structured recreation requiring large parking fields, and basic over-development of parks.  Such principles 
should be incorporated where appropriate in the Growth Management Plan, Land Development Code, and 
FPRs own policies and procedures pertaining to park design and maintenance. 
 




