Planning & Zoning Board
Regular Meeting

Agenda
November 2, 2021 @ 6:00 pm

City Hall Commission Chambers
401 S. Park Avenue

welcome
Agendas and all backup material supporting each agenda item are accessible via the city's
website at cityofwinterpark.org/bpm and include virtual meeting instructions.

assistance & appeals
Persons with disabilities needing assistance to participate in any of these proceedings should
contact the City Clerk’s Office (407-599-3277) at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

“If a person decides to appeal any decision made by the Board with respect to any matter
considered at this hearing, a record of the proceedings is needed to ensure that a verbatim
record of the proceedings is made, which record includes the testimony and evidence upon
which the appeal is to be based.” (F.S. 286.0105).

please note
Times are projected and subject to change.



agenda time

1.

2.

Call to Order

Consent Agenda

a. Approval of the October 5, 2021 Meeting Minutes. 1 minute
Staff Updates

Public Comments (for items not on the agenda): Three minutes allowed for
each speaker

Non-Action Items
Action Items

Public Hearings
a. Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee 30 minutes
b. 45 minutes
ANNEX #21-02; CPA 21-07; RZ 21-05: Request of the 3217 Corrine
LLC: to Annex the Properties at 3303 and 3313 Corrine Drive and
Utilize the south 63 feet of 1813 Northwood Terrace Drive to
establish Commercial (C-3A) and Parking Lot (PL) Future Land Use
and Zoning in order to build a two-story, 8,750 sq. ft.
commercial/office building on the combined properties.

c. CU # 21-03. Request of Park Avenue Concepts for: Approval of 15 minutes
Conditional Use to waive the separation distance of 1,000 feet
from a church or school in order to allow a 4-COP Liquor License
in conjunction with the proposed 102-seat restaurant located at
331/339 S. Park Avenue, zoned C-2.

Board Comments

Adjournment
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s agenda item

item type Consent Agenda meeting date November 2, 2021
prepared by Mary Bush approved by
board approval Completed

strategic objective

subject
Approval of the October 5, 2021 Meeting Minutes.

motion / recommendation
background
alternatives / other considerations

fiscal impact

ATTACHMENTS:
October 5 draft.pdf



Planning and Zoning Board
Minutes

October 5, 2021 at 06:00 p.m.

Hybrid Meeting
401 S. Park Avenue | In-Person and Virtual | Winter Park, Florida

Call to Order

Chairman Richard James called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. Present: Jim Fitch, Richard James, Michael
Spencer, Melissa Vickers, Alex Stringfellow, David Bornstein, and Vashon Sarkisian. Also Present: City Attorney
Dan Langley. Staff: Director of Planning and Transportation Bronce Stephenson, Principal Planner Jeff Briggs,
Planner | Nicholas Lewis, Planning Specialist Aaron Hull, Sustainability Planner Vanessa Balta, Assistant Director
of Communications & Public Engagement Craig O’Neil, Keep Winter Park Beautiful & Sustainable Board
Chairman Ben Ellis, and Recording Secretary Mary Bush.

Consent Agenda
Motion made by Jim Fitch, seconded by Alex Stringfellow to approve the September 7, 2021 meeting minutes.

Motion carried unanimously with a 6-0 vote. (Michael Spencer was not present for approval of the
minutes.)

Staff Updates
Sustainability Action Plan Update Draft

Ms. Balta provided the Board with a brief update on the Sustainability Action Plan (SAP). She noted that the
update to the plan included revisions based off of feedback received from various Boards. The revisions include
the following:

e Revisions to baselines, where necessary, for more complete and accurate data collection and analysis,
new category on Climate Resiliency, and actions related to racial equity.
e Integration of discussion and feedback from
o Joint virtual Keep Winter Park Beautiful & Sustainable Advisory Board work sessions
o City staff follow-up discussions
o Public comments and Community online survey responses from over 200 respondents
o Input from Community Organizations
e Plans and policies from neighboring communities in FL and local government sustainability offices in
the Southeast

Ms. Balta reviewed some of the main objectives of the plan with the Board. She elaborated on the City’s
adopted definition of sustainability. She also discussed climate resiliency, ensuring a healthy, livable, and
sustainable community, reducing regional impact of greenhouse gases, and tackling renewable energy and
electric transportation. Ms. Balta noted that the plan also tracks climate resiliency, energy and water, natural
resources, and transportation over time. She then presented a snap shot of action items through 2025 that is to
be provided to staff each year to help meet long-term objectives.

The Board expressed appreciation for the revisions and the current draft of the plan. The Board also inquired
about the plan leading into a budget cycle request for project funding and whether or not the City is
considering initiatives to promote solar in residential properties.

Public Comments (for items not on Agenda)

No one from the public wished to speak. The public hearing was closed.
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Non-Action Items

No non-action items.

Action Items

e SPR #21-09 Request of Ernest and Anne-Marie Jones for approval to construct a new, two-story single-family
home located at 797 Pinetree Road on Lake Maitland, zoned R-1AAA.

Mr. Briggs provided the Board a brief summary of the SPR #21-09 request. He noted that there had been
disagreement between the applicant and a neighbor of the property regarding storm water, but a solution of a
condition of approval had been agreed to earlier in the day by both parties. Mr. Briggs presented aerials of the
property to the Board. He noted that the proposed solution to the storm water issue was to approve the request
with a condition of installing a physical barrier, such as a wall or a FDOT type D curb. The physical barrier would
eliminate water coming from the applicant’s property onto the neighbor’s property. Mr. Briggs noted that a
footer cannot be dug for a privacy wall for the entire length of the property due to possibly impacting an
underground storm water pipe that runs down part of the property line, but a FDOT type D curb can be installed.
He also noted that there is no impact to any trees or view and there are no grading issues.

Staff recommendation was for approval with the condition that a wall or FDOT type D curb be installed along the
length of the property in order to preclude water going from the subject property onto the neighboring property
to the south.

No one from the public wished to speak. The public hearing was closed.

Motion made by Alex Stringfellow, seconded by David Bornstein, for approval to construct a new, two-story
single-family home located at 797 Pinetree Road on Lake Maitland, zoned R-1AAA with the following
condition:

e That a wall or FDOT type D curb be installed along the length of the property in order to preclude
water going from the subject property onto the neighboring property to the south.

Motion carried unanimously with a 7-0 vote.

o SPR #21-10 Request of Matthew Morgan for approval to construct a new, two-story single-family home located
at 1214 N. Park Avenue on Lake Maitland, zoned R-1AAA.

Mr. Briggs provided the Board a brief summary of the SPR #21-10 request. He presented aerials of the existing
home which has a previous screened pool enclosure that exceeds the mandatory 50-ft setback. He noted that
the new home will come into conformance with the 50-ft setback. He also noted that there are no issues with
the grade of the lot and no impact to trees or views. Mr. Briggs indicated that the applicant would also be adding
storm water retention as required by code.

Staff recommendation was for approval.
No one from the public wished to speak. The public hearing was closed.

Motion made by David Bornstein, seconded by Alex Stringfellow, for approval to construct a new, two-story
single-family home located at 1214 N. Park Avenue on Lake Maitland, zoned R-1AAA.

Motion carried unanimously with a 7-0 vote.

e SPR #21-11 Request of Konkol Custom Homes for approval to construct a new, two-story single-family home
located at 1395 Alberta Drive on Lake Osceola, zoned R-1AAA.

Mr. Briggs provided the Board a brief summary of the SPR #21-11 request. He presented aerials of the existing
home proposed to be removed. The new home will be closer to the street side of the lot but will not be any
closer to the lake side of the lot than the existing home. Mr. Briggs noted that the lot is steep causing challenges
with conveyance of water. The property to the west of the lot currently has water intrusion issues from the
applicant’s property. Mr. Briggs mentioned that to resolve the issues, a new retaining wall will be placed to the
left side of the new home to form a barrier to eliminate water run off onto the neighboring properties. The
applicant agreed to extend their retaining wall out to the street so that the neighbor would have the choice to
remove or not remove their existing wall. Mr. Briggs also noted that the applicant will be installing underground
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piping from the gutters to direct water down to the lakefront retention area. The new home will also have a
walk out basement on the lakeside.

Staff recommendation was for approval.

The Board inquired about whether or not both retaining walls were to be built by the applicant and if all storm
water would be diverted underground and run back to the north end pond.

The Board heard public comment from the following resident:

James Lien, an adjacent neighbor of the applicant, at 1375 Alberta Drive, Winter Park, FL 32789 addressed the
Board. He expressed that several feet of the applicant’s property had shifted over time onto his property. He
stated that he had spoken to the applicant’s builder about the issues and feels that a retaining wall or FDOT curb
in the proper place could benefit both parties. He also wanted to confirm the exact footage of the new home,
which he stated that the builder noted it to be a 6083-sq ft home.

Mr. Stephenson briefly reminded the Board about the criteria their authority is based on for planning and zoning
matters.

The applicant’s builder David Konkol of Konkol Custom Homes at 500 N. Maitland Avenue, Suite 313, Maitland,
FL 32751 addressed the Board. He noted that the retaining wall would be extended on the west side to the
sidewalk as well as down toward the lake.

The Board inquired about the exact square footage of the proposed home and any limitations for the extent of
the retaining wall going toward the lake.

Motion made by Michael Spencer, seconded by Melissa Vickers, for approval to construct a new, two-story
single-family home located at 1395 Alberta Drive on Lake Osceola, zoned R-1AAA with the conditions as
agreed to by the applicant that the wall would be extended out to the property line and that the FDOT curb
be extended down to the seawall from the ends of the wall locations shown on the plans.

Motion carried unanimously with a 7-0 vote.

e SPR #21-12 Request of Daryl Carter for approval of additions to the existing home at 740 Palmer Avenue to
include a new garage, porte-cochere and swimming pool/cabana on Lake Osceola, zoned R-1AAA.

Mr. Briggs provided the Board a brief summary of the SPR #21-12 request. He presented aerials of the existing
home and noted that the applicant will not be demolishing the home but renovating it with additions. Mr. Briggs
also noted that the applicant proposed to add a pool, cabana building, a garage addition, and a single car porte-
cochere. He added that the applicant had done extensive landscaping along the property line removing overgrown
shrubbery, which has allowed for more lake view for the adjacent neighbor. Mr. Briggs indicated that the open
porte-cochere would be at a 20-ft setback to the canal which would necessitate a variance from the required 50-
ft setback. Mr. Briggs expressed that the structure would not be visible to the adjacent neighbor due to screening
from the surrounding landscape. Prior to the meeting the applicant’s neighbor provided the Board with an email
expressing concerns with the possible view of the porte-cochere and request of a 25-ft setback rather than the
20-ft setback as proposed by the applicant.

Staff recommendation was for approval.

The applicant, Daryl Carter of 2614 N. Westmoreland Drive, Orlando, FL 32804 addressed the Board. He noted
that he tried to look at moving the porte-cochere but did not desire the outcome of what it would take to do it.

The applicant’s builder, Derrick Koger of Derrick Builders, Inc at 705 East Oak Street, Suite D, Kissimmee, FL
34744 addressed the Board. He noted that the existing home has a two car garage and the applicant desired a
three car garage. He indicated that building a three car garage was not advised due to the bulkiness and
disproportion that it would create. He advised the applicant to build a porte-cochere instead. He was notified
that the neighbor to the north asked for a five foot reduction. The applicant then asked for the request to be
tested out. Mr. Koger noted that it would compromise the composition of the front of the home and there would
be limited room for maneuvering around the parked vehicles.

The Board expressed their appreciation for the plans for the home and inquired about whether or not the
applicant would commit to leaving the porte-cochere open and the year the home was built.
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Motion made by Vashon Sarkisian, seconded by Jim Fitch, for approval of additions to the existing home at
740 Palmer Avenue to include a new garage, porte-cochere and swimming pool/cabana on Lake Osceola,
zoned R-1AAA.

Motion carried unanimously with a 7-0 vote.

e ANNEX #21-02; CPA #21-07; RZ #21-05 Request of the 3217 Corrine LLC to annex the Properties at 3303 and
3313 Corrine Drive and utilize the south 63 feet of 1813 Northwood Terrace Drive to establish Commercial
(C-3A) and Parking Lot (PL) Future Land Use and Zoning in order to build a two-story, 8,750 sq. ft.
commercial/office building on the combined properties.

THIS ITEM WAS TABLED TO THE NOVEMBER 2, 2021 REGULAR PLANNING & ZONING BOARD MEETING.

e ZTA #21-02 Request of the City of Winter Park for an Ordinance to amend the zoning code related to
superseding clauses.

Mr. Briggs provided the Board a brief summary of the ZTA #21-02 request. He noted that the City Commission
wants to be more specific and transparent when dealing with language in the Comprehensive Plan and zoning
changes that specify to the extent that there are any other unknown conflicts in the code that the new provisions
supersede those as a catch all.

City Attorney, Dan Langley prepared the ordinance at the direction of the City Commission. He addressed the
Board and stated that he saw the need to propose slight modifications to subsection one to clarify the applicant
for zoning map and text amendments, what constitutes a bona fide interest in property, that it is not only a
person who has a property under contract but also has the consent of the existing property owner, and also that
staff can proceed with proposed revisions to the Land Development code.

Staff recommendation was for approval.

The Board inquired about whether or not an applicant would be in conflict with an approval if they did not meet
a superseding code requirement.

No one from the public wished to speak. The public hearing was closed.

Motion made by Melissa Vickers, seconded by Alex Stringfellow, for an Ordinance to amend the zoning code
related to superseding clauses.

Motion carried unanimously with a 7-0 vote.
Chairman James called for a recess at 7:08 p.m. and reconvened the meeting at 7:23 p.m.

e Request of the City of Winter Park for consideration and appropriate action for the Ordinances to modify the
Land Development Code to create a Zoning Overlay District known as the Orange Avenue Overlay (OAO).

Mr. Stephenson provided the Board an overview of the request. He briefly reviewed the Comprehensive Plan
policy for mixed use designation. He also summarized the history of the Planning and Zoning Board’s actions
taken on the Comprehensive Plan policy with regard to the Orange Avenue Overlay District. The Board had been
provided by staff a redline version of the policy that included changes discussed during work sessions. Mr.
Stephenson added that the City Commission made a few amendments at their first reading on September 27,
2021 when they approved the Comprehensive Plan Ordinance, so staff had to make minor changes to the zoning
code to have consistency within the document. He noted that the Comprehensive Plan is currently going through
the expedited State review process, which can be tracked online through the Florida Papers section of the Florida
Department of Economic Opportunity (DEO) website with the review number ESR2102 for Winter Park. Mr.
Stephenson also noted that votes on all amendments and the main motion would take place when the Chairman
called for a vote, then each amendment would be restated and a roll call vote would be taken.

Staff recommendation was for approval of the Ordinance to amend the Land Development Code Language to
create the Orange Avenue Overlay District development standards.

No one from the public wished to speak. The public hearing was closed.

Motion made by Richard James, seconded by Alex Stringfellow, for approval of the redline version of the
Ordinances to modify the Land Development Code to create a Zoning Overlay District known as the Orange
Avenue Overlay (OAO).
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Motion carried unanimously with a 6-0 vote. (David Bornstein recused himself from voting due to having a
small ownership in a parcel of land within the Orange Avenue Overlay District.)

Board Comments

Chairman James made a recommendation to discuss Planned Unit Residential District (PURD) and the Corrine
Drive application at the next work session.

Mr. Stephenson noted that the position of Planner Il has been filled and the new planner will be starting soon.
He also introduced to the Board, Nicholas Lewis who is the new Planner | for the Planning and Transportation
Department.

Adjournment
Meeting adjourned at 7:39 p.m.

/s/ Mary Bush.
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strategic objective

subject
Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee

motion / recommendation
Staff recommends that the Planning & Zoning Board recommend approval of the Multi-
Modal Transportation Impact Fee.

background

The City Commission requested Staff to explore and develop a Multi-Modal
Transportation Impact Fee for new development or re-development within the City of
Winter Park. A Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee would require new development to
contribute towards a fair share of transportation infrastructure necessitated by new
growth and to mitigate impacts that new growth has on City infrastructure. City Staff
retained Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. to prepare the Multi-Modal Transportation
Impact Fee Report for the City (see attached).

In meeting with Kimley-Horn, it was determined that the City of Winter Park would
implement a fee which is similar to the Orange County Multi-Modal Transportation
Impact Fee (currently referred to as their Urban Transportation Impact Fee). In the
report, Kimley-Horn ensures that the calculation of the impact fee is based on the most
recent and localized data by utilizing the most recent data included in the Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study (dated September 11, 2020). The revenue
generated from these fees can be used solely for the purpose of acquisition, expansion
and development (including any studies) of the transportation facilities determined to be
necessary to serve new development (more detail is provided in the

report prepared by Kimley-Horn).

At the October 18, 2021 Transportation Advisory Board meeting, the Multi-Modal
Transportation Impact Fee was present to the Board. Feedback was provided by board

members and was incorporated into the revised ordinance presented today.

The City Attorney prepared the ordinance for the Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee



(see attached).
alternatives / other considerations

fiscal impact

ATTACHMENTS:
Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report

ATTACHMENTS:

City of Winter Park Ordinance adopting Multi-modal Transportation Impact Fee REV10-21-
2021.docx
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Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee

Report

City of Winter Park, Florida

*September 2021*
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Orange County 2020 Transportation Impact Fee Study
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The City of Winter Park desires to develop and implement a Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee
Ordinance which will require new development to fund infrastructure necessitated by new growth.
Requirements for implementing this fee are described in the Florida Impact Fee Act, FS 163.31801. The
City of Winter Park intends to implement a fee which is similar to the Orange County Multi-Modal
Transportation Impact Fee (currently referred to as their Urban Transportation Impact Fee).

1.1 LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

The Florida Impact Fee Act identifies the minimum requirements for implementing an impact fee. Many of
these requirements will be satisfied by the City of Winter Park, separate from this study. Requirements to
be addressed by this study are identified using bold text. Requirements include:

e Ensure that the calculation of the impact fee is based on the most recent and localized
data. This will be achieved by using the most recent data included in the Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study, dated September 11, 2020.

e Provide for accounting and reporting of impact fee collections and expenditures and account for
the revenues and expenditures of such impact fee in a separate accounting fund. This will be
accomplished by the City of Winter Park.

e Limit administrative charges for the collection of impact fees to actual costs. This will be
accomplished by the City of Winter Park.

e Provide notice at least 90 days before the effective date of an ordinance or resolution imposing a
new or increased impact fee. A local government is not required to wait 90 days to decrease,
suspend, or eliminate an impact fee. Unless the result is to reduce the total mitigation costs or
impact fees imposed on an applicant, new or increased impact fees may not apply to current or
pending permit applications submitted before the effective date of a new or increased impact fee.
This will be accomplished by the City of Winter Park.

e Ensure that collection of the impact fee may not be required to occur earlier than the date of
issuance of the building permit for the property that is subject to the fee. This will be
accomplished by the City of Winter Park.

e Ensure that the impact fee is proportional and reasonably connected to, or has a rational
nexus with, the need for additional capital facilities and the increased impact generated by
the new residential or commercial construction. This will be addressed in this study.

e Ensure that the impact fee is proportional and reasonably connected to, or has a rational nexus
with, the expenditures of the funds collected and the benefits accruing to the new residential or
nonresidential construction. This will be accomplished by the City of Winter Park.

e Specifically earmark funds collected under the impact fee for use in acquiring, constructing, or
improving capital facilities to benefit new users. This will be accomplished by the City of Winter
Park.

e [Ensure that revenues generated by the impact fee are not used, in whole or in part, to pay
existing debt or for previously approved projects unless the expenditure is reasonably connected
to, or has a rational nexus with, the increased impact generated by the new residential or
nonresidential construction. This will be accomplished by the City of Winter Park.

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida 1
September 2021 | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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1.2 STUDY APPROACH

As noted above, the methodology for the Winter Park Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee will follow
the methodology used by Orange County for their Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee. Relevant
portions of the 2020 Orange County Transportation Impact Fee are provided in Appendix A.

As part of the 2012 Update for Orange County’s Transportation Impact Fee, a new and separate multi-
modal fee rate was calculated for the more urbanized parts of the county. This new multi-modal fee
included costs for bicycle/pedestrian and transit facilities and therefore expanded the types of
improvements which can be implemented with the fees.

Orange County’s 2020 Transportation Impact Fee Study updated the Multi-Modal Transportation Impact
Fee, which was subsequently referenced as the Urban Transportation Impact Fee. These fees are
included in Orange County’s current Impact Fee Ordinance, which specifies that revenues from these
fees can be used solely for the purpose of acquisition, expansion, and development (including any
studies) of the transportation facilities determined to be necessary to serve new development including,
but not limited to:

e Design and construction plan preparation

¢ Right-of-way acquisition

e Construction of new through lanes

e Construction of new turn lanes

e Construction of new bridges

e Construction of new drainage facilities in conjunction with new roadway construction
e Purchase and installation of traffic control devices

e Construction of new curbs, medians, and shoulders

e Conservation area mitigation

e Compensating storage

e Sidewalks (not built as part of construction of a road improvement)
e Transit shelters

e Park and ride lots

e Lighting

e Landscaping

e Pedestrian bridges

¢ Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)

e  Other mobility improvements

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida 2
September 2021 | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY

The methodology for calculating the Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee uses a consumption-based
impact fee approach where new development pays the cost of the transportation capacity which it
consumes.

Recognizing that as development traffic consumes capacity, they are also paying gas taxes, some of
which are used to provide capacity. Therefore, a credit for this is included in the calculation. The basic
equation is:

Fee = (Capacity Consumed x Cost of Capacity) — Credit
There are several factors that are used to determine capacity consumed, or demand, including:

e Trip generation rate
e Trip length
e Percent new trips

Similarly, there are several factors that are used to determine the cost of capacity, or cost, including:

e Multi-modal roadway cost per added lane mile
e Multi-modal capacity per lane mile

Credit variables include:

e Gas tax credit
e Fuel efficiency
e Ad Valorem credit

The actual calculation is more complex, but broken down into individual steps below:
Fee = (Capacity Consumed x Cost of Capacity) — Credit
Where:

e Capacity Consumed = ([Trip Rate x Assessable Trip Length x % New Trips]/ 2) x (1 - Interstate
& Toll Facility Discount Factor)

e Cost of Capacity = Cost per Added Lane Mile / Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile

e Credit = Present Value Gas Tax Credit + Present Value of Ad Valorem Credit, given 4.0%
interest rate and a 25-year facility life

e Trip Rate = the average daily trip generation rate for the type of development (land use)
proposed, in vehicle-trips/day

e Assessable Trip Length = the average trip length on collector roads or above, for the land use
category, in miles (this excludes travel on local neighborhood roads).

e Total Trip Length = the assessable trip length plus an adjustment factor of half a mile, which is
added to the trip length to account for the fact that gas taxes are collected for travel on all roads
including local roads

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida K}
September 2021 | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

15



Kimley»Horn

% New Trips = adjustment factor to account for pass-by trips associated with the proposed land
use that are already on the roadway

Divide by 2 = the total daily miles of travel generated by a particular land use category is divided
by two to prevent the double-counting of travel generated between two land use codes since
every trip has an origin and a destination

Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor = discount factor to account for travel demand occurring
on interstate highways and/or toll facilities

Cost per Added Lane Mile = unit cost to construct one lane mile of roadway, including multi-
modal elements, in $/lane-mile.

Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile = represents the average daily traffic on one
travel lane at capacity for one lane mile of roadway, in vehicles/lane-mile/day

Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity = Cost per added lane mile divided by average capacity added
per lane mile

$Tax/Gallon to Capital = the amount of equivalent gas tax revenue per gallon of fuel that is used
for capital improvements, in $/gallon

Fuel Efficiency = average fuel efficiency of vehicles, in vehicle-miles/gallon

Present Value = calculation of the present value of a uniform series of cash flows, gas tax

payments in this case, given an interest rate, “i,” and a number of periods, “n;” for 4.00% interest
and a 25-year facility life, the uniform series present worth factor is 15.6221

Effective Days per Year = 365 days

Annual Gas Tax Credit = ([Trip Rate x Total Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x (Effective Days per
Year x $Tax/Gallon to Capital) / Fuel Efficiency

Ad Valorem Credit = present value of the amount of ad valorem taxes used toward transportation
capacity, calculated based on the average property value of each land use

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida
September 2021 | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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2.1 CAPACITY CONSUMED
The following variables are considered when determining the capacity consumed:

e Trip Rate

e Assessable Trip Length

e Percent New Trips

¢ Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor

These variables are explained below, as well as the values identified in the 2020 Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study, where applicable. The actual values by land use are identified
in Section 3.0 of this report.

Trip Rate

The Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee will be applied based on the type of land use proposed.
Various types of land uses generate different trip rates. The trip rates for the 2020 Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study are from two sources:

e Trip characteristics studies previously conducted throughout Florida
e The Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook (10th edition)

Assessable Trip Length

Various types of land uses have different trip lengths. The Assessable Trip Length is the average trip
length, by land use, on collector roads or above, expressed in miles. This length was identified for each
land use category based on a database of studies conducted in Florida, as well as travel demand models
for the Central Florida area. The Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Update Study identified that
trip lengths in Orange County are typically longer when compared to other Florida counties. Therefore,
residential and office trip lengths were increased by 25 percent, and lodging, recreational, institutional,
retail, and industrial trip lengths were increased by five percent.

Percent New Trips

Percent New Trips recognizes that different types of land uses generate different percentages of new
trips. Typically, all (100%) trips generated by new residential development are new trips. However, other
uses, like retail, attract some trips that are already traveling on the surrounding roadway network. Since
these pass-by trips are already on the road, they do not consume additional capacity.

Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor

Recognizing that interstate and toll facilities are not funded through impact fees, travel on these facilities
are removed from the calculation of the Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee. Based on information in
the 2020 Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Update Study, an Interstate & Toll Facility Discount
Factor of 36.1 percent was used.

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida
September 2021 | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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2.2 COST OF CAPACITY

The following variables are considered when determining the cost of capacity, which is expressed as cost
per vehicle mile of capacity:

e Cost per Added Lane Mile
e Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile
e Cost per Vehicle Mile of Capacity

These variables are explained below, as well as the values identified in the 2020 Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study, where applicable. The actual values by land use are identified
in Section 3.0 of this report.

Cost per Added Lane Mile

The 2020 Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Update Study considered recently completed and
ongoing local projects to identify and provide supporting cost data for multi-modal transportation
improvements. This included:

e Design Costs

¢ Right-of-Way Costs

e Construction Costs

e Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Costs

e Transit Capital Costs

e Construction Engineering and Inspection

Based on this information, it was concluded that the cumulative cost of constructing one multi-modal lane
mile is $4,540,000.

Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile

The average vehicle-capacity per lane within an urban area, such as Winter Park, is 9,000 vehicles.

Cost per Vehicle Mile of Capacity

Considering the cost per added lane mile of $4,540,000 and the average vehicle-capacity added per lane
mile of 9,000, the Cost per Vehicle mile of Capacity is $504.44 ($4,540,000/9,000).

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida
September 2021 | Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.
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2.3 CREDIT
The following variables are considered when determining the credit:

e $Tax/Gallon to Capital
e Fuel Efficiency

o Effective Days per Year
e Ad Valorem Credit

e Present Value

These variables are explained below, as well as the values identified in the 2020 Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study, where applicable. The actual values by land use are identified
in Section 3.0 of this report.

$Tax/Gallon to Capital

Each gallon of gas purchased includes taxes, a portion of which are used for expansion of the
transportation system (i.e., capital improvements). After considering all sources, the 2020 Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study determined that $0.197 per gallon of gas is used for capital
improvements.

Fuel Efficiency

Since the above gas tax credit is based on the trip lengths associated with various uses, the fuel
efficiency is necessary to convert the tax per gallon into tax per mile credit. The 2020 Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study determined that the fuel efficiency is 18.92 miles per gallon.

Effective Days per Year

Orange County assumed that travel for all land uses is 365 effective days per year. While this is higher
than for some land uses, it was considered conservative because it may provide some land uses a
slightly higher credit.

Ad Valorem Credit

Recognizing that Orange County uses a portion of Ad Valorem Tax revenues for roadway capacity
expansion improvements and multi-modal improvements, a credit was identified for each land use. The
present value for the Ad Valorem Credit for each land use is identified in Section 3.0. Calculations of the
Ad Valorem Tax revenues are provided in Appendix D of Appendix A.

Present Value

The 2020 Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Update Study used a present value calculation to
identify the present value of future tax credits. A facility life of 25 years was assumed, along with 365 days
per year for the gas tax credit. The interest rate was assumed to be 4.0%, based on information provided
by Orange County. This translates to a uniform series present worth factor of 15.6221.

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida 7
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3.0 CALCULATED MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

Using the methodology described in Section 2.0, the Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee was
calculated for various land use categories, as identified in Table 3-1.

An example impact fee rate calculation for a 40,000 square foot gross leasable area (sfgla) retail store,
ITE Land Use Code (LUC) 820, is provided below.

Fee = (Capacity Consumed x Cost of Capacity) — Credit
Where:

e Capacity Consumed = ([Trip Rate x Assessable Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x (1-Interstate &
Toll Facility Discount Factor)

e Cost of Capacity = Cost per Added Lane Mile / Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile

e Credit = Present Value Annual Gas Tax Credit + Present Value Ad Valorem Credit, given 4.0%
interest rate and a 25-year facility life

The individual variables for ITE LUC 210 are identified below:

e Trip Rate = the average daily trip generation rate for the type of development (land use)
proposed, in vehicle-trips/day (75.05 per 1,000 sfgla)

e Assessable Trip Length = the average trip length on collector roads or above, for the land use
category, in miles (1.96) (this excludes travel on local neighborhood roads).

e Total Trip Length = the assessable trip length plus an adjustment factor of half a mile, which is
added to the trip length to account for the fact that gas taxes are collected for travel on all roads
including local roads (1.96 + 0.50 = 2.46)

e % New Trips = adjustment factor to account for trips associated with the proposed land use that
are already on the roadway (56%)

e Divide by 2 = the total daily miles of travel generated by a particular land use category (i.e.,
rate*length*% new trips) is divided by two to prevent the double-counting of travel generated
between two land use codes since every trip has an origin and a destination

e Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor = discount factor to account for travel demand occurring
on interstate highways and/or toll facilities (36.1%)

e Cost per Added Lane Mile = unit cost to construct one lane mile of roadway, including multi-
modal elements, in $/lane-mile ($4,540,000)

e Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile = represents the average daily traffic on one
travel lane at capacity for one lane mile of roadway, in vehicles/lane-mile/day (9,000)

e Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity = Cost per added lane mile divided by average capacity added
per lane mile ($4,540,000 / 9,000 = $504.44)

e $Tax/Gallon to Capital = the amount of equivalent gas tax revenue per gallon of fuel that is used
for capital improvements, in $/gallon ($0.197)

e Fuel Efficiency = average fuel efficiency of vehicles, in vehicle-miles/gallon (18.92)

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida
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Present Value = calculation of the present value of a uniform series of cash flows, gas tax

payments in this case, given an interest rate, “i,” and a number of periods, “n;” for 4.00% interest
and a 25-year facility life, the uniform series present worth factor is 15.6221

Effective Days per Year = 365 days

Annual Gas Tax Credit = ([Trip Rate x Total Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x (Effective Days per
Year x $Tax/Gallon to Capital) / Fuel Efficiency ([75.05 * 2.46 * 0.56] /2) * 365 * ($0.197 /18.92) =
$196

Ad Valorem Credit = present value of the amount of ad valorem taxes used toward transportation
capacity, calculated based on the average property value of each land use ($163.00)

Thus, the calculation of the fee is:

Capacity Consumed = ([Trip Rate x Assessable Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x (1 - Interstate
& Toll Facility Discount Factor)

([75.05 * 1.96 * 0.56] /2) * (1 - 0.361) = 26.319
Cost of Capacity = Cost per Added Lane Mile / Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile
($4,540,000 / 9,000) = $504.44

Credit = Present Value Annual Gas Tax Credit + Present Value Ad Valorem Credit, given 4.0%
interest rate and a 25-year facility life

($196 * 15.6221) + $163 = $3,225
Fee = (Capacity Consumed x Cost of Capacity) — Credit

(26.319 x $504.44) - $3,225 = $10,051 per 1,000 sfgla

The total Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee for a 40,000 sfgla retail store would be:

40,000/ 1,000 * $10,051 = $402,040

Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report | City of Winter Park, Florida
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Table 3-1: Calculation of Winter Park Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee

Variable Factors and Fee Calculations. See Non-Variable Factors at end of table.

Assess .
-able Tot_al % Capacity Cost of Annual
’ Trip New Con- » Gas Tax
L) Length Trips sumed (]G Credit
Length 9 P
Residential
210 Single Famlly (Detached): DU 645 | 828 | 878 | 100 | 1627 | $504.44 | $103
Single Family (Detached):
210 1,201-2,000 sf DU 7.81 8.28 8.78 100 20.66 $504.44 $130
Single Family (Detached):
210 2.001-3,500 sf DU 9.63 8.28 8.78 100 25.48 $504.44 $161
Single Family (Detached):
210 > 3,500 sf DU 10.07 8.28 8.78 100 26.64 $504.44 $168
Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse
220 (Low-Rise, 1-2 floors) DU 7.32 6.38 6.88 100 14.92 $504.44 $96
Multi-Family Housing
221 (Mid-Rise, 3-10 floors) DU 5.44 6.38 6.88 100 11.09 $504.44 $71
Multi-Family Housing
222 (High-Rise, > 10 floors) DU 4.45 6.38 6.88 100 9.07 $504.44 $58
Student Housing
225 (Adjacent to Campus) Bedroom 3.15 3.19 3.69 100 3.21 $504.44 $22
Student Housing
225 (Over 1/2 mile from Campus) Bedroom 3.97 4.79 5.29 100 6.08 $504.44 $40
Mid-Rise Residential
231 w/ first floor Commercial DU 3.44 6.38 6.88 100 7.01 $504.44 $45
232 High-Rise Residential DU 201 | 638 | 688 | 100 | 410 | $504.44 | $26
w/ first floor Commercial
240 Mobile Home Park DU 417 5.75 6.25 100 7.66 $504.44 $50
Senior Adult Housing - Detached
251 (Retirement Community/Age- DU 3.5 6.78 7.28 100 7.58 $504.44 $48
Restricted Single Family)
Senior Adult Housing - Attached
252 (Retirement Community/Age- DU 3.33 5.43 5.93 100 5.78 $504.44 $38
Restricted Single Family)
265 Time Share DU 8.63 4.96 5.46 100 13.68 $504.44 $90
Lodging
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel Room 5.55 6.57 7.07 66 7.69 $504.44 $49
320 Motel Room 3.35 4.56 5.06 77 3.76 $504.44 $25
Recreational
430 Golf Course Acre 3.74 6.95 7.45 90 7.47 $504.44 $48
437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf 13 5.41 5.91 90 20.22 $504.44 $131
444 Movie Theater w/ or w/out Matinee 1,000 sf 82.3 2.35 2.85 87 53.76 $504.44 $388
491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf 19.7 5.41 5.91 94 32.01 $504.44 $208
492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf 34.5 5.41 5.91 94 56.06 $504.44 $364
Dance Studio
N/A (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 1,000 sf 21.33 3.54 4.04 85 20.51 $504.44 $139
Institutional
522 School 1,000 sf 20.17 3.48 3.98 80 17.94 $504.44 $122
560 Public Assembly 1.000 sf 6.95 4.11 4.61 90 8.21 $504.44 $55




Table 3-1 (continued): Calculation of Winter Park Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee

Variable Factors and Fee Calculations. See Non-Variable Factors at end of table.

A_sasbelz:s 'I-'ro!al % Capacity Cost of Annual
Ui Ler?gpth 1"‘:'?:5 sgz:e-d (CETEEHE] G(?rseZ;x
Length
Retail
815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 53.12 2.52 3.02 67 28.66 $504.44 $204
816 Hardware/Paint 1000sf | 914 | 196 | 246 | 56 321 | $504.44 | $24
820 g 50'?;83";@&1 1000sfgla | 75.05 | 1.96 | 246 | 56 2632 | $504.44 | $196
820 50,001-100.000 ofgla 1000sfgla | 6012 | 2.4 29 | 62 | 2858 | $504.44 | $205
820 100,00 1'_?26335'600 ofgla 1,000sfgla | 4816 | 252 | 3.02 | 67 2598 | $504.44 | $185
820 200,00 Egg%i!:oo ofgla 1,000sfgla | 423 | 265 | 315 | 71 2543 | $504.44 | $180
820 300’001'16335'600 ofiga 1000sfgla | 3858 | 277 | 327 | 73 2493 | $504.44 | $175
820 400.001506.000 ofgla 1000sfgla | 3592 | 2589 | 339 | 75 | 2488 | $504.44 | $174
820 500,000-1 060,000 ofgla 1000sfgla | 2878 | 351 | 401 | 81 | 2614 | $504.44 | $178
820 1’000’001'_?1‘?%'6,000 ofala 1000sfgla | 2714 | 375 | 425 | 82 | 2666 | $504.44 | $180
820 1200000 sfgla 1000sfgla | 2584 | 399 | 449 | 83 | 27.34 | $50444 | $183
vt New/Used Auto Sales 1000sf | 2458 | 483 | 533 | 79 | 2097 | $504.44 | $197
850 Supermarket 1,000 sf 106.64 2.18 2.68 56 41.59 $504.44 $304
853 Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps 1,000 sf 626.25 1.59 2.09 28 89.08 $504.44 $696
862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf 30.74 2.52 3.02 67 16.58 $504.44 $118
863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf 41.05 1.96 2.46 56 14.40 $504.44 $107
oo Drug Store 1,000sf | 10437 | 218 | 268 | 32 2326 | $504.44 | $170
Services

911 Bank/Savings Walk-In 1,000sf | 5939 | 258 | 3.08 | 46 | 2252 | $504.44 | $160
912 Bank/Savings Drive-In 1,000sf | 10266 | 258 | 3.08 | 46 | 3893 | $504.44 | $276
925 Drinking Place 1,000 sf 113.6 1.96 2.46 56 39.84 $504.44 $297
931 Quality Restaurant 1,000 sf 86.03 3.3 3.8 77 69.84 $504.44 $478
932 High-Turnover Restaurant 1,000 sf 106.26 3.33 3.83 71 80.27 $504.44 $549

934 Fast Food Restaurant w/ Drive Thru 1,000 sf 482.53 2.15 2.65 58 192.25 $504.44 $1,409
942 Auto Service 1000sf | 2819 | 3.8 43 72 | 2464 | $504.44 | $166
oaq | G Station vl or 3/20,350 « | FuelPos. | 17201 2 25 23 | 2528 | $504.44 | $188
945 | Converionco Mokt 2000 999 5f | FuelPos. | 20536 | 2 25 | 23 | 3018 | $504.44 | $224
geo | Gas Stationw/Convenience Market: | ¢, pos | 23052 | 2 25 23 | 3388 | $504.44 | $252

= 3,000 sf
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Appendix A
Orange County 2020 Transportation Impact Fee Study

Note: Only the relevant portions of the Orange County 2020 Transportation Impact Fee Study are
provided. For example, in addition to the multi-modal (Urban) transportation impact fee, Orange County
calculated fees for suburban and rural areas of the county which are not applicable to Winter Park.
Therefore, those sections have been deleted or blacked out in an effort to avoid confusion about
information used in the development of the Winter Park Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee. To
reiterate, the blacked-out portions are not applicable to Winter Park since they are for suburban or rural
areas.
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l. Introduction

Orange County’s Transportation Impact Fee was originally adopted in 1985 and went into effect
in 1986 to assist the County in providing adequate transportation facilities for expected growth.
The technical study supporting the fee levels was last updated in 2012. As part of the 2012
update, in addition to updating roadway-based transportation impact fee, a separate multi-
modal fee rate was calculated for the more urbanized parts of the county, based on the boundary
of the Alternative Mobility Area (AMA). The Board of County Commissioners adopted the 2012
study at a discounted rate. At this time, the County is considering eliminating the AMA
designation; however, this study continues to provide fee variations based on travel and land use
characteristics of various subareas within the county.

This report updates both the roadway and multi-modal impact fee variables to reflect changes to
the cost, credit, and demand components since 2012. In addition, this study addresses the
following:

e Fee variation by geographic area and boundary of fee districts;

e Fee levels under needs-based and asset-based approaches;

e Fee reductions for mixed-use developments based on internal capture;

e Fee reductions for affordable/workforce housing; and

e Atool for potential fee reductions for targeted land uses.

The information used to develop the Orange County Transportation Impact Fee schedules is
based mostly on data received through November 2019.

Legal Overview

In Florida, legal requirements related to impact fees have primarily been established through
case law since the 1980’s. Impact fees must comply with the “dual rational nexus” test, which
requires that they:
e Be supported by a study demonstrating that the fees are proportionate in amount to the
need created by new development paying the fee; and
e Be spentin a manner that directs a proportionate benefit to new development, typically
accomplished through establishment of benefit districts (if needed) and a list of capacity-
adding projects included in the County’s Capital Improvement Plan, Capital Improvement
Element, or another planning document/Master Plan.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
September 2020 1 Transportation Impact Fee
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In 2006, the Florida legislature passed the “Florida Impact Fee Act,” which recognized impact fees
as “an outgrowth of home rule power of a local government to provide certain services within its
jurisdiction.” § 163.31801(2), Fla. Stat. The statute — concerned with mostly procedural and
methodological limitations — did not expressly allow or disallow any particular public facility type
from being funded with impact fees. The Act did specify procedural and methodological
prerequisites, such as the requirement of the fee being based on most recent and localized data,
a 90-day requirement for fee changes, and other similar requirements, most of which were
common to the practice already.

More recent legislation further affected the impact fee framework in Florida, including the
following:

e HB 227in 2009: The Florida legislation statutorily clarified that in any action challenging
an impact fee, the government has the burden of proving by a preponderance of the
evidence that the imposition or amount of the fee meets the requirements of state legal
precedent or the Impact Fee Act and that the court may not use a deferential standard.

e SB360in2009: Allowed fees to be decreased without the 90-day notice period required
to increase the fees and purported to change the standard of legal review associated with
impact fees. SB 360 also required the Florida Department of Community Affairs (now the
Department of Economic Opportunity) and Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT)
to conduct studies on “mobility fees,” which were completed in 2010.

e HB 7207 in 2011: Required a dollar-for-dollar credit, for purposes of concurrency
compliance, for impact fees paid and other concurrency mitigation required.

e HB 319 in 2013: Applied mostly to concurrency management authorities, but also
encouraged local governments to adopt alternative mobility systems using a series of
tools identified in section 163.31801 (5)(f), Florida Statutes, including:

1. Adoption of long-term strategies to facilitate development patterns that support
multi-modal solutions, including urban design, and appropriate land use mixes,
including intensity and density.

2. Adoption of an area-wide level of service not dependent on any single road
segment function.

3. Exempting or discounting impacts of locally desired development, such as
development in urban areas, redevelopment, job creation, and mixed use on the
transportation system.

4. Assigning secondary priority to vehicle mobility and primary priority to ensuring a
safe, comfortable, and attractive pedestrian environment, with convenient
interconnection to transit.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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5. Establishing multi-modal level of service standards that rely primarily on non-
vehicular modes of transportation where existing or planned community design will
provide adequate level of mobility.

6. Reducing impact fees or local access fees to promote development within urban
areas, multi-modal transportation districts, and a balance of mixed-use
development in certain areas or districts, or for affordable or workforce housing.

Also, under HB 319, a mobility fee funding system expressly must comply with the dual
rational nexus test applicable to traditional impact fees. Furthermore, any mobility fee
revenues collected must be used to implement the local government’s plan, which
served as the basis for the fee. Finally, under HB 319, an alternative mobility system,
that is not mobility fee-based, must not impose upon new development any
responsibility for funding an existing transportation deficiency.

e HB 207 in 2019: Included the following changes to the Impact Fee Act along with
additional clarifying language:

o Impact fees cannot be collected prior to building permit issuance; and

o Impact fee revenues cannot be used to pay debt service for previously approved
projects unless the expenditure is reasonably connected to, or has a rational nexus
with, the increased impact generated by the new residential and commercial
construction.

e HB 7103 in 2019: Addressed multiple issues related to affordable housing/linkage fees,
impact fees, and building services fees. In terms of impact fees, the bill required that
when local governments increase their impact fees, the outstanding impact fee credits
for developer contributions should also be increased. This requirement will operate
prospectively. This bill also allowed local governments to waive/reduce impact fees for
affordable housing projects without having to offset the associated revenue loss.

e SB 1066 in 2020: Added language allowing impact fee credits to be assignable and
transferable at any time after establishment from one development or parcel to another
that is within the same impact fee zone or impact fee district or that is within an adjoining
impact fee zone or district within the same local government jurisdiction. In addition,
added language indicating any new/increased impact fee not being applicable to current
or pending permit applications submitted prior to the effective date of an ordinance or
resolution imposing new/increased fees.

e HB 1339 in 2020: Required reporting of certain impact fee data within the annual
financial audit report submitted to the Department of Financial Services.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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The following paragraphs provide further detail on the generally applicable legal standards
applicable here.

Impact Fee Definition

e Animpact fee is a one-time capital charge levied against new development.

e An impact fee is designed to cover the portion of the capital costs of infrastructure
capacity consumed by new development.

e The principle purpose of an impact fee is to assist in funding the implementation of
projects identified in the Capital Improvements Element (CIE) and other capital
improvement programs for the respective facility/service categories.

Impact Fee vs. Tax

e An impact fee is generally regarded as a regulatory function established based upon the
specific benefit to the user related to a given infrastructure type and is not established
for the primary purpose of generating revenue for the general benefit of the community,
as are taxes.

e Impact fee expenditures must convey a proportional benefit to the fee payer. This is
accomplished through the establishment of benefit districts, where fees collected in a
benefit district are spent in the same benefit district.

e Animpact fee must be tied to a proportional need for new infrastructure capacity created
by new development.

This technical report has been prepared to support legal compliance with existing case law and
statutory requirements.

Methodology

The methodology used for the transportation impact fee study continues to follow a
consumption-based impact fee approach in which new development is charged based upon the
proportion of vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) that each unit of new development is expected to
consume of a lane-mile of roadway network. Unlike a “needs-based” approach, the
consumption-based approach ensures that the impact fee is set at a rate that does not generate
sufficient revenues to correct existing deficiencies. As such, the County does not need to go
through the process of estimating the portion of each capacity expansion project that may be
related to existing deficiencies. The study incorporates the entire network of transportation
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within the county, including city, county and state roads, but excludes limited access facilities and
rail facilities, which require large scale investments and are not typically funded with impact fees.

Included in this document is the necessary support material used in the calculation of the
transportation impact fee. The general equation used to compute the impact fee for a given land

use is:

[Demand x Cost] — Credit = Fee

The “demand” for travel placed on a transportation system is expressed in units of Vehicle-Miles
of Travel (VMT) (daily vehicle-trip generation rate x the trip length x the percent new trips [of
total trips]) for each land use contained in the impact fee schedule. Trip generation represents
the average daily rates since new development consumes trips on a daily basis.

The “cost” of building new capacity typically is expressed in units of dollars per vehicle-mile or
lane-mile of transportation capacity. Consistent with the current adopted methodology, the cost
is based on county roadway costs.

The “credit” is an estimate of future non-impact fee revenues generated by new development
that are allocated to provide transportation capacity expansion. The impact fee is considered to
be an “up front” payment for a portion of the cost of building a lane-mile of capacity that is
directly related to the amount of capacity consumed by each unit of land use contained in the
impact fee schedule, that is not paid for by future tax revenues generated by the new
development activity. These credits are required under the supporting case law for the
calculation of impact fees where a new development activity must be reasonably assured that
they are not paying, or being charged, twice for the same level of service.

The input variables used in the fee equation are as follows:

Demand Variables:
e Trip generation rate
e Trip length

e Percent new trips

Cost Variables:

e Roadway cost per added lane mile

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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e Roadway capacity per lane mile

Credit Variables:
e Equivalent gas tax credit (pennies)
e Present worth
e Fuel efficiency
e Effective days per year

Tindale Oliver
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Il. Demand Component

Travel Demand

Travel demand is the amount of a transportation system consumed by a unit of new land
development activity. Demand is calculated using the following variables and is measured in
terms of the vehicle miles of new travel a unit of development consumes on the existing
transportation system.

e Number of daily trips generated
e Average length of those trips
e Proportion of travel that is new travel, rather than travel that is already on the road system

¢ Interstate/Toll Facility discount factor

As part of this update, the trip characteristics variables were obtained primarily from two
sources: (1) trip characteristics studies previously conducted throughout Florida (Florida Studies
Database), which includes studies conducted in Orange County as well as in other Florida
jurisdictions, and (2) the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook
(10t edition). The Florida Trip Characteristics Studies Database is included in Appendix A. This
database was used to determine trip length, percent new trips, and the trip generation rate for
several land uses.

Trip Length Adjustment Factor

Trip lengths for all land uses were adjusted to account for differences between the average trip
lengths included in the Florida Studies Database, the Orlando Urban Area Transportation Study
(OUATS 2040), and other Florida Standard Urban Transportation Model Structure (FSUTMS)
model results. As it was the case in the 2012 update study, the OUATS 2040 model data
suggested that trip lengths are typically longer in Orange County compared to other Florida
counties. Therefore, residential and office trip lengths were increased by 25 percent, while
lodging, recreational, institutional, retail, and industrial trip lengths were increased by five (5)

percent.
Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor

This variable was used to recognize that interstate highway and toll facility improvements are
funded by the State (specifically, the Florida Department of Transportation) using earmarked
State and Federal funds. Typically, transportation impact fees are not used to pay for these
improvements and the portion of travel occurring on the interstate/toll facility system is usually
eliminated from the total travel for each use.

To calculate the interstate and toll (I/T) facility discount factor, the loaded highway network file
was generated for the OUATS 2040 model. A select link analysis was run for all traffic analysis
zones located within Orange County in order to differentiate trips with an origin and/or
destination within the county versus trips with no origin or destination within the county.

Currently, interstate and toll facilities in Orange County include I-4, the Florida Turnpike (SR 91),
SR 408, SR 414, SR 417, SR 429, SR 451, SR 453, and SR 528. The limited access vehicle-miles of
travel (Limited Access VMT) for trips with an origin and/or destination within County was
calculated for the identified limited access facilities. The total Orange County VMT was calculated
for all trips with an origin and/or destination within the county for all roads, including limited
access facilities, located within Orange County. The I/T discount factor of 36.1 percent was
determined by dividing the total limited access VMT by the total county VMT using the base year
of the model.

By applying this factor to the total county VMT, the reduced VMT is then representative of only
the roadways that are funded by impact fees. Appendix A, Table A-1 provides further detail on
this calculation.

Land Use Changes

New Land Uses

Based on input from the County and a review of the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE)
Trip Generation reference report (10t edition, released September 2017), several new land uses
were added to the transportation impact fee schedule.

- Single Family Tiering: The current impact fee schedule includes a single rate for all single
family development. This update study includes a tiered approach that varies the fee
according to square footage tiers. This approach assists the County in its goal of encouraging
attainable housing by moderating impact fee levels for smaller homes. Appendix A, Tables
A-2 through A-10 includes additional detail.
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- Multi-Family Realignment: The current impact fee schedule includes multi-family apartment,
condo/townhouse, and high-rise condo/townhouse as separate land uses. ITE 10™ Edition
has realigned these uses, creating a combined “multi-family housing” category, with
differentiation in trip generation rate based on the number of stories. This update was
incorporated into the impact fee schedule, shown by Land Use Code (LUC) used by ITE:

o LUC 220 (multi-family/townhouse, low-rise, 1-2 floors) — includes apartments,
townhouses, and condominiums located within the same building with at least three
other dwelling units and that have one or two levels (floors).

o LUC221 (multi-family, mid-rise, 3-10 floors) — includes apartments, townhouses, and
condominiums located within the same building with at least three other dwelling
units and that have between three and 10 levels (floors).

o LUC 222 (multi-family, high-rise, >10 floors) — includes apartments, townhouses, and
condominiums that have more than 10 levels (floors). They are likely to have one or
more elevators.

- Student Housing: ITE 10™ includes this new land use (LUC 225) for consideration with two
different trip generation rates depending on the proximity to campus (adjacent to campus
and over % mile from campus), measured “per bedroom”. These options replace the current
Student Housing use (measured “per unit”) which was based on independent trip
characteristics studies conducted in Minnesota.

- Residential w/1% Floor Commercial: ITE 10t includes this new land use for consideration
with two tiers:

o LUC 231 (mid-rise residential with 1%t floor commercial): mixed-use multi-family
housing buildings that have between three and 10 floors and include retail space on
the first level. Typically found in dense multi-use urban and center city core settings.

o LUC 232 (high-rise residential with 1% floor commercial): mixed-use multi-family
housing buildings that have more than 10 floors and include retail space that is open
to the public on the first level. Typically found in dense multi-use urban and center
city core settings.

- Senior Adult Housing — Attached: Attached independent living developments, including
retirement communities, age-restricted, and active adult communities. These developments
may include limited social or recreational services, however, they generally lack centralized
dining and onsite medical facilities. Residents in these communities live independently, are
typically active (requiring little to no medical supervision) and may or may not be retired.

- Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons): Privately-owned recreation-based facility
offering dance, gymnastics, ballet, or similar activity classes such as martial arts training and
music lessons. Facilities typically range between 5,000 square feet and 25,000 square feet.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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LUC 720 (medical/dental office): a facility that provides diagnoses and outpatient care on a
routine basis but is unable to provide prolonged in-house medical and surgical care. One or
more private physicians or dentists generally operate this type of facility.

o Small Medical/Dental Office (<10,000 square feet): Similar to the Medical/Dental
Office land use in the current schedule but reflects a lower trip generation rate which
is representative of smaller medical businesses that typically do not have extensive
testing equipment or laboratories.

Walk-in Bank: This land use represents generally a free-standing building with its own
parking lot. These banks do not have drive-in lanes but usually contain non-drive-thru teller
machines (ATMs).

Tourist Hotel/Retail: The current schedule includes separate rates for hotel and retail
development within the County’s “tourist” district. However, updates to ITE since the last
study and additional local studies resulted in trip generation rates for general retail and hotel
land uses that are lower than those reflected for tourist hotel/retail categories. Given that
generation rates for tourist hotel/retail categories are based on a smaller sample, hotel and
retail development within the tourist district should be charged the same rate as
development outside of the district to benefit from lower impact fee rates that are based on
a larger set of data.

High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse: A high-cube warehouse (HCW) is
a building that typically has at least 200,000 gross square feet of floor area, has a ceiling
height of 24 feet or more, and is used primarily for the storage and/or consolidation of
manufactured goods prior to their distribution to retail locations or other warehouses. A
typical HCW has a high level of on-site automation and logistics management. Transload
facilities have a primary function of consolidation and distribution of pallet loads for
manufacturers, wholesalers, or retailers. They typically have little storage duration, high
throughput, and are high-efficiency facilities. Short-term HCWSs are high-efficiency
distribution facilities often with custom/special features built into the structure for
movement of large volumes of freight with only short-term storage of products.

Significant Demand Reductions

Several land uses received a significant reduction in the estimated gross vehicle miles of travel

(GVMT) that they generate per unit. Appendix A includes additional detail related to the changes

in the demand component for all land use categories.

Bowling Alley (LUC 437): The trip generation rate for this land use was reduced by 61 percent
due to an update from ITE 9t Edition to ITE 10" Edition. While the 9t Edition included a
“daily” TGR, the 10%" Edition does not and, therefore, the recommended TGR is based on the
peak hour trip rate adjusted for daily. This adjustment is based on the relationship of peak

Tindale Oliver Orange County

September 2020 10 Transportation Impact Fee

37



hour-to-daily trip rates for other recreational uses in ITE 10t Edition (peak hour = 1/10 of
daily).

- Public Assembly (LUC 560): The trip generation rate for this land use was reduced by 24
percent due to an update from ITE 9t Edition to ITE 10t Edition. Additionally, the trip length
has been reduced by 49 percent and the percent new trips has been reduced by 10 percent.
In the current fee schedule, the TL and PNT data were based on data from the County’s 2004
update study that used the County’s transportation model and a 1991 document! to
determine these values. This update study recommends the use of the Florida Studies Trip
Characteristics Database (Appendix A) and similar land uses to estimate trip length and
percent new trips using more recent data relationships.

- Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic (LUC 640): The trip generation rate for this land use was
reduced by 16 percent due to an update from ITE 9™ Edition to ITE 10t Edition. Additionally,
the trip length has been reduced by 63 percent and the percent new trips has been reduced
by 25 percent. Similar to the Public Assembly use, in the current fee schedule the TL and
PNT data is based on data from the County’s 2004 update study. This update study
recommends the use of the Florida Studies Trip Characteristics Database (Appendix A) to
estimate trip length and percent new trips.

- Hardware/Paint Store (LUC 816): The trip generation rate for this land use was reduced by
82 percent due to an update from ITE 9t Edition to ITE 10t Edition.

- Drug Store (LUC 880/881): The trip generation rate for this land use was increased by 18
percent due to an update from ITE 9t Edition to ITE 10t Edition (includes data from both
LUC 880 and 881). Additionally, the trip length has been reduced by 46 percent and the
percent new trips has been reduced by 36 percent. Similar to the Public Assembly and
Animal Hospital uses, in the current fee schedule the TL and PNT data is based on data from
the County’s 2004 update study. This update study recommends the use of the Florida
Studies Trip Characteristics Database (Appendix A) to estimate trip length and percent new
trips.

I Nicholas, James, et. al., A Practitioner’s Guide to Development Impact Fees, 1991
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lll. Cost Component

Cost information from Orange County and other counties in Florida was reviewed to develop a
unit cost for all phases involved in the construction of one lane-mile of roadway capacity.
Additionally, cost information for bicycle/pedestrian and transit facilities was reviewed and
included in the cost component calculations for the urban district multi-modal impact fee rates.
Appendix B provides the data and other support information utilized in these analyses.

County Roadway Cost

This section examines the right-of-way (ROW), construction, and other cost components
associated with county roads with respect to transportation capacity expansion improvements
in Orange County. For this purpose, bid data for recently completed/ongoing local projects and
recent construction bid data from roadway projects throughout Florida were used to identify and
provide supporting cost data for County roadway improvements. The cost for each roadway
capacity project was separated into three phases: design, ROW, and construction/CEl.

Design

Design costs for county roads were estimated at approximately $340,000 per lane mile based on
areview of recent improvements in Orange County. When compared to the average construction
cost per lane mile ($2,750,000; Appendix B, Table B-5), the design-to-construction ratio is
approximately 12 percent. This ratio is within the range of design-to-construction ratios
observed in other recent impact fee studies in Florida. Additional detail is provided in Appendix
B, Tables B-1 and B-2.

Right-of-Way

The ROW cost reflects the total cost of the acquisitions along a corridor that were necessary to
have sufficient cross-section width to widen an existing road or, in the case of new construction,
to build a new road. ROW costs for county roads were estimated at $1.20 million per lane mile
based on a review of recent improvements in Orange County. When compared to the average
construction cost per lane mile ($2,750,000; Appendix B, Table B-5), the ROW-to-construction
ratio is approximately 44 percent. This ratio is within the range of ROW-to-construction ratios
observed in other recent impact fee studies in Florida. Additional detail is provided in Appendix
B, Tables B-3 and B-4.
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Construction/CEl
The construction cost for county roads was based on recently bid/ongoing projects in the Orange

County. This review included 15 recent projects in Orange County with construction occurring
since 2012:

e Rouse Rd from Lake Underhill Rd to SR 50

e Clarcona-Ocoee Rd from SR 429 to Clark Rd

e Holden Ave from John Young Pkwy to Orange Blossom Tr

e Palm Pkwy/AVR Connector from Palm Pkwy to Apopka-Vineland Rd

e John Young Pkwy from SR 528 to FL Turnpike

e Econlockhatchee Tr from SR 408 to SR 50

e CR 535 Seg. F from Overstreet Rd to Fossick Rd

e Reams Rd from Delmar Ave to Taborfield Ave

e Destination Pkwy 1B/2A from Tradeshow Blvd to Lake Cay

e Lake Underhill Rd from Goldenrod Rd to Chickasaw Tr

¢ International Dr from Westwood Blvd to Westwood Blvd

e Porter Rd from Avalon Rd to Hamlin Groves Tr

e Innovation Way Seg. 3B from Magnolia Woods Blvd to Yellow Jasmine Dr

e Boggy Creek Rd North from South Access Rd to Wetherbee Rd

e Hamlin Groves Ph. | from New Independence Pkwy north approx. 2,800 feet

The weighted average construction cost for these improvements is approximately $3.00 million
per lane mile, including CEl costs. Based on a review of data from other jurisdictions, CEl is
approximately nine percent of construction. Therefore, the construction portion of these
improvements averages approximately $2.75 million per lane mile. Additional detail is provided
in Appendix B, Table B-5.

In addition to local projects, recent improvements from other counties in Florida were reviewed
to increase the sample size. This review included approximately 147 lane miles of lane addition
and new road construction improvements with a weighted average cost per added lane mile of
approximately $2.87 million, which does not include CEl costs. Additional detail is provided in
Appendix B, Table B-6.

Based on a review of these data sets, a construction cost of $3.00 million per lane mile (for
construction and CEl) was used in the impact fee calculation for Orange County improvements.
This figure reflects the local data and is supported by statewide data.
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As shown in Table 1, the total county roadway cost was calculated at approximately $4.54 million
per lane mile.
Table 1
Estimated Total Cost per Added Lane Mile
for County Roads
Total Cost per

Cost Type Lane Mile
Design'” $340,000
Right-of-Way? $1,200,000
Construction/CEI® $3,000,000
Total $4,540,000

1) Source: Appendix B, Table B-1
2) Source: Appendix B, Table B-3
3) Source: Appendix B, Table B-5

Vehicle-Miles of Capacity per Lane Mile

The transportation impact fee equation includes a vehicle-mile of capacity (VMC) component.
The VMC is an estimate of capacity added, per lane mile, for county roadway improvements in
the 2040 Metroplan Needs Plan for Orange County. As shown in Table 2, each lane mile will add
approximately 9,000 vehicles. Additional detail is provided in Appendix B, Table B-7.

Table 2
Weighted Average Capacity per Lane Mile
Lane Mile Vehicle-Miles of VMC Added per

Source
Added™ Capacity Added™ Lane Mile®?
County Roads 270.44 2,437,462 9,013
Average VMC Added per Lane Mile (Rounded) 9,000

1) Source: Appendix B, Table B-7
2) Vehicle-miles of capacity added divided by lane miles added

Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity

The transportation cost per unit of development is assessed based on the cost per vehicle-mile
of capacity. Asshown in Tables 1 and 2, the cost and capacity for transportation in Orange County
have been calculated based on recent improvements. As shown in Table 3, the cost per VMC for
travel within the County is approximately $504.

The cost per VMC figure is used in the transportation impact fee calculations to determine the
total cost per unit of development based on vehicle-miles of travel consumed. For each vehicle-
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mile of travel that is added to the road system, approximately $504 of capacity is consumed.

Table 3
Weighted Average Cost per Capacity Added

Cost per Lane Average VMC Added Cost per

Source
Mile™” per Lane Mile? VMC/PMCB)

County Roads (VMC)
1) Source: Table 1
2) Source: Table 2
3) Average VMC added per lane mile (Item 2) divided by cost per added lane mile (Item 1)

$4,540,000 9,000 $504.44

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facility Costs

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities provide for relatively small quantities of the total vehicle-miles
of travel due to the difference in the average distance traveled by a car trip versus
pedestrian/bicycle trips. Because of their relatively small role in the urban travel scheme, they
do not have a significant effect on evaluating the costs of providing for transportation. However,
bike and pedestrian facilities are important and provide a source of travel for those who cannot
drive, cannot afford to drive or choose not to drive, and they are a standard part of the urban
street and sometimes included in rural roadways. Their costs are included in the standard
roadway cross-sections for which costs are estimated for safety and mobility reasons. Thus, the
costs of these facilities on major roads are included in the multi-modal fee. The multi-modal fee
provides funding for only those bike and pedestrian facilities associated with roadways on the
classified road system (excluding local/neighborhood roads), and allows for facilities to be added
to existing classified roadways or included in the construction of a new classified roadway or lane

addition improvement.

Transit Capital Cost per Person-Mile of Travel

A model for transit service and cost was developed to establish both the capital cost per person-
mile of capacity and the system operating characteristics in terms of system coverage, hours of
service, and headways. The model developed for Orange County was based on information from
the LYNX Transit Development Plan. Components of the transit capital cost include:

e Vehicle acquisition tied to new routes

e Bus stops, shelters, and benches

e Cost of road network (per person-mile of capacity) used by transit vehicles
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Transit capital costs are computed as the cost of capital infrastructure needed to expand the
transit system, as follows:

Transit Capital Cost = Bus Infrastructure Cost + Road Capacity Cost

Taking into account the infrastructure costs and the decline in potential vehicle-capacity that
comes with adding transit, it was determined that the difference between constructing a lane
mile of roadway (for cars only) versus constructing a roadway with transit is not significant. The
roadway with transit cost per PMC is approximately three (3) percent higher per lane mile than
the cost to simply construct a road without transit amenities. Therefore, for the multi-modal fee
calculation, the cost per VMC of approximately $504 is representative of the cost to provide
transportation capacity for all modes of travel. Additional information regarding the transit
capital cost calculation is included in Appendix B, Tables B-8 and B-9.

Finally, given the dominance of auto travel in terms of mode split, the demand for both roadway
and multi-modal fees are measured in terms of vehicle miles of travel. In the case of multi-modal
impact fee, an additional credit was subtracted to reflect future development’s contributions to
stand-alone transit capital, sidewalk and bicycle lane additions, which will be discussed in more
detail in the next section.
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IV. Credit Component

Capital Improvement Credit

The credit component of the impact fee accounts for the existing County funding sources that
are being expended on transportation capacity expansion (excluding impact fee funds). This
section summarizes the calculations utilized in the credit for non-impact fee contributions.
Additional details are provided in Appendix C.

The present value of the portion of non-impact fee funding generated by new development over
a 25-year period that is expected to be expended on capacity expansion projects was credited
against the cost of the system consumed by travel associated with new development. In order
to provide a connection to the demand component, which is measured in terms of travel, the
non-impact fee dollars were converted to a fuel tax equivalency for all funding sources, except
for ad valorem tax. The credit for ad valorem tax revenue contributions is calculated based on
average property values of each land use.

City

As shown in Table 4, the City of Orlando spends, on average, $516,000 per year, which equates
to 0.1 pennies, on roadway capacity-expansion projects funded with non-impact fee revenues.
For the multi-modal fee, additional multi-modal capacity improvements were included in the
credit, increasing the average annual funding to $2.5 million or an equivalent credit of 0.3
pennies.

County
As shown in Table 4, Orange County allocates $35.2 million per year or the equivalent of 4.9

pennies on roadway capacity-expansion projects funded with non-impact fee revenues. This
amount includes the INVEST funds that the County received for transportation, which are unlikely
to reoccur beyond the CIP period. Though they are not a recurring revenue source, like a fuel
tax, the INVEST funds are being credited in a similar manner for impact fee purposes.

For the multi-modal fee, additional multi-modal capacity improvements were included in the
credit calculations, increasing the average spending to $39.0 million per year and the equivalent
credit to 5.4 pennies. This includes the portion of the County’s contribution to LYNX that is
dedicated to capacity expansion.
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Ad Valorem Credit
The Orange County Capital Improvement Plan (FY 2019 to FY 2023) includes ad valorem tax

funding for roadway capacity expansion improvements and multi-modal improvements,
including lane addition projects, transit land improvements, and pedestrian enhancements. The
total value of the multi-modal improvements equates to approximately $31 million, or $6 million
annually of the five-year time period. For the roadway improvements only, the total value is $10
million, or approximately $2 million annually. The value per 1-mil, based on the FY 2019 Orange
County budget is approximately $120 million. Therefore, approximately five (5) percent of the
millage is used for multi-modal capacity expansion, and only two (2) percent is used for roadway
capacity expansion.

Since ad valorem revenues are going to be used to fund a portion of the CIP, a revenue credit is
given. Credit due to ad valorem tax revenues for residential and non-residential land uses is
calculated based on a review of the taxable value of each land use in Orange County. Additional
detail is included in Appendix D.

State

As shown in Table 4, State expenditures on state roads were reviewed and a credit for the
capacity-expansion portion attributable to state projects was estimated (excluding expenditures
on limited access facilities). The review, which included 10 years of historical expenditures,
indicated that FDOT’s roadway spending generates a credit of 8.5 pennies of equivalent gas tax
revenue annually. For the multi-modal fee, a credit of 14.0 pennies was calculated to account
for additional FDOT funds going towards multi-modal improvements (standalone sidewalk
construction, transit, etc.), primarily for the estimated state transit funding for new capacity. The
use of a 10-year period for developing a State credit results in a reasonably stable credit for
Orange County, accounting for the volatility in FDOT spending in the county over short time
periods.

In summary, for roadways, the City of Orlando contributes approximately 0.1 pennies and Orange
County contributes 4.9 pennies, while the State spends an average of 8.5 pennies, annually, in
the County. A total credit of 13.5 pennies is included in the roadway impact fee calculation to
recognize the future capital revenues that are expected to be generated by new development
from all non-impact fee funding sources. In addition, $2 million of ad valorem tax revenues per
year are estimated to be allocated to roadway transportation capacity.

For multi-modal improvements (including roadways), the City of Orlando contributes
approximately 0.5 pennies and Orange County contributes 5.4 pennies, with the State spending
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an average of 14.0 pennies, annually, in Orange County. A total credit of 19.9 pennies is included
in the multi-modal fee calculation to recognize the future capital revenues that are expected to
be generated by new development from non-impact fee revenues. In addition, $6 million of ad

valorem tax revenues per year are estimated to be allocated to multi-modal transportation

capacity.
Table 4
Equivalent Pennies of Fuel Tax Revenue
Roadway Multi-Modal
Credit Funding Source Annual Equiv. Pennies Annual Equiv. Pennies
Contribution' per Gallon® Contribution” per Gallon®
. o) Fuel Tax $516,000 - $2,512,000
City Revenue
City Total $516,000 $0.001 $2,512,000 $0.003
Fuel Tax $8,567,000 - $10,567,000 -
Ad Valorem $1,913,000 n/a $6,160,000 n/a
@ INVEST $26,591,000 - $26,591,000 -
County Revenue
Prop. Fair Share $45,000 - $45,000 -
General Fund (LYNX) - - $1,793,000 -
County Total (No Ad Val) $35,203,000 $0.049 $38,996,000 $0.054
3) Various $61,500,000 - $100,889,000 -
State Revenue
State Total $61,500,000 $0.085 $100,889,000 $0.140
Total | | $0.135 | $0.197

1) Source: Appendix C, Table C-2 (roadway) and C-5 (multi-modal)

2) Source: Appendix C, Table C-3 (roadway) and C-6 (multi-modal)

3) Source: Appendix C, Table C-4 (roadway) and C-7 (multi-modal)

4) Average annual revenue contribution for capacity expansion improvements from each funding source

5) All non-ad valorem revenues are converted to equivalent pennies of fuel tax for use in the capital
improvement credit calculation for the transportation impact fee. Additional detail is provided in Appendix C.
For the ad valorem credit, detailed calculations are provided in Appendix D

Present Worth Variables

Facility Life
The roadway facility life used in the impact fee analysis is 25 years, which represents the
reasonable life of a roadway.

Interest Rate

This is the discount rate at which gasoline tax revenues might be bonded. It is used to compute
the present value of the gasoline taxes generated by new development. The discount rate of 4.0
percent was used in the transportation impact fee calculation based on information provided by
Orange County.
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Fuel Efficiency
The fuel efficiency (i.e., the average miles traveled per gallon of fuel consumed) of the fleet of

motor vehicles was estimated using the quantity of gasoline consumed by travel associated with
a particular land use.

Appendix C, Table C-12 documents the calculation of fuel efficiency value based on the following
equation, where “VMT” is vehicle miles of travel and “MPG” is fuel efficiency in terms of miles

per gallon.
VMT, ..
' - N Vehicle Type
Fuel Efficiency = ZVM TRO“dW“yType ' z MPG
Vehicle Type RoadwayType

The methodology uses non-interstate VMT and average fuel efficiency data for passenger
vehicles (i.e., passenger cars and other 2-axle, 4-tire vehicles, such as vans, pickups, and SUVs)
and large trucks (i.e., single-unit, 2-axle, 6-tire or more trucks and combination trucks) to
calculate the total gallons of fuel used by each of these vehicle types.

The combined total VMT for the vehicle types is then divided by the combined total gallons of
fuel consumed to calculate, in effect, a “weighted” fuel efficiency value that reflects the existing
fleet mix of traffic on non-interstate roadways. The VMT and average fuel efficiency data were
obtained from the most recent Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Statistics 2017. Based
on the calculation completed in Appendix C, Table C-12, the fuel efficiency rate to be used in the
updated impact fee equation is 18.92 miles per gallon.

Effective Days per Year

An effective 365 days per year of operation was assumed for all land uses in the proposed fee.
However, this will not be the case for all land uses since some uses operate only on weekdays
(e.g., office buildings) and/or only seasonally (e.g., schools). The use of 365 days per year,
therefore, provides a conservative estimate, ensuring that non-impact fee contributions are
adequately credited against the fee.
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VI. Calculated Impact Fee Schedule

Detailed impact fee calculations for each land use are included in Appendix E, which includes the
major land use categories and the impact fees for the individual land uses contained in each of
the major categories. For each land use, Appendix E illustrates the following:

e Demand component variables (trip rate, trip length, and percent of new trips);

e Total impact fee cost;

e Annual capital improvement credit;

e Present value of the capital improvement credit;

e Net transportation/multi-modal impact fee;

e Current adopted Orange County impact fee; and

e Percent difference between the calculated impact fee and the current adopted impact
fee.

It should be noted that the net impact fee illustrated in Appendix E is not necessarily a
recommended fee, but instead represents the technically calculated impact fee per unit of land
use that could be charged in Orange County.

For clarification purposes, it may be useful to walk through the calculation of an impact fee for
one of the land use categories. In the following example, the net impact fee is calculated for the
single-family residential detached land use category (ITE LUC 210) using information from the
impact fee schedules included in Appendix E. For each land use category, the following equations
are utilized to calculate the net impact fee:

Net Impact Fee = Total Impact Cost — Capital Improvement Credit

Where:

Total Impact Cost = ([Trip Rate x Assessable Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x (1 — Interstate/Toll
Facility Discount Factor) x (Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity)

Capital Improvement Credit = Present Value (Annual Capital Improvement Credit), given 4.0%
interest rate & a 25-year facility life
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Annual Capital Improvement Credit = ([Trip Rate x Total Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x
(Effective Days per Year x $/Gallon to Capital) / Fuel Efficiency

Each of the inputs has been discussed previously in this document; however, for purposes of this
example, brief definitions for each input are provided in the following paragraphs, along with the
actual inputs used in the calculation of the fee for the single-family detached residential land use
category (2,000 sq ft):

e Trip Rate = the average daily trip generation rate, in vehicle-trips/day (7.81)

e Assessable Trip Length = the average trip length on collector roads or above, for the category,
in vehicle-miles (8.28) (excluding local neighborhood roads).

e Total Trip Length = the assessable trip length plus an adjustment factor of half a mile, which
is added to the trip length to account for the fact that gas taxes are collected for travel on all
roads including local roads (8.28 + 0.50 = 8.78)

e % New Trips = adjustment factor to account for trips that are already on the roadway (100%)

e Divide by 2 = the total daily miles of travel generated by a particular category (i.e.,
rate*length*% new trips) is divided by two to prevent the double-counting of travel
generated between two land use codes since every trip has an origin and a destination

e Interstate/Toll Facility Discount Factor = discount factor to account for travel demand
occurring on interstate highways and/or toll facilities (36.1%)

e Cost per Added Lane Mile = unit cost to construct one lane mile of roadway, in $/lane-mile
($4,540,000)

e Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile = represents the average daily traffic on one
travel lane at capacity for one lane mile of roadway, in vehicles/lane-mile/day (9,000)

*  Suburban Adjustment =
»  Rural Adjustment = I

e (Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity = unit of vehicle-miles of capacity consumed per unit of
development. Cost per added lane mile divided by average capacity added per lane mile
o Urban =5$4,540,000 / 9,000 = $504.44 per VMC

+  Suburban -
+ Rural - I

e Present Value = calculation of the present value of a uniform series of cash flows, gas tax
lli’”

payments in this case, given an interest rate, and a number of periods, “n;” for 4.00%

interest and a 25-year facility life, the uniform series present worth factor is 15.6221
e Effective Days per Year = 365 days
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e S/Gallon to Capital = the amount of equivalent gas tax revenue per gallon of fuel that is used
for capital improvements, in $/gallon ($0.135 for roadways, $0.197 for multi-modal (including
roadways)

e Ad Valorem Credit = the amount of ad valorem taxes used toward transportation capacity,
calculated based on the average property value of each land use

e Fuel Efficiency = average fuel efficiency of vehicles, in vehicle-miles/gallon (18.92)

Consumption-Based Transportation Impact Fee Calculation

Using these inputs, a net impact fee can be calculated for the single-family residential detached
(2,000 sf) land use category as follows:

Urban Fee District (Multi-Modal Fee) (Table E-2):
Total Impact Cost = ([7.81 * 8.28 * 1.0] /2) * (1-0.361) * (54,540,000 / 9,000) = $10,422

Annual Cap. Improv. Credit = ([7.81 * 8.78 * 1.0] /2) * 365 * (50.197 /18.92) = $130
Total Capital Improvement Credit = $130 * 15.6221 = $2,031
Ad Valorem Credit = $173

Net Multi-Modal Fee = $10,422 - 52,031 - $173 = $8,218
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Appendix A: Demand Component

This appendix presents the detailed calculations for the demand component of the
roadway/multi-modal impact fee update.

Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor

Table A-1 presents the interstate and toll facility discount factor used in the calculation of the
roadway/multi-modal impact fee. This variable is based on data from the Orlando Urban Area
Transportation System 2040 Model (OUATS), specifically the base year 2009 vehicle-miles
of travel. It should be noted that discount factor excludes all external-to-external trips, which
represent traffic that goes through Orange County, but does not necessarily stop in the county.
This traffic is excluded from the analysis since it does not come from development within the
county. The I/T discount factor is used to reduce the VMT/PMT that the roadway/multi-modal
fee charges for each land use.

Table A-1
Interstate/Toll Facility Discount Factor

. Total
Facility Type o =~
Interstate/Toll 10,339,058 36.1%
Other Roads 18,331,972 63.9%
Total 28,671,030 100.0%
Interstate/Toll 10,339,058 36.1%

Source: OUATS 2040 (base year)

Single Family Trip Generation Rate Tiering

As part of this study, the demand component for single family homes is tiered by size to assist
the County in its efforts to support attainable housing. The tiering analysis uses the American
Community Survey (ACS) Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) date files as the basis. PUMS files
allow for the use of census sample data collected in Orange County to create custom tables that
are otherwise unavailable. For this analysis, the 5-year (2014-2018) PUMS files were utilized.
The PUMS 5-year estimates incorporate 60 months of data (as opposed to the 1-year, 12-month
dataset), representing a 5 percent sample of the population (1 percent for each year). The 5-year
sample represents the largest and most reliable of the PUMS datasets.

To isolate the PUMS data specific to Orange County, all Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMAs)
within the County were identified. PUMAs are non-overlapping areas that partition each state
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into areas containing approximately 100,000 residents. These are the most detailed geographic
area available within the PUMS data set.

Using the PUMAs identified, the number of persons, number of buildings, and number of vehicles
were extracted for single family (attached/detached) buildings only. Additionally, this data is
grouped based on the number of bedrooms present in each building. The result of this analysis

is a local sample of persons, single family buildings, and vehicles by bedroom count.

Table A-2
PUMS Result Summary: Single Family Detached/Attached

Buildings Persons per  Vehicles per

Bedrooms Persons Vehicles

(Units) Housing Unit Housing Unit

Oto1l 360 247 218 1.65 1.13
2 3,428 2,593 1,902 1.80 1.36
3 18,436 13,661 7,772 2.37 1.76
4+ 15,824 11,442 5,335 2.97 2.14
Total 38,048 27,943 15,227 2.50 1.84

Source: PUMS 2014-2018 dataset; PUMAs 9501-9510

As shown in Table A-2, the persons per housing unit and vehicles per housing unit were calculated
for each bedroom tier, representing the entirety of Orange County. Since the transportation
impact fee is not collected in the municipalities, a normalization factor was applied to adjust for
the unincorporated county. As shown in Table A-3, the unincorporated persons-per-housing-unit
(PPHU) was calculated using the 5-year 2014-2018 ACS data for Orange County and all
municipalities. A similar analysis is completed for vehicle per housing unit (VPHU) data, resulting
in PPHU and VPHU data by bedroom, for unincorporated Orange County.

Table A-3
PPHU and VPHU for Unincorporated Orange County
Uninc. Orange

Item
County
Persons in Occupied Housing Units (Single Unit detached/attached) 535,047
Units in Structure (Single Unit detached/attached) 187,605
Persons per Housing Unit 2.85
Vehicles Available (Owner/Renter Occupied) 434,506
Units in Structure 278,932
Persons per Housing Unit 1.56

Source: 2014-2018 5-yr ACS Estimates for Tables B25033, B25044, and B25024. Census tracts
designated as “incorporated” or “unincorporated” based on a GIS review

Tindale Oliver
September 2020 A-2

Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee

53



Table A-4 illustrates the ratio-based adjustments made to the countywide PUMS data based on
the PPHU and VPHU calculated for the unincorporated county.

Table A-4
PPHU and VPHU Tiers Adjusted for Unincorporated County

Persons per Persons per Vehicles per Vehicles per
Bedrooms Housing Housing Unit Housing Housing Unit
Unit™ (Uninc.)(z) uUnit (Uninc.)(z)
Oto1l 1.65 1.88 1.13 0.96
2 1.80 2.05 1.36 1.15
3 2.37 2.70 1.76 1.49
4+ 2.97 3.39 2.14 1.81
Total 2.50 2.85 1.84 1.56

1) Source: Table A-2

2) Each bedroom tier for unincorporated county was based on the ratio of the total
PPHU (or total VPHU) for the unincorporated county (Item 2) vs. the total PPHU
(or total VPHU) for all of Orange County (Item 1)

The PPHU and VPHU per bedroom data was then converted to weighted average trip ends per
person and per vehicles, respectively, using the ITE 10t Edition National averages. The resulting

trip ends per persons and vehicles were then averaged, resulting in average trip ends, per
bedroom tier, as shown in Table A-5.

Table A-5
Calculated Trip Ends per Bedroom
Persons per = AWVTE per Vehicles per = AWVTE per Avg. Weighted
Bedrooms Housing Unit HU Based on Housing HU Based on Vehicle Trip Ends
(Uninc.)m Persons? unit® Vehicles® per Housing Unit®
Oto1l 1.88 4.98 0.96 6.11 5.55
2 2.05 5.43 1.15 7.31 6.37
3 2.70 7.16 1.49 9.48 8.32
4+ 3.39 8.98 1.81 11.51 10.25
ITE 10th Avg Trip Ends® 2.65| | i 6.36| | -

AWVTE = Average Weighted Vehicle Trip Ends

1) Source: Table A-4

2) PPHU (Item 1; PPHU) multiplied by the ITE 10t average trip ends per person (Item 5; 2.65)
3) VPHU (ltem 1; VPHU) multiplied by the ITE 10" average trip ends per vehicle (Iltem 5; 6.36)
4) Average of AWVTE based on persons and AWVTE based on vehicles

5) Source: ITE 10" Edition Handbook
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Using the Orange County Property Appraisers Database, the average square footage per unit by

bedroom tier was determined for unincorporated Orange County, as shown in Table A-6. With

these averages determined, the average trip ends were graphed per square footage to determine

a line of best fit, as shown in Figure A-1.

Trip Ends

Table A-6
Trip Ends vs. Bedrooms vs. Square Footage
Avg. Weighted

Average Unit

Bedrooms ) ) Vehicle Trip Ends
Size (Sq Ft) . ()
per Housing Unit
Oto1l 850 5.55
2 1,160 6.37
3 2,160 8.32
4+ 3,210 10.25

1) Source: Orange County Property Appraiser’s Parcel Database
2) Source: Table A-5

Figure A-1
Average Trip Ends per Square Footage
12.00
10.00 oper @
an 8"
8.00 s ®
ot " -
- L]
6.00 @ -9
4.00
— | y=3.4812In(x)-18.098
| R2=0.9856
0.00 : : :
0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000

Square Footage

Using the resulting best-fit equation (as shown in Figure A-1), the trip generation rates for various

square footage tiers were calculated. As a final adjustment, the resulting trip generation rates

were adjusted to account for the differences between the national ITE 10™ Edition average trip

generation rate and the Florida Studies Trip Characteristics Database average trip generation rate

for the single family land use. The resulting trip generation rates are shown in Table A-7.
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Table A-7

Trip Generation Rates by Tier

Tier Sq Ft Input TGR™Y TGR Adj.(z)
Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less 1,000 6.58 6.15
Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf 2,000 8.36 7.81
Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf 3,500 10.31 9.63
Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf 4,000 10.78 10.07

1) Calculated using the sq ft inputs and the line of best fit from Figure 1

2) TGR (ltem 1) adjusted from National data to Florida data. The ratio between the calculated TGR
for the 1,501-2,000 sq ft tier (8.36) and the FL studies average TGR (7.81; detail is presented
later in this Appendix) was applied to all other sq ft tiers.

Tables A-8 through A-10 present the tiered single family rates for each fee district.

Table A-8
Calculated Single Family Tiered Fee Rates (URBAN)
:Li Land Use Unit Trip Rate :::’t dl;1u|:::
URBAN
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less du 6.15 $6,425
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 7.81 $8,218
210 Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 9.63 $10,163
210 Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 10.07 $10,640

Table A-9
Tiered Fee Rates (SUBURBAN

Calculated Single Famil
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Table A-10
Calculated Single Family Tiered Fee Rates (RURAL)

Demand Variable Changes

Since the last demand component update in 2012, the trip generation rate (TGR), trip length (TL),
and percent new trips (PNT) have changed for several land uses. These variables were updated
based on additional data included in the Florida Studies database (including local Orange County
studies) and the use of the ITE 10t Edition Trip Generation Reference Report. Table A-11
presents the changes to the gross VMT while Tables A-12 through A-14 provide detail on each
individual input variable. For the trip length comparison in Table A-13, it is important to note
that these figures reflect the trip length figures used in the impact fee calculations prior to the
application of local adjustment factor to reflect longer trip lengths in Orange County.
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Table A-11

Percent Change in Gross VMT of Impact Fee Land Uses

:Li Land Use Unit Gz\;nT GZ\(I)ZMOT GVMT % Explanatio
RESIDENTIAL:
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less du 25.85 20.36 -21%|Single Family TGR tiering by square footage a
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 25.85 25.85 0%|Single Family TGR tiering by square footage a
210 Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 25.85 31.88 23%|Single Family TGR tiering by square footage a
210 Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 25.85 33.33 29%|Single Family TGR tiering by square footage a
220 Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse (Low-Rise, 1-2 floors) du 16.83 18.67 11%|Re-alignment of multi-family land uses in ITE
221 Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise, 3-10 floors) du 16.83 13.87 -18%|Re-alignment of multi-family land uses in ITE
222 Multi-Family Housing (High-Rise, >10 floors) du 10.66 11.35 6%|Re-alignment of multi-family land uses in ITE
225 Student Housing (Adjacent to Campus) bedroom - 4.02 -|Unit change (previously "per du"), TGR & TL L
225 Student Housing (Over 1/2 mile from Campus) bedroom - 7.60 -|Unit change (previously "per du"), TGR & TL u
231 Mid-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 8.77 -INew land use
232 High-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 5.13 -INew land use
240 Mobile Home Park du 9.59 9.59 0%|No change
g51 |Senior Adult Housing - Detached (Retirement du 8.48 9.49 12%|TGR update, see Table A-12
Community/ Age-Restricted Single-Family)
252 Senior Ad}JIt Hogsing - Attfached (Retirement Community/ du ) 73 -INew land use
Age-Restricted Single-Family)
265 Time Share du 13.91 17.13 23%|TGR update, see Table A-12
LODGING:
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel room 13.14 11.47 -13%|TGR update, see Table A-12
320 Motel room 9.41 5.60 -40%|TGR update, see Table A-12
RECREATIONAL:
430 Golf Course acre 15.01 11.14 -26%|TGR update, see Table A-12
437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf 77.24 30.13 -61%|TGR update, see Table A-12
443 Movie Theater 1,000 sf 76.25 80.19 5%|TGR update, see Table A-12
491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf 33.96 47.68 40%|TGR update, see Table A-12
492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf 79.71 83.51 5%|TGR update, see Table A-12
n/a Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 1,000 sf - 30.55 -INew land use
INSTITUTIONAL:
522 School 1,000 sf 52.85 26.71 -49%|TGR, TL & PNT update, see Tables A-12, A-13,
560 Public Assembly 1,000 sf 34.94 12.23 -65%|TGR, TL & PNT update, see Tables A-12, A-13,
565 Day Care 1,000 sf 55.62 36.77 -34%|TGR update, see Table A-12
590 Library 1,000 sf 91.22 116.86 28%|TGR update, see Table A-12
MEDICAL:
610 Hospital bed 30.10 57.63 91%|TGR & PNT update, see Tables A-12 and A-14
620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf 2.86 7.65 167%|TGR update, see Table A-12
640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf 67.97 16.09 -76%|TGR & TL update, see Tables A-12 and A-13
OFFICE:
710 General Office 50,000 sf or less 1,000 sf 37.07 25.66 -31%|TGR update, see Table A-12
710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf 1,000 sf 31.60 25.14 -20%|TGR update, see Table A-12
710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf 1,000 sf 26.94 24.61 -9%|TGR update, see Table A-12
710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf 1,000 sf 22.98 24.12 5%|TGR update, see Table A-12
720 Small Medical/Dental Office (10,000 sq ft or less) 1,000 sf 85.75 58.85 -31%|TGR update, see Table A-12
720 Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 85.75 84.27 -2%|TGR update, see Table A-12
732 Post Office 1,000 sf 136.51 131.15 -4%|TGR update, see Table A-12
RETAIL:
815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 46.02 42.71 -7%|TGR update, see Table A-12
816 Hardware/Paint Store 1,000 sf 26.86 4.79 -82%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,000 sfgla or less 1,000 sfgla 45.32 39.30 -13%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,001-100,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 48.21 42.68 -11%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail /Tourist Retail: 100,001-200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 42.84 38.72 -10%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 41.36 37.84 -9%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 40.28 37.18 -8%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 400,001-500,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 39.87 37.04 -7%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 500,001-1,000,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 41.03 38.93 -5%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 1,000,001-1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 41.66 39.72 -5%|TGR update, see Table A-12
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: greater than 1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 42.52 40.75 -4%|TGR update, see Table A-12
840/841 |New/Used Auto Sales 1,000 sf 47.97 44.66 -7%|TGR update, see Table A-12
850 Supermarket 1,000 sf 60.21 62.11 3%|TGR update, see Table A-12
853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps 1,000 sf 163.86 132.39 -19%|TGR update, see Table A-12
862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf 23.96 24.71 3%|TGR update, see Table A-12
863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf 12.30 21.49 75%|TGR, TL & PNT update, see Tables A-12, A-13,
880/881 |Drug Store 1,000 sf 85.81 34.73 -60%|TGR, TL & PNT update, see Tables A-12, A-13,
SERVICES:
911 Bank/Savings Walk-In 1,000 sf - 33.60 -INew land use
912 Bank/Savings Drive-In 1,000 sf 90.15 58.09 -36%|TGR update, see Table A-12
925 Drinking Place 1,000 sf 30.96 59.48 92%|TGR, TL & PNT update, see Tables A-12, A-13,
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Table A-12

Percent Change in Trip Generation Rate of Impact Fee Land Uses

:'i Land Use Unit I:IRZ ;;izl; TGR % Explanat
RESIDENTIAL:

210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less du 7.81 6.15 -21%|Single Family tiering by square footag

210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 7.81 7.81 0%|Single Family tiering by square footag

210 Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 7.81 9.63 23%|Single Family tiering by square footag

210 Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 7.81 10.07 29%|Single Family tiering by square footag

220 Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse (Low-Rise, 1-2 floors) du 6.60 7.32 11%|Re-alignment of multi-family land use

221 Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise, 3-10 floors) du 6.60 5.44 -18%|Re-alignment of multi-family land use

222 Multi-Family Housing (High-Rise, >10 floors) du 4.18 4.45 6%|Re-alignment of multi-family land use

225 Student Housing (Adjacent to Campus) bedroom - 3.15 -|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition, unit

225 Student Housing (Over 1/2 mile from Campus) bedroom - 3.97 -|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition, unit

231 Mid-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 3.44 -|INew land use

232 High-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 2.01 -|New land use

240 Mobile Home Park du 4.17 4.17 0%|No change

251  |Senior Adult Housing - Detached (Retirement du 3.13 3.50 12%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition
Community/ Age-Restricted Single-Family)

252 Senior Ad.ult Hotfsing - Att.ached (Retirement Community/ du ) 333 _INew land use
Age-Restricted Single-Family)

265 Time Share du 7.01 8.63 23%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition
LODGING:

310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel room 6.36 5.55 -13%|Additional FL Studies added and updz

320 Motel room 5.63 3.35 -40%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition
RECREATIONAL:

430 Golf Course acre 5.04 3.74 -26%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf 33.33 13.00 -61%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition (peal

443 Movie Theater 1,000 sf 78.06 82.30 5%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf 14.03 19.70 40%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition (peal

492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf 32.93 34.50 5%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition (peal

n/a Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 1,000 sf - 21.33 -[New land use
INSTITUTIONAL:

522 School 1,000 sf 13.78 20.17 46%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

560 Public Assembly 1,000 sf 9.11 6.95 -24%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

565 Day Care 1,000 sf 75.07 49.63 -34%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

590 Library 1,000 sf 56.24 72.05 28%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition
MEDICAL:

610 Hospital bed 11.81 22.32 89%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf 2.48 6.64 168%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf 28.66 24.20 -16%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition
OFFICE:

710 General Office 50,000 sf or less 1,000 sf 15.65 10.83 -31%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf 1,000 sf 13.34 10.61 -20%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Ed|

710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf 1,000 sf 11.37 10.39 -9%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf 1,000 sf 9.70 10.18 5%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Ed|

720 Small Medical/Dental Office (10,000 sq ft or less) 1,000 sf 34.72 23.83 -31%|New land use (change shown from the

720 Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 34.72 34.12 -2%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

732 Post Office 1,000 sf 108.19 103.94 -4%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition
RETAIL:

815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 57.24 53.12 -7%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

816 Hardware/Paint Store 1,000 sf 51.29 9.14 -82%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,000 sfgla or less 1,000 sfgla 86.56 75.05 -13%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,001-100,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 67.91 60.12 -11%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 100,001-200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 53.28 48.16 -10%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 46.23 42.30 -9%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Ed

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 41.80 38.58 -8%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 400,001-500,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 38.66 35.92 -7%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 500,001-1,000,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 30.33 28.78 -5%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 1,000,001-1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 28.46 27.14 -5%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Ed

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: greater than 1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 26.96 25.84 -4%|Updated TGR equation in ITE 10th Edi

840/841 |New/Used Auto Sales 1,000 sf 26.40 24.58 -7%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

850 Supermarket 1,000 sf 103.38 106.64 3%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps 1,000 sf 775.14 626.25 -19%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf 29.80 30.74 3%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf 45.04 41.05 -9%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

880/881 |Drug Store 1,000 sf 88.46 104.37 18%|Updated TGR in ITE 10th Edition

SERVICES:
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Table A-13
Percent Change in Trip Length (Unadjusted) of Impact Fee Land Uses

:Li Land Use U 2TL It TL% Explanatio
RESIDENTIAL:
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less du 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
210 Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
210 Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
220 Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse (Low-Rise, 1-2 floors) du 5.10 5.10 0%|No change
221 Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise, 3-10 floors) du 5.10 5.10 0%|No change
222 Multi-Family Housing (High-Rise, >10 floors) du 5.10 5.10 0%|No change
225 Student Housing (Adjacent to Campus) bedroom 5.10 2.55 -50%|Updated to use 50% of LUC 220
225 Student Housing (Over 1/2 mile from Campus) bedroom 5.10 3.83 -25%|Updated to use 75% of LUC 220
231 Mid-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 5.10 -|INew land use
232 High-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 5.10 -|New land use
240 Mobile Home Park du 4.60 4.60 0%|No change
251 Senior Ad.uIt Housing »-Detach‘ed (Retirt?ment du 542 €42 0%|No change
Community/ Age-Restricted Single-Family)
952 Senior Ad.uIt Hot.Jsing - Att.ached (Retirement Community/ du ) 434 ANew 1and use
Age-Restricted Single-Family)
265 Time Share du 3.97 3.97 0%|No change
LODGING:
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel room 6.26 6.26 0%|No change
320 Motel room 4.34 4.34 0%|No change
RECREATIONAL:
430 Golf Course acre 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
443 Movie Theater 1,000 sf 2.22 2.24 1%|Updated weighted average calculation
491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
n/a Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 1,000 sf - 3.37 -INew land use
INSTITUTIONAL:
522 School 1,000 sf 7.67 3.31 -57%|Updated to use 50% of single family per re
560 Public Assembly 1,000 sf 7.67 3.91 -49%|Updated to use the midpoint of office and
565 Day Care 1,000 sf 2.03 2.03 0%|No change
590 Library 1,000 sf 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
MEDICAL:
610 Hospital bed 6.62 6.62 0%|No change
620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf 2.59 2.59 0%|No change
640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf 5.10 1.90 -63%|Updated to use FL Studies; previously use
OFFICE:
710 General Office 50,000 sf or less 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
720 Small Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 5.55 5.55 0%|No change
720 Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 5.55 5.55 0%|No change
732 Post Office 1,000 sf 5.15 5.15 0%|No change
RETAIL:
815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 2.40 2.40 0%|No change
816 Hardware/Paint Store 1,000 sf 1.87 1.87 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,000 sfgla or less 1,000 sfgla 1.87 1.87 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,001-100,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 2.29 2.29 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 100,001-200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 2.40 2.40 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 2.52 2.52 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 2.64 2.64 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 400,001-500,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 2.75 2.75 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 500,001-1,000,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 3.34 3.34 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 1,000,001-1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 3.57 3.57 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: greater than 1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 3.80 3.80 0%|No change
840/841 [New/Used Auto Sales 1,000 sf 4.60 4.60 0%|No change
850 Supermarket 1,000 sf 2.08 2.08 0%|No change
853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps 1,000 sf 1.51 1.51 0%|No change
862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf 2.40 2.40 0%|No change
863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf 1.27 1.87 47%|Updated to <50,000 sq ft retail tier; previo
880/881 |Drug Store 1,000 sf 3.88 2.08 -46%|Updated to use FL Studies; previously use
SERVICES:
911 Bank/Savings Walk-In 1,000 sf - 2.46 -INew land use
912 Bank/Savings Drive-In 1,000 sf 2.46 2.46 0%|No change
et ] =t e Y P - a AN A N - 1 O e 1: 74 BN PN D T N Y = T « T T B -




Table A-14

Percent Change in Percent New Trips of Impact Fee Land Uses

ITE PNT PNT
e Land Use U 2012 2020 PNT % Explanat
RESIDENTIAL:
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less du 100% 100% 0%|No change
210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 100% 100% 0%|No change
210 Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 100% 100% 0%|No change
210 Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 100% 100% 0%|No change
220 Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse (Low-Rise, 1-2 floors) du 100% 100% 0%|No change
221 Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise, 3-10 floors) du 100% 100% 0%]|No change
222 Multi-Family Housing (High-Rise, >10 floors) du 100% 100% 0%|No change
225 Student Housing (Adjacent to Campus) bedroom 100% 100% 0%|No change
225 Student Housing (Over 1/2 mile from Campus) bedroom 100% 100% 0%|No change
231 Mid-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 100% -|INew land use
232 High-Rise Residential w/1st floor Commercial du - 100% -|New land use
240 Mobile Home Park du 100% 100% 0%|No change
251 Senior Ad‘ult Housing -.Detach.ed (Retirgment du 100% 100% 0%|No change
Community/ Age-Restricted Single-Family)
252 Senior Ad.ult Hotfsing - Att.ached (Retirement Community/ du ) 100% _INew land use
Age-Restricted Single-Family)
265 Time Share du 100% 100% 0%|No change
LODGING:
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel room 66% 66% 0%]|No change
320 Motel room 77% 77% 0%|No change
RECREATIONAL:
430 Golf Course acre 90% 90% 0%|No change
437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf 90% 90% 0%]|No change
443 Movie Theater 1,000 sf 88% 87% -1%|Updated weighted average calculatior
491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf 94% 94% 0%|No change
492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf 94% 94% 0%|No change
n/a Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 1,000 sf - 85% -[New land use
INSTITUTIONAL:
522 School 1,000 sf 100% 80% -20%|Updated; based on office land use w/
560 Public Assembly 1,000 sf 100% 90% -10%|Updated; based on office land use
565 Day Care 1,000 sf 73% 73% 0%]|No change
590 Library 1,000 sf 49% 49% 0%]|No change
MEDICAL:
610 Hospital bed 77% 78% 1%|Updated; based on midpoint of office
620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf 89% 89% 0%|No change
640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf 93% 70% -25%|Updated to use FL Studies; previously
OFFICE:
710 General Office 50,000 sf or less 1,000 sf 92% 92% 0%|No change
710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf 1,000 sf 92% 92% 0%|No change
710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf 1,000 sf 92% 92% 0%|No change
710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf 1,000 sf 92% 92% 0%|No change
720 Small Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 89% 89% 0%|No change
720 Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 89% 89% 0%|No change
732 Post Office 1,000 sf 49% 49% 0%|No change
RETAIL:
815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 67% 67% 0%|No change
816 Hardware/Paint Store 1,000 sf 56% 56% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,000 sfgla or less 1,000 sfgla 56% 56% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,001-100,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 62% 62% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 100,001-200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 67% 67% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 71% 71% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 73% 73% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 400,001-500,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 75% 75% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 500,001-1,000,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 81% 81% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 1,000,001-1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 82% 82% 0%|No change
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: greater than 1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 83% 83% 0%|No change
840/841 |New/Used Auto Sales 1,000 sf 79% 79% 0%|No change
850 Supermarket 1,000 sf 56% 56% 0%|No change
853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps 1,000 sf 28% 28% 0%|No change
862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf 67% 67% 0%|No change
863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf 43% 56% 30%|Updated to <50,000 sq ft retail tier; p
880/881 |Drug Store 1,000 sf 50% 32% -36%|Updated to use FL Studies; previously
SERVICES:
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Florida Studies Trip Characteristics Database

The Florida Studies Trip Characteristics Database includes over 200 studies on 40 different
residential and non-residential land uses collected over the last 25 years. Data from these studies
include trip generation, trip length, and percent new trips for each land use. This information
has been used in the development of impact fees and the creation of land use plan category trip
characteristics for communities throughout Florida and the U.S.

Tindale Oliver estimates trip generation rates for all land uses in the transportation impact fee
schedule using data from studies in the Florida Studies Database and the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation reference report (10 edition). In instances,
when both ITE Trip Generation reference report (10™ edition) and Florida Studies trip generation
rate (TGR) data are available for a particular land use, the data is typically blended to increase
the sample size and provide a more valid estimate of the average number of trips generated per
unit of development. If no Florida Studies data is available, only TGR data from the ITE reference
report is used in the fee calculation. The database includes several local Orange County studies
(highlighted).

The trip generation rate for each respective land use is calculated using machine counts that
record daily traffic into and out of the site studied. The traffic count hoses are set at entrances
to residential subdivisions for the residential land uses and at all access points for non-residential
land uses.

The trip length information is obtained through origin-destination surveys that ask respondents
where they came from prior to arriving at the site and where they intended to go after leaving
the site. The results of these surveys were used to estimate average trip length by land use.

The percent new trip variable is based on assigning each trip collected through the origin-
destination survey process a trip type (primary, secondary, diverted, and captured). The percent
new trip variable is then calculated as 1 minus the percentage of trips that are captured.

Land Use 151: Mini-Warehouse

Location Size (1,000 sf) Tota.I G Suip L-ength Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips VMT Source
Interviews Interviews
Orange Co, FL 89.6 2006 - - 1.23 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 84.7 2006 - - 139 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 93.0 2006 - - 1.51 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 107.0 2007 - - 1.45 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 77.0 2009 - - 2.18 - - - - Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 93.7 2012 - - 1.15 - - - - Tindale Oliver
Total Size 545.0 5 Average Trip Length: n/a
ITE 7800 15 Weighted Average Trip Length: n/a
Blended total 1,325.0 Weighted Percent New Trip Average -
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 147
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 151
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 1.49
Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Land Use 210: Single Family - Detached

cati Size / Units Date WD LG Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips vMmT Source
Interviews Interviews
Gwinnett Co, GA - 12/13-18/92 - - 5.80 - 5.40 - 3132 Street Smarts
Gwinnett Co, GA - 12/13-18/92 - - 5.40 - 6.10 - 32.94 Street Smarts
Sarasota Co, FL 76 Jun-93 70 70 10.03 = 6.00 - 60.18 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 79 Jun-93 86 86 9.77 - 4.40 - 42.99 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 135 Jun-93 75 75 8.05 - 5.90 - 47.50 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 152 Jun-93 63 63 8.55 - 7.30 - 62.42 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 193 Jun-93 123 123 6.85 - 4.60 - 31.51 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 97 Jun-93 33 33 13.20 - 3.00 - 39.60 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 282 Jun-93 146 146 6.61 - 8.40 - 55.52 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 393 Jun-93 207 207 7.76 - 5.40 - 41.90 Sarasota County
Hernando Co, FL 76 May-96 148 148 10.01 9a-6p 4.85 - 48.55 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 128 May-96 205 205 8.17 9a-6p 6.03 - 49.27 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 232 May-96 182 182 7.24 Sa-6p 5.04 - 36.49 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 301 May-96 264 264 8.93 9a-6p 3.28 - 29.29 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 135 Oct-97 230 - 5.30 9a-5p 7.90 - 41.87 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 142 Oct-97 245 - 5.20 9a-5p 4.10 - 21.32 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 150 Oct-97 160 - 5.00 9a-5p 10.80 - 54.00 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 215 Oct-97 158 - 7.60 9a-5p 4.60 - 34.96 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 257 Oct-97 225 - 7.60 9a-5p 7.40 - 56.24 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 345 Oct-97 161 - 7.00 9a-5p 6.60 - 46.20 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 368 Oct-97 152 - 6.60 9a-5p 5.70 - 37.62 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 383 Oct-97 516 - 8.40 9a-5p 5.00 - 42.00 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 441 Oct-97 195 - 8.20 9a-5p 4.70 - 38.54 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 1,169 Oct-97 348 - 6.10 9a-5p 8.00 - 48.80 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 90 Dec-99 91 - 12.80 8a-6p 11.40 - 145.92 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 400 Dec-99 389 - 7.80 8a-6p 6.40 - 49.92 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 49 Apr-02 170 - 6.70 7a-6p 10.20 - 68.34 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 52 Apr-02 212 - 10.00 7a-6p 7.60 - 76.00 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 126 Apr-02 217 - 8.50 7a-6p 8.30 - 70.55 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 55 Apr-02 133 - 6.80 8a-6p 8.12 - 55.22 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 60 Apr-02 106 - 7.73 8a-6p 8.75 - 67.64 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 70 Apr-02 188 - 7.80 8a-6p 6.03 - 47.03 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 74 Apr-02 188 - 8.18 8a-6p 5.95 - 48.67 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 189 Apr-02 261 - 7.46 8a-6p 8.99 - 67.07 Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 102 Apr-02 167 - 8.02 7a-6p 5.10 - 40.90 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 105 Apr-02 169 - 7.23 7a-6p 7.22 - 52.20 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 124 Apr-02 170 - 6.04 7a-6p 7.29 - 44.03 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 132 Apr-02 171 - 7.87 7a-6p 7.00 - 55.09 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 133 Apr-02 209 - 8.04 7a-6p 4.92 - 39.56 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Citrus Co, FL 111 Oct-03 273 - 8.66 7a-6p 7.70 - 66.68 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 231 Oct-03 155 - 5.71 7a-6p 4.82 - 27.52 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 306 Oct-03 146 - 8.40 7a-6p 3.94 - 33.10 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 364 Oct-03 345 - 7.20 7a-6p 9.14 - 65.81 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 374 Oct-03 248 - 12.30 7a-6p 6.88 - 84.62 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 42 Dec-06 122 - 11.26 - 5.56 - 62.61 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 51 Dec-06 346 - 18.22 - 9.46 - 172.36 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 59 Dec-06 144 - 12.07 - 10.79 - 130.24 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 90 Dec-06 194 - 9.12 - 5.78 - 5271 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 239 Dec-06 385 - 7.58 - 8.93 - 67.69 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 232 Apr-07 516 - 8.02 7a-6p 8.16 - 65.44 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 95 Apr-07 256 - 8.08 7a-6p 5.88 - 47.51 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 90 Apr-07 338 - 7.3 7a-6p 5.86 - 4178 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 58 Apr-07 153 - 6.16 7a-6p 8.39 - 51.68 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 74 Mar-08 503 - 12.81 7a-6p 3.05 - 39.07 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 97 Mar-08 512 - 8.78 7a-6p 11.29 - 99.13 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 315 Mar-08 1,347 - 6.97 7a-6p 6.55 - 45.65 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 42 Mar-08 314 - 9.55 7a-6p 10.98 - 104.86 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 10,380 55 13,130 Average Trip Length: 6.79
Weighted Average Trip Length: 6.62

Note Georgia studies are notincluded in

summary statistics

Land Use: 220/221/222: Mul

Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate:

Family Low/Mid/High-Rise

7.81

EAUDUSED Trip Gen Rate
Sarasota Co, FL 212 Jun-93 42 578 - 5.20 - 30.06 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 243 Jun-93 36 5.84 - - - - Sarasota County
Marion Co, FL 214 Apr-02 175 6.84 - 4.61 - 31.53 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 240 Apr-02 174 6.96 - 3.43 - 23.87 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 288 Apr-02 175 5.66 - 5.55 - 3141 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 480 Apr-02 175 5.73 - 6.88 - 39.42 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 500 Apr-02 170 5.46 = 5.94 - 32.43 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Lake Co, FL 250 Dec-06 135 6.71 - 533 - 35.76 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 157 Dec-06 265 13.97 - 2.62 - 36.60 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 169 Dec-06 212 - 8.09 - 6.00 - 48.54 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 226 Dec-06 301 - 6.74 - 217 - 14.63 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 312 Apr-07 456 - 4.09 - 5.95 - 24.34 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 176 Apr-07 332 - 5.38 - 5.24 - 28.19 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 364 Nov-13 - - 9.08 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 108 Aug-14 - - 5.51 - - - - Orange County
Hernando Co, FL 31 May-96 31 31 6.12 9a-6p 4.98 - 30.48 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 128 May-96 128 128 6.47 9a-6p 5.18 - 33.51 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 229 Apr-02 198 198 4.77 9a-6p - - - Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 248 Apr-02 353 353 4.24 9a-6p 3.53 - 14.97 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 4,575 Average Trip Length: 4.27
Total Size (TL) 3,631 Weighted Average Trip Length: 5.10

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 220: Low-Rise):
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 221: ise):
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 222: High-Rise):

732
5.44
445

Tindale Oliver
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Land Use 240: Mobile Home Park

Location Size / Units Date WD bLSpeth Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Len Percent New Trips VMT Source
Interviews Interviews
Marion Co, FL 67 Jul-91 22 22 5.40 48hrs. 2.29 - 12.37 Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 82 Jul-91 58 58 10.80 24hr. 3.72 - 40.18 Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 137 Jul-91 22 22 3.10 24hr. 4.88 - 15.13 Tindale Oliver
Sarasota Co, FL 996 Jun-93 181 181 4.19 - 4.40 - 18.44 Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 235 Jun-93 100 100 3.51 - 5.10 - 17.90 Sarasota County
Marion Co, FL 188 Apr-02 147 - 3.51 24hr. 5.48 - 19.23 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 227 Apr-02 173 - 2.76 24hr. 8.80 - 24.29 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 297 Apr-02 175 - 4.78 24hr. 476 - 22.75 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Hernando Co, FL 1,892 May-96 425 425 4.13 9a-6p 4.13 - 17.06 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 4,121 9 1,303 Average Trip Length: 4.84
Weighted Average Trip Length: 4.60
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate: 417

Location Size / Units

Land Use 251: Senior Adult Housing - Detached

Total # #Trip Length

5 N Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips
Interviews Interviews

Lakeland, FL 67 9am-4pm g Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 778 Apr-02 175 - 2.96 24hr. 3.49 - 10.33 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 877 Apr-02 209 - 291 24hr. 5.90 - 17.17 i -Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 1,054 Apr-02 173 - 365 24hr. 6.00 - 21.90
Marion Co, FL 3,076 Apr-02 198 - 2.63 24hr. 5.16 - 13.57 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 3,625 Apr-02 164 - 2.50 24hr. 5.83 - 14.58 Kimley-Horn & Associates

Total Size 9,477 6 945 Average Trip Length: 4.80

ITE 9,170 14 Weighted Average Trip Length: 5.42
Blended total 18,647 Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 275
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 4.27
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 3.50

Land Use 252: Senior Adult Housing - Attached

Location Size / Units EEE EElenets Trip Gen Rate Time Period Trip Length  Percent New Trips Source
Interviews Interviews
Sun City Center, FL 208 Oct-91 726 726 2.46 - - - Tindale Oliver

Total Size 208 1 Length: -
ITE 486 6 Weighted Average Trip Length: -

Blended total 694 Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 2.46

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 3.70

Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 333

Land Use 310: Hotel

Percent New Tri

Pinellas Co, FL 174 Aug-89 134 12.50 7-11a/3-7p 6.30 79.0 62.21 Tindale Oliver
Pinellas Co, FL 114 Oct-89 30 7.30 12-7p 6.20 470 21.27 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 123 1997 - - 6.32 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 120 1997 - - 5.27 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 146 1997 - - 7.61 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 252 1997 - - 5.63 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 172 1997 - - 6.36 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 170 1997 - - 6.06 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 128 1997 - - 6.10 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 200 1997 - - 4.56 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 112 1998 - - 2.78 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 130 1998 - - 9.12 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 106 1998 - - 734 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 98 1998 - - 7.32 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 120 1998 - - 5.57 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 70 1999 - - 1.85 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 123 1999 - - 4.81 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 123 1999 - - 3.70 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 211 2000 - - 2.23 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 144 2000 - - 7.32 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 105 2001 - - 5.25 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 891 2005 - - 5.69 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 1,584 2005 - - 5.88 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 210 2006 - - 4.88 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 1,499 2006 - - 4.69 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 144 - - - 4.74 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 148 - - - 7.61 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 160 - - - 6.19 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 130 - - - 4.29 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 130 - - - 3.40 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 144 - - - 7.66 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 100 - - - 7.37 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 190 - - - 4.71 Orange County
Orange Co, FL 1,501 2011 - - 3.50 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 174 2011 - - 7.03 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 238 2014 - - 4.05 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 10,184 21 164 Average Trip Length: 6.25
ITE 876 6 Weighted Average Trip Length: 6.26
Blended total 11,060 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 66.3

Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 531

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 8.36

Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 5.55

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Land Use 320: Motel

Total # rip Length
Interviews Interviews

ize (Rooms)

Trip Gen Rate gth  Percent New Trips

Pinellas Co, FL 48 Oct-89 24 - 10a-2p 2.80 65.0 - Tindale Oliver
Pinellas Co, FL 54 Oct-89 22 - 12p-7p 3.80 69.0 - Tindale Oliver
Pinellas Co, FL 120 Oct-89 22 - 2p-7p 5.20 84.6 - Tindale Oliver
Total Size 222 3 Average Trip Length: 3.93
ITE 654 6 Weighted Average Trip Length: 434
Weighted Percent New Trip Average 76.6

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 335

Land Use 444: Movie Theater
Total # #Trip Length
Interviews Interviews

Location Size (1,000 sf)

Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips

Pinellas Co, FL 24.7 Oct-89 151 116 113.10 2p-8p 2.70 77.0 235.13 Tindale Oliver
| Pinellas Co, FL | 34.0 | Sep-89 | 122 116 | 63.40 [ 2p8p | 1.90 95.0 | 11444 | Tindale Oliver
Total Size 58.7 2 273 Average Trip Length: 2.30
ITE 28.0 1 Weighted Average Trip Length: 224
Blended total 86.7 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 874
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 84.31
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 78.09
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 8230

Land Use 492: Health/Fitness Club

Location Size (1,000 57) ool #Triplength 1o GonRate  TimePeriod  TripLength | Percent New Trips Source
Interviews Interviews
Tampa, FL 94.0 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Total Size Average Trip Length: n/a
ITE 37 8 Percent New Trip Average 94.0
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (adjusted): 34.50

Land Use 565: Day Care Center

Location size (1,000 57) Totali #TripLenBth ) GanRate | Time Period  TripLength | Percent New Trips
Interviews Interviews
Pinellas Co, FL K 66 66.99 7a-6p 1.90 Tindale Oliver
Pinellas Co, FL 10.0 Sep-89 179 134 66.99 7a-6p 2.10 75.0 105.51 Tindale Oliver
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 28 25 - - 2.60 89.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Total Size 156 2 301 Average Trip Length: 2.20

ITE 1350 27 Weighted Average Trip Length: 2,03
Blended total 150.6 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 73.2
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 66.99
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 47.62
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 49.63

Land Use 620: Nursing Home

Total # #Trip Length

Location Size (Beds) Date N N
Interviews Interviews

Trip Gen Rate Time Period Trip Length  Percent New Trips Source

Lakeland, FL 2.86 1la-4p 2.59

Tindale Oliver

Total Size
ITE
Blended total

480
600

Aver:
Weighted Aver:

Trip Length:
Trip Length:

2.59
2.59

Weighted Percent New Trip Average 89.0

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (per 1,000 sq ft): 6.64

Land Use 640: Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic
Total # #Trip Length

Location Size (1,000 sf) . N
Interviews Interviews

Trip Gen Rate Time Period Trip Length  Percent New Trips

St. Petersburg, FL 4.0 - - - 21.50 - - - - Tindale Oliver
Clearwater, FL 3.0 Sep-89 - - 44.00 - 1.90 70.0 - Tindale Oliver
Clearwater, FL 2.0 Aug-89 - - - - 1.90 70.0 - Tindale Oliver

Total Size 7.0 3 0 Average Trip Length: 1.90
ITE 18.0 6 Weighted Average Trip Length 1.90
25.0 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 70.0
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 3114
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 21.50
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 24.20

Land Use 710: General Office Building

Location Size (1,000 sf) Tota‘l @ (D L?ngth Trip Gen Rate Time Period Trip Length  Percent New Trips
Interviews Interviews
Sarasota Co, FL 143 Jun-93 14 14 46.85 - 11.30 - 529.41 Sarasota County

Gwinnett Co, GA 98.0 Dec-92 - - 4.30 - 5.40 - - Street Smarts
Gwinnett Co, GA 180.0 Dec-92 - - 3.60 - 5.90 - - Street Smarts
Pinellas Co, FL 187.0 Oct-89 431 388 18.49 7a-5p 6.30 90.0 104.84 Tindale Oliver
St. Petersburg, FL 262.8 Sep-89 291 274 - 7a-5p 3.40 940 - Tindale Oliver

Total Size 7421 5 736 Average Trip Length: 6.46

ITE 11,286.0 66 Weighted Average Trip Length: 5.15

Weighted Percent New Trip Average 923

Tindale Oliver
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Land Use 720: Small Medical/Dental Office Building

site Size Tues., Jan 11 Wedn., Jan 12 Thur., Jan 13 AVERAGE AVERAGE (per 1,000 sf)
(1,000 sf) IN (o] IN IN out TOTAL
Site 1 2.100 35 35 22 22 13 13 70 70 2333 23.33 11.11 11.11 22.22
Site 2 3 000 40 40 52 52 53 53 145 145 48 33 48.33 16.11 16.11 32.22
Site 3 2 000 28 28 19 21 24 26 71 75 23.67 25.00 11.84 12.50 24.34
Site 4 1000 30 30 52 52 57 57 139 139 4633 46.33 46.33 46.33 92.66
Site 5 3024 31 32 43 43 24 24 98 99 32.67 33.00 10.80 10.91 21.71
Site 6 1860 22 24 19 17 11 11 52 52 17 33 17.33 9.32 9.32 18.64
Average 17.59 17.71 35.30
Average (excluding Site 4) 11.84 11.99 23.83

Land Use 720: Medical/Dental Office Building

Location Size (1,000 5f) Total #TripLength 1 GenRate  Time Period | TripLength  Percent New Trips Source
Interviews Interviews
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 33 26 - - 6.00 79.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Palm Harbor, FL 14.6 Oct-89 104 76 33.98 9a-5p 6.30 73.0 156.27 Tindale Oliver
St. Petersburg, FL - Nov-89 34 30 57.20 9a-4p 1.20 88.0 - Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 58.4 May-96 390 349 28.52 9a-6p 6.47 89.5 165.09 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 28.0 May-96 202 189 49.75 9a-6p 6.06 93.8 282.64 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 11.0 Oct-97 - 186 49.50 9a-5p 4.60 921 209.67 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 28.0 Oct-97 - 186 31.00 9a-5p 3.60 81.6 91.04 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 30.4 Oct-97 - 324 39.80 9a-5p 3.30 83.5 109.68 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 389 Oct-03 - 168 32.26 8-6p 6.80 97.1 213.03 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 10.0 Nov-03 - 340 40.56 8-630p 6.20 92.4 23233 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 53 Dec-03 - 20 29.36 8-5p 5.25 95.2 146.78 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 50.6 2009 - - 26.72 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 23.5 2010 - - 16.58 - - - - Tindale Oliver
Total Size 298.6 11 763 Average Trip Length: 5.07
ITE 672.0 28 Weighted Average Trip Length: 5.55
Blended total 970.6 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 88.9

Average Trip Generation Rate 32.59

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 34.80

Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 34.12

Land Use 820: Shopping Center

Total # #Trip Length

Location Size (1,000 sf) N N Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips Source
Interviews Interviews
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 527 348 - - - 66.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 170 - - - 1.70 - - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 354 269 - - - 76.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 144 - - 2.50 - - Kimley-Horn & Associates
St. Petersburg, FL 1,192.0 Aug-89 384 298 - 11a-7p 3.60 78.0 - Tindale Oliver
St. Petersburg, FL 1323 Sep-89 400 368 77.00 10a-7p 1.80 920 12751 Tindale Oliver
Largo, FL 425.0 Aug-89 160 120 26.73 10a-6p 2.30 75.0 46.11 Tindale Oliver
Dunedin, FL 80.5 Sep-89 276 210 8148 9a-5p 140 76.0 86.69 Tindale Oliver
Pinellas Park, FL 696.0 Sep-89 485 388 - 9a-6p 3.20 80.0 - Tindale Oliver
Seminole, FL 425.0 Oct-89 674 586 - - - 87.0 - Tindale Oliver
Hillsborough Co, FL 134.0 Jul-91 - - - - 1.30 74.0 - Tindale Oliver
Hillsborough Co, FL 151.0 Jul-91 - - - - 130 73.0 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 68 64 - - 333 94.1 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 208 154 - - 2.64 74.0 N Tindale Oliver
Sarasota/Bradenton, FL 109.0 Sep-92 300 185 - 12a-6p - 61.6 - King Engineering Associates, Inc.
Ocala, FL 133.4 Sep-92 300 192 - 12a-6p - 64.0 - King Engineering Associates, Inc.
Gwinnett Co, GA 99.1 Dec-92 - - 46.00 - 3.20 70.0 103.04 Street Smarts
Gwinnett Co, GA 314.7 Dec-92 - - 27.00 - - 84.0 - Street Smarts
Sarasota Co, FL 110.0 Jun-93 58 58 122.14 - 3.20 - - Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 146.1 Jun-93 65 65 5153 - 2.80 - - Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 157.5 Jun-93 57 57 79.79 - 3.40 - - Sarasota County
Sarasota Co, FL 191.0 Jun-93 62 62 66.79 - 5.90 - - Sarasota County
Hernando Co, FL 107.8 May-96 608 331 77.60 9a-6p 4.68 54.5 197.85 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 88.0 Oct-97 - - 73.50 9a-5p 1.80 57.1 75.56 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 191.9 Oct-97 - - 72.00 9a-5p 2.40 50.9 87.97 Tindale Oliver
Charlotte Co, FL 513 Oct-97 - - 43.00 9a-5p 2.70 51.8 60.08 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 67.8 Apr-01 246 177 102.60 - 3.40 71.2 248.37 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 72.3 Apr-01 444 376 65.30 - 4.50 59.0 17337 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 65.6 Apr-02 222 - 145.64 9a-5p 1.46 46.9 99.62 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 75.8 Apr-02 134 - 38.23 9a-5p 2.36 58.2 52.52 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 185.0 Oct-03 = 784 55.84 8a-6p 2.40 88.1 118.05 Tindale Oliver
Citrus Co, FL 913 Nov-03 - 390 54.50 8a-6p 1.60 88.0 76.77 Tindale Oliver
Bozeman, MT 104.3 Dec-06 359 359 46.96 - 3.35 49.0 77.08 Tindale Oliver
Bozeman, MT 159.9 Dec-06 502 502 56.49 - 1.56 54.0 47.59 Tindale Oliver
Bozeman, MT 359 Dec-06 329 329 69.30 - 139 74.0 71.28 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 5,757.5 7,536 Average Trip Length: 2.66
Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Figure A-2

LUC 820: Retail/Shopping Center — Florida Curve Trip Length Regression
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Figure A-3

LUC 820: Retail/Shopping Center — Florida Curve Percent New Trips Regression
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Land Use 840/841: New/Used Automobile Sales

#Triplength | o0 o Rate Trip Length  Percent New Trips Source
Interviews
St.Petersburg, FL 43.0 Oct-89 120 - 9a-5p 4.70 79.0 - Tindale Oliver
Clearwater, FL 43.0 Oct-89 106 29.40 9a-5p 4.50 78.0 103.19 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 138 1997 - - 35.75 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 34.4 1998 - - 23.45 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 66.3 2001 - - 28.50 - - . - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 39.1 2002 - - 10.48 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 116.7 2003 - - 2218 - - . - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 51.7 2007 - - 40.34 - - - - L-TEC
Orange Co, FL 36.6 - - - 15.17 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 216.4 2008 - - 13.45 - - - - Orange County
Total Size 618.0 8 288 Average Trip Length: 4.60
ITE (840) 648.0 18 Weighted Average Trip Length: 4.60
ITE (841) 28.0 14 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 785
Blended total 1,294.0 Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 21.04
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 840) 27.84
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 841) 27.06
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 2458

Land Use 850: Supermarket

Total # #Trip Length

Location Size (1,000 sf) Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips

Interviews Interviews

Palm Harbor, FL 106.26 9a-4p Tindale Oliver
Total Size 62.0 1 163 Average Trip Length: 2.08
ITE 1700 5 Weighted Average Trip Length: 2.08
Blended total 232.0 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 56.0
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 106.26
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 106.78
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 106.64

Land Use 853: Convenience Market with Gasoline Pumps

Location Size (1,000 sf) Tota.l 6 i L?ngth Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips Source
Interviews Interviews
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 72 - - - 2.00 - - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 11 Jun-91 77 20 544.80 24hr. 0.89 26.0 126.07 Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 21 Jun-91 66 24 997.60 24hr. 167 36.4 606.42 Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 4.4 Jun-91 85 25 486.70 48hrs. 1.06 29.4 151.68 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 96 38 - - 1.19 396 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 78 16 - - 1.06 20.5 - Tindale Oliver
Tampa, FL 2.3 10/13-15/92 239 74 - 24hr. 1.06 31.1 - Tindale Oliver
Ellenton, FL 33 10/20-22/92 124 44 - 24hr. 0.96 353 - Tindale Oliver
Tampa, FL 38 11/10-12/92 142 23 - 24hr. 3.13 16.4 - Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 2.5 Apr-02 87 - 719.79 24hr. 1.62 32.8 322.19 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 25 Apr-02 23 - 610.46 24hr. 177 117 12661 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 3.0 Apr-02 59 - 606.02 24hr. 0.83 32.6 195.00 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Total Size 251 9 1,148 Average Trip Length: 144
ITE 1020 34 Weighted Average Trip Length: 1.51
Blended Total 1271 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 277
117.6 Average Trip Generation Rate 639.68
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 624.20
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 626.25

Land Use 880/881: Pharmacy with and without Drive-Through Window

Location Size (1,000 sf) Tota-l © LA L?ngth Trip Gen Rate Time Period Trip Length  Percent New Trips
Interviews Interviews
Pasco Co, FL 11.1 Apr-02 138 38 88.97 - 2.05 27.5 50.23 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 120 Apr-02 212 90 122.16 - 2.04 425 105.79 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 15.1 Apr-02 1192 54 97.96 - 213 28.1 58.69 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 38.2 3 1,542 2.07
ITE (LUC 880) 66.0 6 Weighted Average Trip Length: 2.08
ITE (LUC 881) 208.0 16 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 320
Blended total 3122 Average Trip Generation Rate 103.03
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 880) 90.08
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (LUC 881) 109.16
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 104.37

Land Use 912: Drive-In Bank

Total # #Trip Length

Location Size (1,000 sf) Trip Gen Rate  Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips Source

Interviews Interviews

Tampa, FL Kimley-Horn & Associates
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 211 54.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Clearwater, FL 04 Aug-89 113 46.0 - Tindale Oliver
Largo, FL 2.0 Sep-89 129 73.0 - Tindale Oliver
Seminole, FL 45 Oct-89 - - - Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 23 Jun-91 69 42.0 - Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 3.1 Jun-91 47 68.1 - Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 25 Jul-91 57 456 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 162 59.3 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 116 46.6 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 142 47.9 - Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 5.4 May-96 164 24.7 - Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 2.4 Apr-02 70 54.6 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Marion Co, FL 2.7 May-02 50 40.5 265.44 Kimley-Horn & Associates
Total Size 25.2 9 1,407
ITE 1470 21
Blended total 172.2 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 46.2
149.7 Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 246.66
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 100.03
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 102.66
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Location

Size (1,000 sf)

Total #

Land Use 931: Quality Restaurant

#Trip Length
Interviews

Trip Gen Rate

Time Period

Trip Length

Percent New Trips

Interviews

Tampa, FL - Mar-86 76 62 - - 2.10 82.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
St. Petersburg, FL 7.5 Oct-89 177 154 - 1la-2p/4-8£ 3.50 87.0 - Tindale Oliver
Clearwater, FL 8.0 Oct-89 60 40 110.63 10a-2p/5-9p 2.80 67.0 207.54 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 155 2 313 Average Trip Length: 2.80
ime” 10 Weighted Average Trip Length: 3.14
Blended total Weighted Percent New Trip Average 76.7
Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 110.63
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 83.84
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 86.03

Location

Size (1,000 sf)

Land Use 932: High-Turnover (Sit-Down) Restaurant

Total #

#Trip Length

Trip Gen Rate

Time Period

Trip Length

Percent New Trips

Source

Interviews

Interviews

Hernando Co, FL 6.2 1996 242 175 187.51 9a-6p 2.76 72.5 375.00 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 8.2 1996 154 93 102.71 9a-6p 4.15 60.2 256.43 Tindale Oliver
St. Petersburg, FL 50 1989 74 68 132.60 1130-7p 2.00 92.0 243.98 Tindale Oliver
Kenneth City, FL 52 1989 236 176 127.88 4p-730p 2.30 75.0 220.59 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 52 2002 114 88 8247 9a-6p 372 77.2 236.81 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 5.8 2002 182 102 116.97 9a-6p 3.49 56.0 228.77 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 50 1996 - - 135.68 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 9.7 1996 - - 132.32 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 112 1998 - - 18.76 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 7.0 1998 - - 126.40 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 4.6 1998 - - 129.23 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 7.4 1998 - - 147.44 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 6.7 1998 - - 82.58 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 113 2000 - - 95.33 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 7.2 2000 - - 98.06 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 114 2001 - - 91.67 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 5.6 2001 - - 145.59 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 5.5 - - - 100.18 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 11.3 - - - 62.12 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 10.4 - - - 31.77 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 5.9 - - - 147.74 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 8.9 2008 - - 52.69 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 9.7 2010 - - 105.84 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 9.5 2013 - - 40.46 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 11.0 2015 - - 138.39 - - - - Orange County
Total Size 194.9 21 1,102 Average Trip Lenﬁh: 3.07
ITE 250.0 50 Weighted Average Trip Length: 3.17
Blended total 4449 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 70.8

Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 98.67

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 112.18

Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 106.26

Land Use 934: Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Through Window
Total # #Trip Length

N N Time Period
Interviews Interviews

Trip Length

Location Trip Gen Rate Percent New Trips

Tampa, FL - Mar-86 61 - - - 2.70 - - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Tampa, FL - Mar-86 306 - - - - 65.0 - Kimley-Horn & Associates
Pinellas Co, FL 2.20 Aug-89 81 48 502.80 11a-2p 1.70 59.0 504.31 Tindale Oliver
Pinellas Co, FL 4.30 Oct-89 456 260 660.40 1day 2.30 57.0 865.78 Tindale Oliver
Tarpon Springs, FL - Oct-89 233 114 - 7a-7p 3.60 49.0 - Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 1.60 Jun-91 60 32 962.50 48hrs. 0.91 53.3 466.84 Tindale Oliver
Marion Co, FL 4.00 Jun-91 75 46 625.00 48hrs. 1.54 613 590.01 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 66 44 - - 1.91 66.7 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL - Aug-91 118 40 - - 117 339 - Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 5.43 May-96 136 82 311.83 9a-6p 1.68 60.2 315.27 Tindale Oliver
Hernando Co, FL 3.13 May-96 168 82 547.34 9a-6p 1.59 48.8 425.04 Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 8.93 1996 - - 377.00 - - - - Orange County
Lake Co, FL 2.20 Apr-01 376 252 934.30 - 2.50 746 1742.47 Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 3.20 Apr-01 171 182 654.90 - - 478 - Tindale Oliver
Lake Co, FL 3.80 Apr-01 188 137 353.70 - 3.30 70.8 826.38 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 2.66 Apr-02 100 46 283.12 9a-6p - 46.0 - Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 2.96 Apr-02 486 164 515.32 9a-6p 2.72 337 472.92 Tindale Oliver
Pasco Co, FL 4.42 Apr-02 168 120 759.24 9a-6p 1.89 714 1024.99 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 48.8 13 4,463 Average Trip Length: 2.11
ITE 201.0 67 Weighted Average Trip Length: 2.05
Blended total 2498 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 57.9

34.0 Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 530.19

ITE Average Trip Generation Rate 470.95

Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 482.53

Land Use 942: Automobile Care Center
Total # #Trip Length

" . Time Period
Interviews Interviews

Location

Size (1,000 sf)

Trip Gen Rate Trip Length  Percent New Trips

Largo, FL 55 Sep-89 34 30 37.64 9a-5p 2.40 88.0 79.50 Tindale Oliver
Jacksonville, FL 23 2/3-4/90 124 94 - 9a-5p 3.07 76.0 - Tindale Oliver
Jacksonville, FL 23 2/3-4/90 110 74 - 9a-5p 2.96 67.0 - Tindale Oliver
Jacksonville, FL 2.4 2/3-4/90 132 87 - 9a-5p 2.32 66.0 - Tindale Oliver

Lakeland, FL 52 Mar-90 24 14 - 9a-4p 1.36 59.0 - Tindale Oliver
Lakeland, FL - Mar-90 54 42 - 9a-4p 2.44 78.0 - Tindale Oliver
Orange Co, FL 25.0 Nov-92 41 39 - 2-6p 4.60 - - LCE, Inc.
Orange Co, FL 36.6 - - - 15.17 - - - - Orange County
Orange Co, FL 7.0 - - - 46.43 - - - - Orange County
Total Size 86.2 6 519 Average Trip Length: 274
ITE 102.0 6 Weighted Average Trip Length: 3.62
Blended total 188.2 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 722
151.1 Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate 22.14
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate (adjusted) 31.10
Blend of FL Studies and ITE Average Trip Generation Rate: 28.19

Tindale Oliver
September 2020

Orange County

A-18 Transportation Impact Fee

69



Land Use 944/945: Gasoline/Service Station with and without Convenience Market
Total # #Trip Length

Location Size (1,000 sf) Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips vmT
Interviews Interviews
Largo, FL 0.6 Nov-89 70 14 - 8am-5pm 1.90 23.0 - Tindale Oliver
| Collier Co, FL | - | Aol | 168 40 | - | - | 101 2338 | - Tindale Oliver
Total Size 0.6 1 238 Average Trip Length: 1.46
ITE LUC 944 (vfp) 144.0 18 Weighted Average Trip Length: 1.90
ITE LUC 945 (vfp) 90.0 5 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 230
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate - per fuel position (LUC 944) 172.01
ITE Average Trip Generation Rate - per fuel position (LUC 945) 205.36
Blended ITE Average Trip Generation Rate - per fuel position: 184.84

Land Use 947: Self-Service Car Wash

Location Size (Bays) Date oty CALPIIED Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips VMT Source
Interviews Interviews

Largo, FL 10 Nov-89 111 84 - 8am-5pm 2.00 76.0 - Tindale Oliver
Clearwater, FL - Nov-89 177 108 - 10am-5pm 1.30 61.0 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 11 Dec-09 304 - - 2.50 57.0 - Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 8 Jan-09 186 - - - 1.96 72.0 - Tindale Oliver

Total Size 29 3 778 Average Trip Length: 1.94

ITE 5 1 Weighted Average Trip Length: 2.18

Weighted Percent New Trip Average 67.7

Land Use N/A: Dance Studio

Location Tota_l & LD L'ength Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips VMT Source
Interviews Interviews

Collier Co, FL 7.000 Jul-08 - - 30.29 - - - - Tindale Oliver

Collier Co, FL 2048 Jul-08 - - 17.19 - - - - Tindale Oliver

Collier Co, FL 8.705 Jul-08 - - 23.89 - - - - Tindale Oliver
Total Size 36.2 3 Average Trip Length: n/a
Weighted Average Trip Length: n/a

Weighted Average Trip Generation Rate: 2133

Land Use N/A: Specialty Retail Center
Total # #Trip Length

Location N N Trip Gen Rate Time Period  Trip Length  Percent New Trips VMT Source
Interviews Interviews
Orlando, FL 56.5 Jan-96 - 602 - varied 3.54 87.9 - LCE, Inc.
Collier Co, FL 120 May-99 - 13 19.70 8a-6p 3.70 75.0 54.67 Tindale Oliver
Collier Co, FL 12.0 May-99 - 146 127.50 8a-6p 224 84.3 240.76 Tindale Oliver
Total Size 80.5 3 Average Trip Length: 3.16
ITE 100.0 4 Weighted Average Trip Length: 3.37
Blended total 156.5 Weighted Percent New Trip Average 85.4

Evaluation of Mixed-Use Developments

Mixed-Use Internal Capture

To correspond with adopted fiscal neutrality and sustainability guiding policies, Orange County
has made efforts to define and encourage infill and redevelopment activity and create mixed-use
developments, Traditional Neighborhood Developments (TND), and Transit Oriented
Developments (TOD). In addition, the County’s Comprehensive Plan historically has designated
the International Drive tourist corridor as an Activity Center (AC) and implemented I-Drive District
Overlay Zone within the past year. This Overlay Zone is an example of transect-based planning
and describes the site design requirements in terms of road layout, intersection spacing,
requirements of sidewalks, interconnectivity, spacing between uses, etc. These types of
requirements are critical in mixed-use developments’ ability to reduce trips. If designed
correctly, these developments tend to have reduced travel demand which in turn reduces the
need to provide additional transportation infrastructure.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Mixed-Use Models
This section provides a summary of more commonly used models in estimating the reduction of

travel achieved by mixed-use development.

e Historically, the ITE model has been the primary model used to quantify internal capture.
ITE groups land uses into three categories:
o Residential;
o Office; and
o Retail.

Internal capture calculations focus on trip reduction, especially between residential and
retail uses. The data is available for weekday P.M. peak hour, midday, and “daily,” which
is based on data collection between noon and 6:30 PM. ITE calculations fail to capture
much of the interaction between residential and office land uses. Compared to raw data
used for verification, ITE method error rate is about one-half.

e Several publications by National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) made
improvements to the original ITE approach, which were summarized in the NCHRP 684.
This improved estimate method was developed based on existing survey data from prior
studies plus three pilot data collection surveys for this study.

o Although the model developed as part of NCHRP 684 continued to focus on trip
reduction, three land uses were added: restaurant, hotel, and cinema. These
resulted for a higher internal capture percentage. The authors caution users to
limit their applications to these six uses, and that the model was not tested for
any additional land uses. The model should only be used for development up to
300 acres.

o NCHRP Report 684 also added weekday A.M. peak hour and created a land use
classification structure that would permit disaggregation of the six land uses to
more detailed categories should enough data become available.

o Included the effects of proximity (convenient walking distance) between
interacting land uses to represent both compactness and design. The report
states that several planners and architects recommend %-mile or longer walking
distances. However, developers contacted for the study reported that acceptable
walking distances range from 600 feet to 1,000 feet. The study found that when
the major uses were within a convenient (e.g., covered walkways, etc.) and short
walking distance, the capture rate increased.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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o This method reduced the estimation error by half compared to the original ITE
method, resulting in an error rate of about one-fourth of the raw trip generation
rates.

e Since the late 1980s, there have been numerous studies of various census and regional
travel survey databases, limited site data collection, and studies and surveys of related
travel and development characteristics that could contribute useful material for
developing an improved estimation technique. Internal trip capture rates estimated in
this research vary widely depending on conditions and land uses, but for developments
with major commercial components, capture rates typically reached up to more than 30
percent. For mixed-use neighborhoods and small communities, internal capture reached
50 percent and even higher.

e Other widely used approach is a policy-based flat percentage reduction in external trips.
Such percentages are established by local planning, zoning, or transportation engineering
officials for use in transportation impact analyses (TIAs) prepared to support applications
for zoning, subdivision, site plan approval, or access permits. The percentages are
typically arbitrarily selected and tend to range from 5 percent to 25 percent, with 10
percent being most commonly used discount factor.

Table A-15 provides a summary of some of these studies and resulting internal capture levels.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Table A-15
Comparison of Mixed-Use Models

Range of

Source Reference Internal
Capture

Research Studies

Institute of Transportation

ITE 2nd Edition 5-25%
” Engineers Handbook, 2nd Ed. ’
National Cooperative Highwa
NCHRP 684/ITE 3rd Edition P ENWAY | 98419
Research Program
EPX MXD Model v4.0 EPA, Fehr & Peers 8-28%
ITE 1998 surveys (origins) NCHRP 684, PDF pg 19 0-53%
ITE 1998 surveys (destinations) NCHRP 684, PDF pg 19 0-37%
Districtwide TGR Study, FDOT, District IV, March 1995 NCHRP 684, PDF pg 20 28-41%
FDOT Trip Characteristics Study of MXDs, FDOT, District IV,
b y NCHRP 684, PDF pg 21 (Table 8) | 7-62%
March 1993
Trip Generation for MXDs, Technical Committee Report,
P , , P NCHRP 684, PDF pg 23 25%
Colorado-Wyoming Section, ITE, January 1986
Brandermill PUD Traffic Generation Study, Technical Report,
. e NCHRP 684, PDF pg 23 45-55%
JHK & Associates, Alexandria, Virginia, June 1984
Kittelson & Associates, Crocker Center, Mizner Park, Galleria [NCHRP 684, PDF pg 25 38-41%
Mehara and Keller NCHRP 684, PDF pg 25 0-40%
Local Government Practices
Transportation Impact Analyses (ITE Method) NCHRP 684, PDF pg 11 5-25%

Internal Capture Sensitivity Analysis

This section illustrates potential internal capture reductions that may occur if proposed
developments include the right mix of land uses. Note that this analysis only considers the mix
of uses and not the specific design standards.

Tables A-16 through A-18 present a sensitivity analysis for internal capture that includes
developments of all levels, in terms of both units of development and percent of travel.
Observations include:

e When single family units dominate the overall development (generating over 60 percent
of trips or over 80 percent of vehicle miles of travel (VMT)), there does not seem to be
any substantial internal capture.

e In cases where there are three or more uses with some level of activity, the internal
capture improves. The internal capture rate is higher when travel generated by each land
use is balanced (e.g., no one land use exceeds 50 percent of trips).

e Availability of retail (including restaurants) is important in achieving high levels of internal

capture.
Tindale Oliver Orange County
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e Travel demand characteristics used in the standard impact fee calculations evolved over
time to recognize reduction in travel due to the availability of multiple uses at a regional
level.

e Any additional internal capture that is attributed to a mixed-use development needs to
be due to the increase in pedestrian travel as well as travel within the development. Some
of the variables that will determine the level internal capture include:

o Scale of development;

o Complementary land uses;

o Proximity and connectivity between each pair of land uses, especially the layout
of the land uses relative to each other; and

o Other characteristics such as proximity to transit and pedestrian access within and
around the site.

e Industry models used to measure internal capture suggest that to the extent travel
distribution from each land use within the mixed-use development is balanced, the level
of internal capture increases. When one land use is dominant, internal capture
percentage decreases. For example, when residential development generates more than
60 percent of trips and 80 percent of VMT, the resulting internal capture is negligible. On
the other hand, a mix of at least three different uses, with none of the uses generating
more than 50 percent of travel, result in higher levels of internal capture.

As previously mentioned, the NCHRP model does not account for proximity of uses, density, and
other design elements. It is recommended that potential mixed-use developments include
elements of connectivity, promote walkability between land uses, and include access to other
travel modes (transit, bike lanes, etc) when possible. These factors, along with a balanced mix of
uses, will yield the most favorable internal capture rates.

Due to the large scale of potential future developments, it may be difficult to achieve reasonable
walkability and enhanced trip capture. By focusing on smaller, inter-connected areas, developers
can work towards creating a truly “mixed-use” community. The sensitivity analysis in Tables A-
16 through A-18 provide general guidelines that can be applied to future development in order
to achieve the best balance of uses.
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Table A-16
Comparison of Mixed-Use Internal Capture

Secnario Single Hotel Retail Office Restaurant AM Peak PM Peak Il\nvt(:f;g;
FamilyDU's  Rooms Sq Ft Sq Ft Sq Ft Hr:1C % Hr:1C %
Capture %

Scenario #1.01 2,000

Scenario #1.02 50 60 10,000 10,000 2,000 18% 29% 24% 20% 17%
Scenario #1.03 50 75 10,000 10,000 2,000 18% 28% 23% 19% 20%
Scenario #1.04 50 90 10,000 10,000 2,000 17% 27% 22% 18% 23%
Scenario #1.05 50 120 10,000 10,000 2,000 15% 26% 21% 17% 28%
Scenario #1.06 50 200 10,000 10,000 2,000 13% 22% 18% 15% 38%
Scenario #1.07 50 300 10,000 10,000 2,000 10% 19% 15% 12% 47%
Scenario #1.08 50 400 10,000 10,000 2,000 9% 17% 13% 11% 54%
Scenario #1.09 50 500 10,000 10,000 2,000 8% 15% 12% 10% 59%
Scenario #1.10 50 600 10,000 10,000 2,000 7% 14% 11% 9% 63%
Scenario #1.11 50 50 20,000 10,000 2,000 19% 27% 23% 17% 12%
Scenario #1.12 50 50 50,000 10,000 2,000 18% 22% 20% 12% 9%
Scenario #1.13 50 50 80,000 10,000 2,000 16% 18% 17% 10% 7%
Scenario #1.14 50 50 100,000 10,000 2,000 15% 16% 16% 9% 7%
Scenario #1.15 50 50 300,000 10,000 2,000 10% 9% 10% 5% 4%
Scenario #1.16 50 50 500,000 10,000 2,000 8% 7% 8% 4% 3%
Scenario #1.17 50 50 1,000,000 10,000 2,000 6% 4% 5% 3% 2%
Scenario #1.18 50 50 2,000,000 10,000 2,000 4% 3% 4% 2% 1%
Scenario #1.19 50 50 3,000,000 10,000 2,000 3% 2% 3% 1% 1%
Scenario #1.20 50 50 10,000 20,000 2,000 20% 28% 24% 19% 14%
Scenario #1.21 50 50 10,000 50,000 2,000 19% 26% 23% 16% 12%
Scenario #1.22 50 50 10,000 80,000 2,000 19% 24% 22% 14% 10%
Scenario #1.23 50 50 10,000 100,000 2,000 18% 23% 21% 13% 10%
Scenario #1.24 50 50 10,000 300,000 2,000 13% 15% 14% 8% 6%
Scenario #1.25 50 50 10,000 500,000 2,000 9% 11% 10% 6% 4%
Scenario #1.26 50 50 10,000 1,000,000 2,000 6% 7% 7% 4% 3%
Scenario #1.27 50 50 10,000 2,000,000 2,000 3% 4% 4% 2% 2%
Scenario #1.28 50 50 10,000 3,000,000 2,000 3% 3% 3% 2% 1%
Scenario #1.29 50 50 10,000 10,000 5,000 22% 36% 29% 18% 13%
Scenario #1.30 50 50 10,000 10,000 7,000 22% 40% 31% 17% 12%
Scenario #1.31 50 50 10,000 10,000 10,000 19% 43% 31% 15% 11%
Scenario #1.32 50 50 10,000 10,000 15,000 16% 45% 31% 13% 10%
Scenario #1.33 50 50 10,000 10,000 30,000 10% 40% 25% 9% 7%
Scenario #1.34 50 50 10,000 10,000 50,000 7% 32% 20% 7% 5%
Scenario #1.35 50 50 10,000 10,000 100,000 4% 20% 12% 4% 3%
Scenario #1.36 50 50 10,000 10,000 200,000 2% 11% 7% 2% 2%
Scenario #1.37 50 50 10,000 10,000 400,000 1% 6% 4% 1% 1%
Scenario #1.38 50 60 20,000 20,000 5,000 25% 32% 29% 14% 12%
Scenario #1.39 50 75 50,000 50,000 7,000 28% 27% 28% 9% 10%
Scenario #1.40 50 90 80,000 80,000 10,000 28% 26% 27% 7% 9%
Scenario #1.41 50 120 100,000 100,000 15,000 28% 27% 28% 6% 10%
Scenario #1.42 50 200 300,000 300,000 30,000 28% 23% 26% 3% 8%
Scenario #1.43 50 300 500,000 500,000 50,000 28% 23% 26% 2% 8%
Scenario #1.44 50 400 1,000,000 1,000,000 100,000 28% 24% 26% 1% 6%
Scenario #1.45 50 500 2,000,000 2,000,000 200,000 27% 25% 26% 1% 4%
Scenario #1.46 50 600 3,000,000 3,000,000 400,000 23% 30% 27% 0% 3%
Scenario #1.47 50 50[ 3,000,000 3,000,000 400,000 65% 27% 46% 0% 0%
Scenario #1.48 50 600 10,000 3,000,000 400,000 18% 11% 15% 1% 5%
Scenario #1.49 50 600| 3,000,000 10,000 400,000 6% 33% 20% 1% 5%
Scenario #1.50 50 600[ 3,000,000f 3,000,000 2,000 14% 7% 11% 1% 5%
Notes:

- Each scenario includes a different mix of dwelling units, hotel rooms and non-residential development.
- Using the ITE 9" Edition handbook, AM and PM Peak Hour trip generation rates are applied to each land use and each developr
in the total AM and PM Peak Hour trips. Using the direction distribution provided in the ITE handbook, the “entering” and “exiti
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Table A-17
Comparison of Mixed-Use Internal Capture

Secnario Single Hotel Retail Office Restaurant AM Peak PM Peak Il\nvtzl:lga(:
FamilyDU's  Rooms Sq Ft Sq Ft Sq Ft Hr:1C % Hr:1C %
Capture %

Scenario #2.01 2,000

Scenario #2.02 1,000 60 10,000 10,000 2,000 5% 11% 8% 79% 4%
Scenario #2.03 1,000 75 10,000 10,000 2,000 5% 11% 8% 78% 5%
Scenario #2.04 1,000 90 10,000 10,000 2,000 5% 11% 8% 77% 6%
Scenario #2.05 1,000 120 10,000 10,000 2,000 5% 11% 8% 76% 8%
Scenario #2.06 1,000 200 10,000 10,000 2,000 5% 11% 8% 72% 12%
Scenario #2.07 1,000 300 10,000 10,000 2,000 5% 10% 8% 68% 17%
Scenario #2.08 1,000 400 10,000 10,000 2,000 4% 10% 7% 65% 21%
Scenario #2.09 1,000 500 10,000 10,000 2,000 4% 9% 7% 62% 25%
Scenario #2.10 1,000 600 10,000 10,000 2,000 4% 9% 7% 59% 28%
Scenario #2.11 1,000 50 20,000 10,000 2,000 6% 13% 10% 76% 4%
Scenario #2.12 1,000 50 50,000 10,000 2,000 7% 17% 12% 68% 3%
Scenario #2.13 1,000 50 80,000 10,000 2,000 6% 19% 13% 64% 3%
Scenario #2.14 1,000 50 100,000 10,000 2,000 6% 20% 13% 61% 3%
Scenario #2.15 1,000 50 300,000 10,000 2,000 5% 25% 15% 46% 2%
Scenario #2.16 1,000 50 500,000 10,000 2,000 5% 27% 16% 39% 2%
Scenario #2.17 1,000 50 1,000,000 10,000 2,000 4% 22% 13% 30% 1%
Scenario #2.18 1,000 50 2,000,000 10,000 2,000 3% 16% 10% 21% 1%
Scenario #2.19 1,000 50 3,000,000 10,000 2,000 3% 12% 8% 17% 1%
Scenario #2.20 1,000 50 10,000 20,000 2,000 6% 11% 9% 78% 4%
Scenario #2.21 1,000 50 10,000 50,000 2,000 7% 11% 9% 75% 4%
Scenario #2.22 1,000 50 10,000 80,000 2,000 8% 11% 10% 72% 3%
Scenario #2.23 1,000 50 10,000 100,000 2,000 8% 11% 10% 70% 3%
Scenario #2.24 1,000 50 10,000 300,000 2,000 9% 10% 10% 57% 3%
Scenario #2.25 1,000 50 10,000 500,000 2,000 7% 9% 8% 49% 2%
Scenario #2.26 1,000 50 10,000 1,000,000 2,000 5% 7% 6% 37% 2%
Scenario #2.27 1,000 50 10,000 2,000,000 2,000 4% 5% 5% 25% 1%
Scenario #2.28 1,000 50 10,000 3,000,000 2,000 3% 4% 4% 19% 1%
Scenario #2.29 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 5,000 7% 13% 10% 77% 4%
Scenario #2.30 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 7,000 7% 15% 11% 75% 4%
Scenario #2.31 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 10,000 8% 18% 13% 73% 4%
Scenario #2.32 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 15,000 9% 21% 15% 70% 3%
Scenario #2.33 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 30,000 11% 24% 18% 61% 3%
Scenario #2.34 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 50,000 13% 26% 20% 53% 3%
Scenario #2.35 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 100,000 15% 26% 21% 39% 2%
Scenario #2.36 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 200,000 9% 18% 14% 26% 1%
Scenario #2.37 1,000 50 10,000 10,000 400,000 5% 11% 8% 15% 1%
Scenario #2.38 1,000 60 20,000 20,000 5,000 9% 16% 13% 72% 4%
Scenario #2.39 1,000 75 50,000 50,000 7,000 13% 21% 17% 61% 4%
Scenario #2.40 1,000 90 80,000 80,000 10,000 15% 25% 20% 54% 4%
Scenario #2.41 1,000 120 100,000 100,000 15,000 18% 28% 23% 49% 5%
Scenario #2.42 1,000 200 300,000 300,000 30,000 24% 35% 30% 32% 5%
Scenario #2.43 1,000 300 500,000 500,000 50,000 27% 39% 33% 24% 6%
Scenario #2.44 1,000 400 1,000,000 1,000,000 100,000 30% 38% 34% 16% 5%
Scenario #2.45 1,000 500 2,000,000 2,000,000 200,000 28% 34% 31% 10% 4%
Scenario #2.46 1,000 600 3,000,000 3,000,000 400,000 24% 35% 30% 6% 3%
Scenario #2.47 1,000 50[ 3,000,000{ 3,000,000 400,000 63% 33% 48% 7% 0%
Scenario #2.48 1,000 600 10,000 3,000,000 400,000 20% 14% 17% 9% 4%
Scenario #2.49 1,000 600| 3,000,000 10,000 400,000 9% 39% 24% 9% 4%
Scenario #2.50 1,000 600| 3,000,000| 3,000,000 2,000 13% 14% 14% 10% 5%
Notes:

- Each scenario includes a different mix of dwelling units, hotel rooms and non-residential development.
- Using the ITE 9" Edition handbook, AM and PM Peak Hour trip generation rates are applied to each land use and each developr
in the total AM and PM Peak Hour trips. Using the direction distribution provided in the ITE handbook, the “entering” and “exit
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Table A-18
Comparison of Mixed-Use Internal Capture

Secnario Single Hotel Retail Office Restaurant AM Peak PM Peak Il\nvtzl:lga(:
FamilyDU's  Rooms Sq Ft Sq Ft Sq Ft Hr:1C % Hr:1C %
Capture %

Scenario #3.01 2,000

Scenario #3.02 5,000 60 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 3% 2% 94% 1%
Scenario #3.03 5,000 75 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 3% 2% 94% 1%
Scenario #3.04 5,000 90 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 3% 2% 94% 2%
Scenario #3.05 5,000 120 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 3% 2% 93% 2%
Scenario #3.06 5,000 200 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 3% 2% 92% 3%
Scenario #3.07 5,000 300 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 4% 3% 91% 5%
Scenario #3.08 5,000 400 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 4% 3% 89% 6%
Scenario #3.09 5,000 500 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 4% 3% 88% 8%
Scenario #3.10 5,000 600 10,000 10,000 2,000 1% 4% 3% 87% 9%
Scenario #3.11 5,000 50 20,000 10,000 2,000 1% 4% 3% 93% 1%
Scenario #3.12 5,000 50 50,000 10,000 2,000 2% 6% 4% 91% 1%
Scenario #3.13 5,000 50 80,000 10,000 2,000 2% 7% 5% 89% 1%
Scenario #3.14 5,000 50 100,000 10,000 2,000 2% 7% 5% 88% 1%
Scenario #3.15 5,000 50 300,000 10,000 2,000 3% 11% 7% 80% 1%
Scenario #3.16 5,000 50 500,000 10,000 2,000 3% 14% 9% 75% 1%
Scenario #3.17 5,000 50 1,000,000 10,000 2,000 3% 17% 10% 66% 1%
Scenario #3.18 5,000 50 2,000,000 10,000 2,000 3% 21% 12% 55% 1%
Scenario #3.19 5,000 50 3,000,000 10,000 2,000 3% 23% 13% 49% 1%
Scenario #3.20 5,000 50 10,000 20,000 2,000 1% 3% 2% 94% 1%
Scenario #3.21 5,000 50 10,000 50,000 2,000 2% 3% 3% 93% 1%
Scenario #3.22 5,000 50 10,000 80,000 2,000 2% 4% 3% 92% 1%
Scenario #3.23 5,000 50 10,000 100,000 2,000 2% 4% 3% 91% 1%
Scenario #3.24 5,000 50 10,000 300,000 2,000 3% 5% 4% 86% 1%
Scenario #3.25 5,000 50 10,000 500,000 2,000 3% 5% 4% 81% 1%
Scenario #3.26 5,000 50 10,000 1,000,000 2,000 3% 5% 4% 72% 1%
Scenario #3.27 5,000 50 10,000 2,000,000 2,000 3% 5% 4% 60% 1%
Scenario #3.28 5,000 50 10,000 3,000,000 2,000 3% 4% 4% 52% 1%
Scenario #3.29 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 5,000 2% 4% 3% 94% 1%
Scenario #3.30 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 7,000 2% 5% 4% 93% 1%
Scenario #3.31 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 10,000 2% 5% 4% 93% 1%
Scenario #3.32 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 15,000 2% 6% 4% 91% 1%
Scenario #3.33 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 30,000 3% 8% 6% 88% 1%
Scenario #3.34 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 50,000 4% 10% 7% 84% 1%
Scenario #3.35 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 100,000 7% 12% 10% 74% 1%
Scenario #3.36 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 200,000 10% 15% 13% 61% 1%
Scenario #3.37 5,000 50 10,000 10,000 400,000 14% 18% 16% 45% 0%
Scenario #3.38 5,000 60 20,000 20,000 5,000 2% 5% 4% 92% 1%
Scenario #3.39 5,000 75 50,000 50,000 7,000 4% 7% 6% 88% 1%
Scenario #3.40 5,000 90 80,000 80,000 10,000 5% 10% 8% 84% 2%
Scenario #3.41 5,000 120 100,000 100,000 15,000 6% 12% 9% 81% 2%
Scenario #3.42 5,000 200 300,000 300,000 30,000 11% 19% 15% 68% 3%
Scenario #3.43 5,000 300 500,000 500,000 50,000 15% 24% 20% 59% 3%
Scenario #3.44 5,000 400 1,000,000 1,000,000 100,000 20% 31% 26% 46% 3%
Scenario #3.45 5,000 500 2,000,000 2,000,000 200,000 25% 37% 31% 33% 3%
Scenario #3.46 5,000 600 3,000,000 3,000,000 400,000 27% 44% 36% 24% 3%
Scenario #3.47 5,000 50[ 3,000,000{ 3,000,000 400,000 57% 41% 49% 24% 0%
Scenario #3.48 5,000 600 10,000 3,000,000 400,000 23% 19% 21% 31% 3%
Scenario #3.49 5,000 600 3,000,000 10,000 400,000 16% 48% 32% 30% 3%
Scenario #3.50 5,000 600| 3,000,000| 3,000,000 2,000 10% 23% 17% 33% 3%
Notes:

- Each scenario includes a different mix of dwelling units, hotel rooms and non-residential development.
- Using the ITE 9" Edition handbook, AM and PM Peak Hour trip generation rates are applied to each land use and each developr
in the total AM and PM Peak Hour trips. Using the direction distribution provided in the ITE handbook, the “entering” and “exit
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Orange County Application

Table A-19 illustrates the projected internal capture reduction for local example developments.
These development levels were derived from the County’s Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use
Element. As shown, both developments are weighted toward residential in terms of trips and

result in a limited internal capture.

Table A-19
Orange County Internal Capture Example

seenario Retail Office AMPeak PM Peak f:; Z';iel iz Distibution
Sq Ft Sq Ft Hr:IC% Hr:1IC% Hotel Retail Office
Capture %
Innovation Place 5,500 200 1,235,000 2,267,000 9% 18% 14% 49% 1% 24% 25%
Sunbridge 7,400 500 880,000 5,470,000 8% 12% 10% 45% 2% 13% 40%

Source: NCHRP 684 Internal Capture Model
Development details for Innovation Place as shown in FLU 8.1.4 of the County’s Comprehensive Plan
Development details for Sunbridge as provided by staff via the “Sunbridge Fact Sheet”
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Appendix B: Cost Component

This appendix presents the detailed calculations for the cost component of the transportation
impact fee update. Supporting data and estimates are provided for all cost variables, including:

e Design

e Right-of-Way

e Construction/CEl

e Roadway Capacity

e Transit Capital Costs

Design

The design cost per lane mile was based on a review of recently completed and ongoing projects
in Orange County. As shown in Table B-1, projects in projects in Orange County averaged
approximately $340,000 per lane mile for design. When compared to a local construction cost
of approximately $2.75 million (excluding CEl; as shown in Table B-5), design is equivalent to
approximately 12 percent of the construction cost per lane mile. This ratio falls within the range
observed in several other recent impact fee studies in Florida. As shown in Table B-2, design
factors from other communities ranged from 6 percent to 14 percent with a weighted average of
11 percent.

For purposes of this study, the design cost for county roads was calculated at $340,000, or
approximately 12 percent of the construction cost (excluding CEl) per lane mile.
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Design Cost Factor for County Roads — Recent Impact Fee Studies

Table B-2

City/County Roadways (Cost per Lane Mile)

City/County - - -
Design Constr. Design Ratio
2012 |Osceola $371,196 $2,651,400 14%
2012 City of Orlando $288,000 $2,400,000 12%
2012 |City of Sarasota $240,000 $2,400,000 10%
2013 [Hernando $198,000 $1,980,000 10%
2013 [Charlotte $220,000 $2,200,000 10%
2014 [Indian River $159,000 $1,598,000 10%
2015 |[Collier $270,000 $2,700,000 10%
2015 |Brevard $242,000 $2,023,000 12%
2015 |Sumter $210,000 $2,100,000 10%
2015 |Marion $167,000 $2,668,000 6%
2015 |Palm Beach $224,000 $1,759,000 13%
2016 [Hillsborough $348,000 $2,897,000 12%
2016 |St. Lucie $220,000 $2,200,000 10%
2017 |[Clay $239,000 $2,385,000 10%
2018 [City of Tampa $403,000 $3,100,000 13%
2018 |City of Hallandale Beach $171,000 $1,710,000 10%
2018 [City of Oviedo $319,000 $2,900,000 11%
2018 |Collier $385,000 $3,500,000 11%
Average $259,678 $2,398,411 11%

Source: Recent impact fee studies conducted throughout Florida
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Right-of-Way

The ROW cost reflects the total cost of the acquisitions along a corridor that was necessary to
have sufficient cross-section width to widen an existing road or, in the case of new construction,
build a new road.

To estimate the ROW cost for Orange County, Tindale Oliver conducted a review of recently
completed ROW acquisitions along capacity expansion projects in Orange County and reviewed
ROW-to-construction cost ratios from recent transportation impact fee studies from other
counties in Florida. As shown in Table B-3, recent ROW costs from 17 Orange County
improvements indicated a weighted average cost of approximately $1.20 million per lane mile.
This cost was then compared to the weighted average construction cost per added lane mile
($2.75 million, shown in Table B-5) for recent Orange County improvement projects, calculating
a ROW-to-construction ratio of approximately 44 percent. This ratio is within the range of the
ROW-to-construction factors for recent studies throughout Florida, which ranged from 26
percent to 60 percent with an average of 41 percent (see Table B-4 for additional detail).

Tindale Oliver Orange County
September 2020 B-4 Transportation Impact Fee

83



V8

994 10edw) uoneuodsued |

Auno) adueuQ

S-9

0207 Jaquwaidas
49ANI|O 9lepulL

apInoad 03 3|qe sem 4Je1s 1ey3 |1eIDp [N Y3l Juasasdal umoys ejep ayl ‘uoisialg SuliasuiSu]
jJuswdojana@ Auno) aduel pue jusawiiedag S92IAISS JUBWAOPAR(Q @ JUBWUOJIAUT ‘Allunwwo) ‘uolsiAlg Suluue|d uollenodsued] Aluno) aduelQ :924nos

9N
aue 4ad 3s0)

150 MOy

Pappv
S9N dueq

pappy

Yasuai

saueq

Auno) a8uesQ - speoy Aluno) 104 150) Aepn-40-1ySiy
€-g9|q9¢el

juawanosdw|

awep 309foud

000°002°T$ TSE‘T96T8S St'69 lelol
160°SS STY'Tes or'v 4 0Tt S9UeT9 01 €10C pA|g poomisan pA|g pOOMISI W i@ |euoneusaaul| /0TS
8TTETS ¥90'T0CS 07'ST ¥ 08°€ sauej9 0l ¢ z10T JATAS aur "0) e|oadsQ py @3ssoodieN| TOTS
9€7'CTs 989°0£$ 8€'T 4 69°0 Saue Ty 01 ¢ 10T 11 mesexdiyd Py poJusp|oD ['y4apun el qo60s
LS0'TTSTS Ov¥'8SLTS 0.0 4 SE0 Saue Ty 01 ¢ 800¢ pA|g moysaped | 1@ |euoneusayul VT Amd uoneunsaqa| 9e80s
18£°20T°CS 89T°€88$ wo 4 120 sauel 0} ¢ - LT 4S uo323sJ33u| 4ID9| YHON pYy 2340 AS80g| 25805
€87'6TS ¥88'E€TS L0 4 9€°0 saue1y 01 ¢ ST0C playloqe] Jew|ag py sweay| 8905
TL0°C6S S8Y'0TTS 0Tt 4 09°0 saue Ty 01 ¢ 910¢ pY oIssod pY 199.41549A0 4395 GESUD|  £90S
6771685 ¥0L'096'T$ 0Tt 4 0Tt saue 1y 03 ¢ 800¢ pyY 23pry 433ng py ananbiy 38D 89S S€S ¥D| 99905
0€L'TE6S 0v6'755CS LT 4 LET sauely 01 ¢ T10T 6Ct 4S 1D}Jed eljouse v 89S GES HD| ©990S
80765 PoT'€TLS 99/ 4 €8¢ saue 1y 01 ¢ T10C PAIg utem] yde pAIg YJed uojeay 41 eAejely| ez90s
¥09'€96'CS L8Y'VEE'SS 08T 4 06°0 saueTy 01 ¢ €10C J1 @dYyd3eyxdojuod] V3200 u7 98310 ePUdleA| 96205
LET'LLYS 0V CTETS SLT 4 9/ET Saue Ty 01 ¢ ST0T 0S ¥S 80% HS [led] uod3| 9yZos
LSL'VTESS ¥87'88C'TTS [4% 4 90°'T saue Ty 01 ¢ agl py AuD 1sa404 1Q J21ema3p3 PAIg UBdLIBWY |IY| L60E
L6€°8L9°€S 68€'V/8'CTS 0S°€ v/t VT saue{ 03 Z/0 ST0T 190 dAr ANV UBP|OH|  SHOE
PrSv8Y'TS €96C80'STS 91'0T 4 80°S saue| 01 ¢ 600C py @assemelH pY eydody-99000 Py 89000-eUODIE|D| EBEQE
ST'EVT'ES 9/1'8T6'9CS 0€'8 4 STy saue 1y 01 ¢ T10C pAlg 81e40d10) llly4apun e py asnoy| egroe
1€8°0SYS 16t'€68°TS oty 14 0Tt saue Ty 01 ¢ 800¢ pY daed Ajiay py uejuod pY ssulds yo0oyd| /TOE




Table B-4

Right-of-Way Cost Factor for County — Recent Impact Fee Studies

City/County Roadways (Cost per Lane Mile)

Year City/County -
ROW Constr. ROW Ratio
2012 |[Osceola $1,087,074 $2,651,400 41%
2012 |City of Orlando $1,080,000 $2,400,000 45%
2012 [City of Sarasota $620,000 $2,400,000 26%
2013 Hernando $811,800 $1,980,000 41%
2013 [Charlotte $1,034,000 $2,200,000 47%
2014 |Indian River $656,000 $1,598,000 41%
2015 |Collier $863,000 $2,700,000 32%
2015 Brevard $708,000 $2,023,000 35%
2015 |Sumter $945,000 $2,100,000 45%
2015 Marion $1,001,000 $1,668,000 60%
2015 Palm Beach $721,000 $1,759,000 41%
2016 |Hillsborough $1,448,000 $2,897,000 50%
2016 |St. Lucie $990,000 $2,200,000 45%
2017 |[Clay $954,000 $2,385,000 40%
2018 |[Collier $1,208,000 $3,500,000 35%
Average $941,792 $2,297,427 41%

Source: Recent impact fee studies conducted throughout Florida
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Construction/CEIl

The construction/CEl cost for county roads (curb & gutter, urban section design) was based on
Orange County projects and the cost of recent projects in other communities in Florida. As shown
in Table B-5, the review of construction data calculated a weighted average cost of $3.00 million
per lane mile. It should be noted that the construction cost data in Table B-5 include construction
engineering and inspection (CEl) costs. Based on the CEI-to-construction cost ratios observed in
recent impact fee studies throughout Florida (approximately 9 percent), the CEl and construction
portions of the cost per lane mile figure were estimated.

e Construction = $2,750,000

e CEl=$250,000

In addition to Orange County improvements, recent bids/completed projects from other
communities throughout Florida were reviewed to increase the sample size of data. This review,
as shown in Table B-6, included approximately 147 lane miles of improvements across 13
different counties, averaging $2.87 million per lane mile. However, the construction cost data
for these improvements do not include associated CEl costs. With CEl estimated at
approximately nine percent of construction costs (based on recently completed impact fee
studies throughout Florida), the statewide figure would increase to approximately $3.10 million
per lane mile for County roads.

Based on the recent Orange County projects and supported by the projects from throughout
Florida, a construction cost of $3.00 million per lane mile was used in the impact fee calculation.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Roadway Capacity

As shown in Table B-7, the average capacity per lane mile was based on the projects in the
Metroplan 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan’s Cost Feasible and Needs Plans. This listing of
projects reflects the mix of improvements that will yield the vehicle-miles of capacity (VMC) that
will be built in Orange County. The resulting weighted average capacity per lane mile of
approximately 9,000 was used in the transportation impact fee calculation.
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Descriptio

Table B-7
Metroplan 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan — Cost Feasible and Needs Plan Improvem

Improvement

Length

Lanes
Added

Lane Miles
Added

County/City SR 15 (Narcoossee Rd) SR 528 (Beachline Expwy) Lee Vista Blvd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.32 35,820
County/City Central Florida Pkwy International Dr SR 423 (John Young Pkwy) Widen to 6 Lanes 1.94 2 3.88 35,820
County/City International Dr Hawaiian Ct SR 482 Widen to 6 Lanes 2.05 2 4.10 35,820
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd CR 535 Fenton Ave Widen to 6 Lanes 1.43 2 2.86 35,820
County/City Landstar Blvd Osceola Co. Line SR 417 Widen to 6 Lanes 1.53 2 3.06 35,820
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd Darlene Rd Kilgore Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.34 2 2.68 35,820
County/City New Independence Pkwy/Wellness Way |Lake Co. Line SR 429 New/Widen 4 Lanes 1.07/0.45 2 5.00 0
County/City Alafaya Tr Huckleberry Finn Dr Lake Underhill Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 0.28 2 0.56 35,820
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd Kilgore Rd SR 482 Widen to 6 Lanes 0.75 2 1.50 29,160
County/City Hiawassee Rd SR 50 (Colonial Dr) Silver Star Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.76 2 3.52 35,820
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd Fenton Ave Darlene Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.01 2 2.02 35,820
County/City Universal Blvd SR 482 Pointe Plaza Ave Widen to 6 Lanes 1.00 2 2.00 29,160
County/City Central Florida Pkwy SR 423 (John Young Pkwy) Orange Blossom Tr Widen to 6 Lanes 1.23 2 2.46 35,820
County/City International Dr SR 482 Kirkman Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.39 2 2.78 29,160
County/City International Dr South Westwood Blvd Hawaiian Ct Widen to 6 Lanes 2.50 2 5.00 35,820
County/City Turkey Lake Rd Sand Lake Commons Blvd SR 482 Widen to 6 Lanes 1.63 2 3.26 35,820
County/City Boggy Creek Rd Beacon Park Blvd SR 417 Widen to 6 Lanes 1.56 2 3.12 27,360
County/City Clarke Rd White Rd SR 50 Widen to 6 Lanes 0.80 2 1.60 35,820
County/City Universal Blvd SR 482 Carrier Dr Widen to 6 Lanes 1.00 2 2.00 30,420
County/City Conroy Rd Millenia Blvd Eastgate Dr Widen to 6 Lanes 0.29 2 0.58 14,040
County/City Turkey Lake Rd Central Florida Pkwy Sand Lake Commons Blvd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.18 2 2.36 35,820
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd Conroy-Windermere Rd Westover Roberts Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.77 2 3.54 35,820
County/City Avalon Rd (CR 545) Seidel Rd McKinney Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 3.88 2 7.76 15,930
County/City Oakland Ave Tubb St Avalon Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.12 2 2.24 14,040
County/City Avalon Rd (CR 545) Tilden Rd Marsh Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.73 2 1.46 15,930
County/City Avalon Rd (CR 545) McKinney Rd Tilden Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 2.26 2 4.52 15,930
County/City Hiawassee Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd John Land Apopka Expwy Widen to 6 Lanes 0.58 2 1.16 35,820
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd SR 482 Conroy-Windermere Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 3.15 2 6.30 30,420
County/City Avalon Rd (CR 545) Flamingo Crossings Blvd Seidel Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.49 2 0.98 15,930
County/City Avalon Rd (CR 545) US 192 Hartzog Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.97 2 1.94 15,930
County/City Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd Hiawassee Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.37 2 2.74 35,820
County/City Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Clarke Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 1.17 2 2.34 27,360
County/City Lake Underhill Rd (CR 15) E Anderson St (CR 15) Gaston Foster Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.20 2 2.40 14,040
County/City Ocoee-Apopka Rd SR 438 Fullers Cross Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.50 2 3.00 12,780
County/City Wymore Rd Lee Rd Kennedy Blvd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.89 2 1.78 15,930
County/City Ocoee-Apopka Rd McCormick Rd Binion Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.65 2 1.30 14,300
County/City Glenridge Way Winter Park Rd Lakemont Ave Widen to 4 Lanes 1.14 2 2.28 14,040
County/City Taft-Vineland Rd American Eagle Way US 441 Widen to 4 Lanes 0.21 2 0.42 35,820
County/City Boggy Creek Rd Wetherbee Rd Tradeport Dr Widen to 4 Lanes 1.32 2 2.64 15,930
County/City Avalon Rd (CR 545) SR 50 Oakland Ave Widen to 4 Lanes 0.27 2 0.54 15,930
County/City Econlockhatchee Tr Lee Vista Blvd Curry Ford Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 2.25 2 4.50 14,040
County/City Mercy Dr Old Winter Garden Rd W Princeton St Widen to 4 Lanes 1.67 2 3.34 14,040
County/City Reams Rd Summerlake Park Blvd Center Dr Widen to 4 Lanes 1.95 2 3.90 15,930
County/City Boggy Creek Rd SR 417 (Greenway) Wetherbee Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 2.58 2 5.16 15,930
County/City Sadler Ave Lake County Line US 441 Widen to 4 Lanes 2.37 2 4,74 12,780
County/City Geneva St Bluford Ave Bowness Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.17 2 0.34 14,040
County/City Clarke Rd Hackney-Prairie Rd AD Mims Rd Widen to 6 Lanes 0.72 2 1.44 27,360
County/City Clarcona Rd McCormick Rd Keene Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.01 2 2.02 12,780
County/City Round Lake Rd Sadler Ave Kelly Park Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.50 2 1.00 14,300
County/City Boggy Creek Rd Dowden Rd Landstreet Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.59 2 1.18 14,040
County/City Ocoee-Apopka Rd West Rd McCormick Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.33 2 2.66 14,300
County/City Ocoee-Apopka Rd Binion Rd Keene Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.65 2 1.30 14,300
County/City Jones Ave US 441 Lake Co. Line Widen to 4 Lanes 3.17 2 6.34 12,780
County/City Chuluota Rd (CR 419) Lake Pickett Rd SR 50 Widen to 4 Lanes 1.95 2 3.90 12,870
County/City Story Rd 9th St Carter Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.64 2 1.28 14,040
County/City Roberson Rd Windermere Rd Maguire Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.00 2 2.00 12,780
County/City Clarke Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Hackney-Prairie Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.78 2 1.56 12,780
County/City Reams Rd Center Dr CR 535 Widen to 4 Lanes 1.94 2 3.88 15,930
County/City Story Rd Carter Rd Bowness Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.13 2 2.26 14,040
County/City Wallace Rd Apopka-Vineland Rd Dr. Phillips Blvd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.50 2 1.00 15,930
County/City Plymouth-Sorrento Rd Schopke Rd SR 429 Widen to 4 Lanes 2.80 2 5.60 29,970
County/City Lake Pickett Rd Percival Rd South Tanner Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.25 2 2.50 12,780
County/City Ponkan Rd Round Lake Rd Plymouth-Sorrento Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 2.62 2 5.24 12,870
County/City Ocoee-Apopka Rd Fullers Cross Rd West Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.53 2 1.06 12,780
County/City Chuluota Rd (CR 419) Seminole Co. Lake Pickett Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.79 2 3.58 14,300
County/City Kelly Park Rd Round Lake Rd Plymouth-Sorrento Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 2.03 2 4.06 12,870
County/City Raleigh St Poppy Ave Willie May's Pkwy Widen to 4 Lanes 0.64 2 1.28 14,040
County/City Lake Pickett Rd SR 50 Percival Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.07 2 2.14 15,930
County/City Lakewood Ave Fullers Cross Rd Pat's Lane Widen to 4 Lanes 0.28 2 0.56 12,780
County/City Pope St Young Pine Rd Innovation Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.95 2 3.90 15,930
County/City Young Pine Rd Pope Rd Lee Vista Blvd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.80 2 1.60 15,930
County/City Bowness Rd/Kissimmee Ave Story Rd/Geneva St Kissimmee Ave Widen to 4 Lanes 0.19 2 0.38 14,040
County/City Rose Ave Beggs Rd Maitland Blvd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.99 2 1.98 15,930
County/City Valencia College Ln Frontage Rd Econlockhatchee Tr Widen to 4 Lanes 1.01 2 2.02 15,930
County/City Wallace Rd Dr. Phillips Blvd Turkey Lake Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.02 2 2.04 14,040
County/City White Rd Montgomery Ave Clarke Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.64 2 1.28 14,040
County/City Windermere Rd Roberson Rd Maguire Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.83 2 3.66 12,780
County/City Apopka-Vineland Rd AD Mims Rd Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.67 2 3.34 12,780
County/City Boggy Creek Rd Tradeport Dr Dowden Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 1.31 2 2.62 15,930
County/City Lake Margaret Dr Bumby Ave Semoran Blvd Widen to 4 Lanes 2.60 2 5.20 14,040
County/City Winegard Rd Sand Lake Rd Lancaster Rd Widen to 4 Lanes 0.85 2 1.70 14,040




Transit Capital Costs — Multi-Modal Fee

To convert the roadway impact fee into a multi-modal fee, the marginal cost of adding transit
infrastructure needs to be considered. This section details the difference in cost per person-mile
of capacity between expanding a roadway without transit amenities versus expanding a roadway
with transit amenities. This calculation also accounts for the change in roadway person-miles of

capacity that occurs when a bus is on the road.

First, Table B-8 calculates the person-miles of capacity added for each new transit vehicle on the
road. This calculation adjusts for the fact that buses have a significantly higher person-capacity
than passenger vehicles. This table also identifies transit capital cost variables that will be used
to calculate the added capital cost of constructing/expanding a roadway with transit facilities.

Next, Table B-9 combines the roadway VMC and the transit PMC to calculate the marginal change
in cost per PMC. First, the roadway characteristics, including cost and capacity, were used to
calculate the roadway cost per VMC for a generic 26-mile roadway segment. Then, an adjustment
factor was applied to recognize that incorporating transit along a segment of roadway decreases
the vehicle-capacity as the bus makes intermittent stops and interrupts the free-flowing traffic.
As shown in Table B-9, the bus blockage adjustment factor is much higher for a 2-lane roadway
than for a 4-lane roadway. On a 2-lane road, all cars get caught behind the bus during a stop,
while on a 4-lane roadway, there is an unobstructed travel lane that cars can use to pass-by or
maneuver around the slower transit vehicle. This adjusted VMC was then converted to PMC using
the vehicle-miles to person-miles adjustment factor (1.40) previously discussed in this report.
The additional person-capacity from the buses was added to the adjusted roadway PMC. The
person-miles of capacity that a transit system would add to the stretch of roadway (Table B-8)
mitigates the decrease in vehicle-miles of capacity due to the bus blockage adjustments.

Next, the capital cost of transit infrastructure was added to the capital cost of the roadway
expansion for both new road construction (0 to 2 lanes) and lane addition (2 to 4 lanes). With the
transit infrastructure included, the updated cost per PMC was calculated, which now reflects the
total cost of building a new road with transit or expanding a roadway and adding transit
amenities. When compared to the cost per PMC for simply building/expanding a roadway
without transit, the added cost of transit is between two (2) percent and five (5) percent.

As a final step, the increased costs were then weighted by the lane mile distribution of new road
construction and lane addition improvements in the Metroplan 2040 Long Range Transportation
Plan. As shown, the plan calls for a higher number of lane addition improvements through 2040.
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When the marginal cost of transit is included and weighted by this ratio, the resulting percent
change is approximately 2.66 percent. Essentially, adding transit does not have a significant
effect on the cost per person-mile of capacity for new road construction and lane addition

improvements.

As it is currently structured, the transit model detailed in Tables B-8 and B-9 assumes that transit-
miles and road-miles will be added to the system at the same rate. If the County builds more
transit-miles, this will increase the bus traffic on existing roads, adding more stops, higher stop
frequency, and creating additional bus blockage. As a result, the capital cost per person-mile for
a roadway with transit would increase in relation to the ratio of added transit-miles vs. roadway-
miles. For example, if the transit-mile investment was double that of roadway
construction/expansion, the 2.66 percent change calculated in Table B-9 would increase to
approximately 5.32 percent. The annual construction figures for transit-miles and road-miles
should be tracked by the County and adjusted for in subsequent transportation impact fee
update studies.
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Appendix C: Credit Component

This appendix presents the detailed calculations for the credit component. Of the available

funding sources, County fuel taxes that are collected in Orange County are listed below, along

with a few pertinent characteristics of each.

1. Constitutional Fuel Tax (2¢/gallon)

Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county. Collected in
accordance with Article XII, Section 9 (c) of the Florida Constitution.

The State allocated 80 percent of this tax to Counties after first withholding amounts
pledged for debt service on bonds issued pursuant to provisions of the State Constitution
for road and bridge purposes.

The 20 percent surplus can be used to support the road construction program within the
county.

Counties are not required to share the proceeds of this tax with their municipalities.
Orange County currently dedicates these revenues to capacity improvements and
operations/maintenance.

2. County Fuel Tax (1¢/gallon)

Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county.

Primary purpose of these funds is to help reduce a County’s reliance on ad valorem taxes.
Proceeds are to be used for transportation-related expenses, including the reduction of
bond indebtedness incurred for transportation purposes. Authorized uses include
acquisition of rights-of-way; the construction, reconstruction, operation, maintenance,
and repair of transportation facilities, roads, bridges, bicycle paths, and pedestrian
pathways; or the reduction of bond indebtedness incurred for transportation purposes.
Counties are not required to share the proceeds of this tax with their municipalities.
Orange County currently dedicates these revenues to capacity improvements and
operations/maintenance.

3. 1% Local Option Tax (up to 6¢/gallon)

Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within a county.

Proceeds may be used to fund transportation expenditures.
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e To accommodate statewide equalization, all six cents are automatically levied on diesel
fuel in every county, regardless of whether a county is levying the tax on motor fuel at all
or at the maximum rate.

e Proceeds are distributed to a county and its municipalities according to a mutually agreed
upon distribution ratio, or by using a formula contained in the Florida Statutes.

e QOrange County currently dedicates a small portion to capacity expansion, with most of

these revenues going towards operations/maintenance.

Each year, the Florida Legislature’s Office of Economic and Demographic Research (EDR)
produces the Local Government Financial Information Handbook, which details the estimated
local government revenues for the upcoming fiscal year. Included in this document are the
estimated distributions of the various fuel tax revenues for each county in the state. The 2019-
20 data represent projected fuel tax distributions to Orange County for the current fiscal year.
Table C-1 shows the distribution per penny for each of the fuel levies, and then the calculation of
the weighted average for the value of a penny of fuel tax. The weighting procedure takes into
account the differing amount of revenues generated for the various types of fuel taxes. It is
estimated that approximately $7.2 million of annual revenue will be generated for the County

from one penny of fuel tax in Orange County.

Table C-1
Estimated Fuel Tax Distribution Allocated to Capital Programs for
Orange County & Municipalities, FY 2019-20'%)

Tax Amount of Levy Total Distribution
per Gallon Distribution per Penny
Constitutional Fuel Tax $0.02|  $12,989,743 $6,494,872
County Fuel Tax $0.01 $5,714,513 $5,714,513
1st Local Option (1-6 cents) $0.06 $46,070,352 $7,678,392
Total $0.09 $64,774,608
Weighted Average per Pennym $7,197,179

1) Source: Florida Legislature’s Office of Economic and Demographic Research,
http://edr.state.fl.us/content/local-government/reports/ --

2) The weighted average distribution per penny is calculated by taking the sum of the total
distribution and dividing that value by the sum of the total levies per gallon (multiplied by 100).

Capital Improvement Credit - Roadways

A revenue credit for the annual expenditures on roadway capacity-expansion projects in Orange
County is presented below. The components of the credit are as follows:
e City (Orlando) capital project funding (cash funding)
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e County capital project funding (cash funding)
o INVEST, fuel tax, proportionate fair share fund
o LYNX capital contribution
o Ad Valorem funding (separate credit calculations are included in Appendix D)

e State capital project funding

The annual expenditures from each revenue source (except for ad valorem tax revenues) are
converted to equivalent fuel tax pennies to be able to create a connection between travel by
each land use and non-impact fee revenue contributions. In the case of ad valorem tax revenues
used toward capacity expansion projects, the credit is based on average taxable value of each
land use. These calculations are included in Appendix D.

City Capital Project Funding (Roads ONLY)
A review of Orlando’s future roadway financing programs indicate that the City is primarily

funding roadway capacity-expansion improvements with fuel tax revenues. As shown in Table C-
2, a City credit of 0.1 pennies will be included in the roadway impact fee calculation.

Table C-2
City Fuel Tax Equivalent Pennies - Roadways

Cost of Number of Revenue from  Equivalent

Projects Years 1 Penny? Pennies”
Fuel Tax Expenditures (FY 2019-2023)" $2,580,000 5 $7,197,179 $0.001
Total $0.001

1) Source: Table C-8
2) Source: Table C-1
3) Cost of projects divided by number of years divided by revenue from 1 penny (Item 3) divided by 100

County Capital Project Funding (Roads ONLY)
A review of the County’s future roadway financing programs indicated that a combination of fuel

tax, INVEST, and proportionate fair share revenues are used to fund roadway capacity expansion
projects, in addition to ad valorem funds (see Appendix D) and impact fee funds (not credit
eligible). As shown in Table C-3, Orange County uses 4.9 equivalent pennies for capacity-
expansion projects such as new road construction, lane additions, and intersection

improvements.
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Table C-3
County Fuel Tax Equivalent Pennies - Roadways

Cost of Number of Revenue from Equivalent
Source 3) @

Projects Years 1 Penny Pennies
Fuel Tax/Prop. Share Exp. (FY 2019-2023)" $43,060,482 5 $7,197,179 $0.012
INVEST, CIP funds" $132,953,070 5 $7,197,179 $0.037
Total $176,013,552 $0.049

1) Source: Table C-9
2) Source: Table C-9
3) Source: Table C-1
4) Cost of projects divided by number of years divided by revenue from 1 penny (Iltem 3) divided by 100

State Capital Project Funding (Roads ONLY)
In the calculation of the equivalent pennies of fuel tax from the State, expenditures on roadway

capacity-expansion spanning a 10-year period (from FY 2010 to FY 2019) were reviewed. From
these expenditures, a list of improvements was developed, including lane additions, new road
construction, intersection improvements, interchanges, traffic signal projects, etc. The use of a
10-year period, for purposes of developing a State credit for roadway capacity-expansion
projects, results in a stable credit, as it accounts for the volatility in FDOT spending in the county

over short periods of time.

The total cost of the historical roadway capacity-expansion projects:
e FY 2010-2014 work plan equates to 9.1 pennies
e FY 2015-2019 work plan equates to 8.0 pennies

The combined weighted average over the 16-year period of state expenditure for capacity-
expansion roadway projects results in a total of 9.3 equivalent pennies. Table C-4 documents
this calculation. The specific projects that were used in the equivalent penny calculations are
summarized in Table C-4.

Table C-4
State Fuel Tax Equivalent Pennies - Roadways
Cost of Number of Revenue from Equivalent
Projects Years 1 Penny” Pennies'”

Source

Historical Work Program (FY 2015-2019)" $286,550,946 5 $7,197,179 $0.080
Historical Work Program (FY 2010-2014)? $328,449,775 5 $7,197,179 $0.091
Total $615,000,721 10 $7,197,179 $0.085

1) Source: Table C-10

2) Source: Table C-10

3) Source: Table C-1

4) Cost of projects divided by number of years divided by revenue from 1 penny (Iltem 3) divided by 100
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Capital Improvement Credit — Multi-Modal

For the multi-modal fee, the capital improvement credit includes the roadway expenditures
previously detailed along with the capacity-expansion expenditures for multi-modal

improvements in Orange County.

City Capital Project Funding (Multi-Modal)

A review of Orlando’s future transportation financing programs indicate that the City is primarily
funding capacity-expansion improvements with fuel tax revenues. As shown in Table C-5, a City
credit of 0.3 pennies will be included in the multi-modal transportation impact fee calculation.

Table C-5
City Fuel Tax Equivalent Pennies — Multi-Modal
Cost of Number of Revenue from Equivalent
Source . @) . ()
Projects Years 1 Penny Pennies
Fuel Tax Expenditures (FY 2019-2023)" $12,561,000 5 $7,197,179 $0.003
Total $0.003

1) Source: Table C-8

2) Source: Table C-1
3) Cost of projects divided by number of years divided by revenue from 1 penny (Iltem 3) divided by 100

County Capital Project Funding (Multi-Modal)

As shown in Table C-6, when capacity funding for multimodal projects is considered, Orange
County uses 5.4 equivalent pennies from non-impact fee and non-ad valorem funding for projects
such as new road construction, lane additions, transit lanes, sidewalks, and intersection

improvements. A separate ad valorem credit analysis is located in Appendix D.

Table C-6
County Fuel Tax Equivalent Pennies — Multi-Modal
Cost of Number of Revenue from Equivalent
Soufrce Projects Years 1 Penny™ Pennies"
y

Fuel Tax/Prop. Share Exp. (FY 2019-2023)" $53,060,482 5 $7,197,179 $0.015
INVEST, CIP funds'? $132,953,070 5 $7,197,179 $0.037
LYNX Capital Contribution® $1,793,000 1 $7,197,179 $0.002
Total $187,806,552 $0.054

1) Source: Table C-9

2) Source: Table C-9

3) Source: LYNX Funding Detail Report, September 2019

4) Source: Table C-1

5) Cost of projects divided by number of years divided by revenue from 1 penny (Item 3) divided by 100
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State Capital Project Funding (Multi-Modal)
In the calculation of the equivalent pennies of fuel tax from the State, expenditures on

transportation capacity-expansion spanning a 10-year period (from FY 2010 to FY 2019) were
reviewed. From these, a list of improvements was developed, including lane additions, new road
construction, intersection improvements, interchanges, traffic signal projects, vehicle
acquisition, capital for fixed route service, sidewalks etc.

Several of the transit expenditures did not contain enough detail to determine if the expenditure
was capacity expansion or operations/maintenance. For example, vehicle purchases are grouped
into a single expenditure without indicating if the vehicles are replacements or are associated
with expanded service. Therefore, the total transit expenditures were adjusted to 60 percent to
account for the portion of expenditures associated with operations/maintenance. The use of a
60 percent adjustment factor was based on the distribution of Section 5307 expenditures
projected in the County’s latest Transit Development Plan.

The total cost of the historical transportation capacity-expansion projects:
e FY 2010-2014 work plan equates to 13.4 pennies
e FY 2015-2019 work plan equates to 14.6 pennies

The combined weighted average over the 10-year period of state expenditure for multi-modal
capacity-expansion projects results in a total of 14.0 equivalent pennies. Table C-7 documents
this calculation. The specific projects that were used in the equivalent penny calculations are
summarized in Tables C-10 and C-11.

Table C-7
State Fuel Tax Equivalent Pennies
Cost of Number of Revenue from  Equivalent
Source i 3) . (@
Projects Years 1 Penny Pennies
Historical Work Program (FY 2015-2019)" $525,208,503 5 $7,197,179 $0.146
Historical Work Program (FY 2010-2014)(2) $483,685,935 5 $7,197,179 $0.134
Total $1,008,894,438 10 $7,197,179 $0.140

1) Source: Table C-11

2) Source: Table C-11

3) Source: Table C-1

4) Cost of projects divided by number of years divided by revenue from 1 penny (ltem 3) divided by 100

Tindale Oliver Orange County
September 2020 C-6 Transportation Impact Fee

101



€20T-6TOT A4 ‘dID opuelQ jo A1) :@24nos

[08°LS  |000°028$ 000008$ IepoN-RININl - |ej0L
)LSS 000°0LSS 000°00€S speoy - |ejoL
)0SS 0$ 000°052S SOA - sjuawanosdw| aAlIQ BIUIBIIA|  TOO0-dSL-6T
0TS 000°00TS 000°00TS SOA SOA $3IPNIS dWI| [9ABJIL pue SJUNO) dIjedl| 9Z0-vEL-SO
0TS 000°00TS 000°00TS SOA - weJgoud Xemapis A1ajes [0oyds| 6€0-¢ZL-78
87°9S  |0S 0s SOA - ,S199436 219|dw0),, 19915 UosuIqoy|  Z00-dSL-6T
0TS 000°00T$ 000°00TS SIA SOA wa3sAg [eusis paziuaandwo) jeuol8ay| 00-SS/-T8
)LES 000°0LES 000°00TS SIA SIA suonesoq |eusisolyjel] MaN| T00-099-80
)STS 000°0STS 000°0STS SIA - uonejuaws|dw| ueld apPAdIg| 800-2T8-V6

020Z Ad

02/6102 Ad

6T/810C A4

Ayoede)
IEPON-I}NIA

Apede)
peoy

awep 19foid

/2207 Ad 01 6T/8T0C A4 ‘weadoud Jusawanosdwy jeyide) - opuepQ jo A

8-J 9|q¢elL




S 9£0'89.'STS LL6'SE9TTS :(LSIANI) [ePON-IINAl - |e3OL
S 00T'S90°0TS ¥6£067 VTS :(a4eys doud/xe] [and) [epoN-IINAl - |BIOL
S [9ETEEEvES 9ZL‘T6T'VES Aempeoy - |e301
00070055 S5€990°65 :(waJojep py) Aempeoy - |ero)
S 9£0'89/°STS LL6'SE9TTS :(LS3ANI) Aempeoy - |ej0L
'S 001'590'8S ¥6€°061°CTS :(24eys doud/xe] |ang) Aempeoy - |eroL
3 000°09L°TS 000°09L°T$ aJeys "doud/xe] [an4 SOA SOA MD uolie|eisu] |eusis 0zLe
y 000°000°ZS 000°000'TS 1S3ANI SIA SOA (354970 - Yj|JaWWINS) a18Nnbol4 oIS
y 00L'6€T°TS 00£'6€9'TS 1S3ANI SIA SIA (piHoge] - Y|JawwWNS) sweay 6€TS
0s 8LV'8YS waJojeA py SIA SIA u7 9383||0D eudeA - Adeda [44%5
0s 6767SSVS waJolep py S9A S9A ANy sexa] - Adeda TC1S
0$ 8L TYT'ES waJojep py SIA SIA (190 - dAr) aay uap|oH - AxedaT 60TS
000°00%S 000°009% waJo|eA py SIA - S}USWDUBYUT UBLIISIPAd S60S
> 000°059% 000°0S6'TS 1S3ANI SIA SOA (asnoy - mesexdIyd) [1yn 1 0605
0S 000°07TS WwaJo|eA py S9A SIA Amid uoneunsag 6805
000'S20'vS SO0‘TEL'ES 1S3ANI SIA S9A py ¥3a4) AS3og S80S
0$ 000°0SS aleys "doud/xe] |sn4 SIA SIA Al "Ud S3y8i1aH usp|oH ¥80S
5 000°000'6% 000°000°SS WwaJolep py S9A - saueq ysued] dALIQ-| 0£0S
0$ 00T$ aJeys ~doud/xe] [an4 SIA SIA Apnis py Aingpoom 6505
0s 000°0SC'TS aJeys ~doud/xe] [an4 SOA S9A (u7 Asn| 01 py uewnyary) Jdw) 1S ysio ey €€0S
9LT'6LY'TS 0% 1S3ANI SIA SIA (uap|oH - 3pY deQ) aAy sexa] LT0S
5 000°00.°0TS 000°005°TS L1S3ANI SOA S9A (0G ¥S - 1l'y4apun ¥17) |1edL uod3 ¥20s
0$ 076'SSTS aJeys "doud/xe] |an4 SOA SOA MOUY H 23e[|IA S YD 9005
> 091°9t6'TS TLT96LS 1S3ANI S9A SOA PY Y20[INDIN S00S
Ow vﬁw\mmm a2Jeys .on_n._\xm._. 19n4 SOA SOA
: Pp— ; py elon|ny) ¥00S
5 000'82C‘TS 000°619% 1S3ANI SOA SOA
000°00SS 00T$ WwaJolep py SIA SOA auel-9/Amd 3unoj uyor 100S
y 000°00€S 000°00TCS$ aJeys "doud/xe] |an4 SIA SOA (A3D 159404 - 190) uBdIBWY ||V L60€
y 000°000°€S 000°005°€$ aJeys "doud/xe] |an4 SOA SOA (b-1 - K15 159104) pA[g Apauuay| 960¢
> 000°009$ 0s 1S3ANI S9A SOA
0S 000°000'TS WwiaJo|eA pY SIA SIA Apnis ued| d1ewiyn JQ |euolleUIBIU| ¥L0€
0$ 00T$ waJojep py SOA SOA Apnis uoisuaix3 py uewry €L0€
3 000°000°ZS 000°000C$ aleys "doud/xe] |an4 SIA - M-D weudoud ¥|emapis T8¢
000°S$ 000°SS aJeys "doud/xe] |an4 SOA SOA a3eulesq '3 MOY 99/7
S 0s 000°007S 1S3ANI SIA SOA (ueag-9ey) Amyd Anoud 7SLT
S 00T'000°€S 00T‘005°€S aleys "doud/xe] |an4 SIA SIA MD/QIM U01103s193U] e

Apede) Apede) LRl JaquinN
IepoIN-IINIAI peoy pafoid
2/2202 Ad 01 6T/8T0Z Ad ‘wesdoud Juawanoiduwyi jeyde) - Ayuno) adueaQ

6-J d|qel

AM 02/610Z Ad 6T/8T0Z A4 Suipuny




10C Ad

€T0C Ad

CT0Z Ad

TTO0Z Ad

0T0Z Ad

uonduasag Xunjm

uonduasag

[0 us oll OVCES Us WALOAS/54I1AaU 10aLNOOD Jladval SLIWTT ALID OUNV IO NIRLIN 31aV) J1LdO addald aUIMALID|  CTI608(lV
0s$ 0S orz'60vS 0$ INJLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD DI44VHL SLIAIT ALID OGNVTYO NIHLIM 318V DI11dO Y34l IAIMALID| T-98687H
90T'TS €85VTS 901°0¢S$ 0s$ 0$ LININIAOYAINI SdO J144vH L AAT9 ADILVYHLS 40 M OL 0S ¥S 40 N INOYH vEr ¥S| T-7S68Ch
0$ 0v8s ¥8L'€6TS 0$ INJLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD J144vHL| (SNOILYIOT 2) IWILSAS TOYLNOD DI44VHL ¥a ¥ILYM3IDA3I 3 (QOYNIATOD) TSS ¥S| 1-8858TH
0$ 0$ 0$ 189°167$ LININIAOYdIAI NOILDISHILNI NOILD3ISHILNI AATE NV NOTVAVY 1V AVM NHVd ISYHD QHOJ¥ILYM| T-v818TH
0$ 0$ 0$ 620°9/TS 31vadN 1YNDIS J144VdL INVT TIVHLSIM LV AVOY ¥3T13N| T-€608TH
vILS 718°€6$ L0L VS 0% LNINIAOYDIAI NOILDISHILNI TIVYL XMYHMOW 40 S OL @4 ANO10D @10 40 N INOYd INVT J1LSIHL HIYON| Z-TS8/tv
0$ 0% 0$ £36'Sv2S NOILDNYLSNOD AVOY MIN[4IWYIANIM LNOGYANNOY MIN INNIAY Y¥Vd ANV QVOY JHINOVIN NOILDISYILNI| T-vTTLTh
9T$ 1€8°L€CS SE6'TVETS ¥60°€S 0% LININIAOYdIAI NOILDISHILNI avoy 390a1¥yV0 OL AVOY 133YLSANYT NOYA (THy SN) 005 ¥S| T-L¥0LTh
0S 0S 0s$ 0s 31VAdN 1YNOIS DI44vH L (3TONIINIS “Y1032S0 ‘IONVYHO) ONIWILIY TYNOIS DI44vHL| S-9v0LCh
0TSS 8/¥'38%S ¥v8'88%S 001°88%S 0S8'ELYS 31vAdN TYNOIS DI44VYL IAIMALNNOD ONINILIY TYNDIS J144VYL ALNNOD IONVHO| 2-9%0LTh
0S$ 0S 0s$ 00T ¥ST'ES SLI¥IHIO|  WILSAS OONVTYO NMOLNMOQ SLI d3ZI431LNdINOD TYNOIDIY 3aV4DdN/aNVdX3| T-Tveocy
0s$ 0$ 0$ 169°0095 INILSAS/SIDIAIA TOULNOD Jl44VHL SNOILD3SYILNI SHS-440 IAIMALID OANVTHO INILISAS SdO INODILO| z-€€8STh
0$ 0$ 0$ ¥20'980'TS INILSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD JIH4VHL STVYNDIS IWILSAS-NO IAIMALID OANVTYO INFLSAS SdO INODILIO| T-£€8STh
] 90199 €09'759'CS 0$ 0$ LININIAOYdINI SdO J144VHL 133415 H1¥E OL A 39AIYNVO INOYS Ttr SN 00S ¥S| T-0ESvey
SPS'TS ¥66°SYS Y1165 678'0S€$ 0% LNINAd 31VLNIGVHIY 8 SINV1 aaV (3IAV ANVILIVIN) £ZF 4D OL (¥-1) 00% ¥S INOY4 (A9 ANVILIVIN) 1Y ¥S| T-LTCvey
88T$ 600'98Y$ GST'9L0'TS 0$ 0% LNINIAOYAINI SdO D144vH L LNINIAOYAIAI SdO D144vH1 1D3SHILNI AV OILVYOH LV (26/LT SN) 009/ST ¥S| 1-958€Th
0$ 0% 0$ 0% STYNOIS Jl44VH L IAIYA TYNOILYNYIALNI LV SES ¥S| T-620€Ch
0$ ¥S.2SS 6C¥'90€S 0% (S)ANVI NYNL 1431aaV| AOYdI ALI4VS NVIYLSIAId NOILDISHYILNI/IAV IONVIO @ (MVISYIATIS) 8sv US| T-crceey
0$ 0$ 0$ TEY'S9S STYNOIS JI44VH L NOILVTIVLSNI TYNDIS DI44V¥d L Ha VIOANOD @ (Q¥ AODIN) Z8% ¥S| T-L1TTty
s 0vS'0LT'SS 0$ 0s$ G8T°00€S LNIANIAOYINI SdO D144vH L AaA19 TYSHYIAINN 40 M O1 AYOY 39d1Y VO INOYH IAIYA TYNOILYNYILNI| T-852/T¥
1€09$ 972't80'vTS €ST°0€2°0TS 66.'£88'95 T6€TS ALIDVAVD JUNLNS - AVM 40 LHOIY NOILISINDJV MOY IDNVAQVY IAIMALNNOD IONVHO| T-v2/9TH
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0v9'68%S LNINIAOYIAI NOILDISHILNI LNOW3NV1 OL (STIIN) Z6-LT INOY4 YOAIYY0D NVIYLSIATd 9ZF ¥S/LTS US| T-89€9TH
ves 0S$ 0S 0s$ 0s STVYNOIS D144VHL IAIMA ADYIN LV 0S ¥S| Z-666¥7TH
€0TS 9207895 ¥29'sS 0$ 0S STYNDOIS Jl44vH L QY TIVAONIYDS OL NOLHIATIS/HSIYYVd 313d INOYH 0S ¥S| T-666¥TH
6€8S v06'72LS 907'€89% 979'799% LP0'€€9S STYNOIS DI44vYL SLOVHYLNOD ONIYIINIONT DI44VdL IONVYO| S-6T0ETY
z$ 16%'8$ $55°096S SOT'LSYS 996°6E€'8TS 1DNYLSNODIY B SINVT AQV (AVM 1138 NYILSIM) 621 S Q¥ NOTVAY 40 M INOY4 0S ¥S| T-€860TH
0s$ 0% 0$ 0$ SLNINIAOYAINI HOAIYY0D NVadN| AV JOYNOI OL 1S WVHONILLON 40 S INOY4 AV OGNVIHO (26/4T SN) 009/ST ¥S| z-62v80r
0$ LTVS €185 0% L1DNYISNODIY 8 SINV1 Aav SSVYdYIAO AY INVT ANVS 787 ¥S LV AVAMNYYA DNNOA NHOf|  9-€¥T/0V
LS 0$ 0$ 0$ 0% L1ONY1ISNODIY 8 SINV1 Aav AVMYYYd ONNOA NHOM 40 M OL AA18 TVSYIAINN INOY Y INVT ANVS 287 ¥S| S-EVTLOP
L19$ 0$ 0$ 0$ 0% LDONYISNODIY B SINV1 Aav AA19 TYSYIAINN OL ¥a TYNOILYNYILNI 40 M INOYd Y INVT ANVS 287 ¥S| v-E¥TLOP
65S 960'509'TS 8TL'8LT'TS vTS08Y'ETS 750°€STTS LDNYISNODIY B SINV1 aav 4a SLNIAISTYd OL AY INV1 AINYNL INOYL (QY INVT ANVS)Z8Y US| €-E¥TLOV
0$ 6%9$ €TS 8/T'TS LINWAd 3LVLII9VHIY 8 SINVT aaV 7IVHL INOSSO19 3IDNVHO OL INIINYNL YIAO 39AI¥E 40 ANI 3 INOYH Z8Y ¥S| T-E¥TLOV
0ET'TS 96.'90€S 6T6'LET'VTS IMWTTES 0% LDNY1ISNODIY ® SINV1 Aav a4 SINOH AO0D 40 M OL TIVIA SYVO LSIM 40 3 INOY4 0G ¥S| S-SES6ET
BETS Tve'6vS T9¥'L€6S LLE'19SS 088'TSS'TS LDNY1ISNODIY ® SINV1 aay @Y STIIH INId OL @Y SINOH 00D INOY4 0S ¥S| v-SES6EC
LLTS 755'ST9S 080°S7ZS 977'v6S ¥T¥'290'TS LDNYISNODIY B SINV1 aav TIVIN SYVO 1SIM 40 3 OL (AVML138 NYILSIM) 621 ¥S 05 S| €-SES6ET
8YTS £88'685 70T'vTe'ss 187815 159675 L1DNY1ISNODIY ® SINV1 Qv a4 NOTVAV OL NdL SdIAVY 3 INOYH 0S ¥S| Z-SES6ET
[TES 688'77CS 70S°06€'CS 0T8'€S 0$ 1ONYISNOD3Y 8 SINV1 AV @Y 43AVHS 01 0S ¥S INOY4 ONINIAIM (AVMIEVd DNNOA NHOT) €27 US| €-96¥6€C
PrTS 89%'28¢S 689765 885'99¢'StS TE0'CEES NOILDNYLSNOD AVOoH MIN (4a ¥31YM3IDA3) 2k ¥S O1 aY ¥IAVHS INOY4 NOISNILXI ¥EV/ETr US| ¢-96v6€C
6€S 9/0'8CS 69.%09'TS vSLTTS 0% 1DNY1SNODIY 8 SINV1 Aav INIM 0D JTONINIS OL ¥A ¥ILYMIDAT b2t dS INOYd ALID 1SIHO4 eV US| T-2eveee
396 977'8.9'8S LL0"90TS 816'€S 95/'STS L1DNY1ISNODIY ® SINV1 AQV Q@ IV 13YD3S 40 3 OL INIT 0D INV1 INOY4 (26T SN) 0ES ¥S| T-v0E6ET
0$ 0% 0$ 000'90TS L1ONYISNODIY ® SINV1 Aav 0S ¥S OL a4 AOYNOD 40 'S ,00LT INOY¥4 AVOY NVINNYIN SEV ¥S| T-8876€C
0$ 0$ 0s$ 0% LDNYISNODIY B SINV1 aav avoy AVMNOD O1 9€¥ S 40 M INOY4 JAY HINJ4OH ST ¥S| #-99Z6€C
Tv9S 6€0'TSS 0£LTTTS 678'SYLS SL6'S0TS LDNY1ISNODIY 8 SINV1 Aav 9 ¥S 40 M OL AA1E VISIA 33740 N INOY4 (@Y YINJHOH) ST HS| €-9976€C
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% LINWAJ 3LVLITIGVHIY 8 SINVT aaV 075 ¥S 01 Q¥ VLONTNHD 0S S| 8-£076€C
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% LINWAJ 3LVLITIGVHIY 8 SINVT aaV ¥ VLONTNHD OL AMH AINIHD d10 40 LSV3 0§ ¥S| /-€0T6€C
902°0SS ¥S0'7STS 6€8'€8TS L€8L6YS L0¥'€69S LINWAJ 3LVLITIgVHIY 8 SINVT aav AMH AIN3HD @10 40 3 01 (Q¥ NV3a) 52 ¥D 40 3 INOYS (A TVINOTOD) 0§ ¥S| +-€0T6€T
000°6$ 98/'700'65 1T2'760'65 1/2°909°0TS 6/2'692'65 LINWAJ 3LVLITIgVHIY 8 SINVT aaV (@Y Nv3Q) Szv ¥D OL (AMYD) LT+H S 40 3 IINE'0 INOY4 0S HS| €-€076€T
T0v'sS 0SL'€S TLT'TLSS £09'8€5°CS LINWAd 3LVLI9VHIY 8 SINVT aav (AMYD) £Tt ¥S 40 M 1IN 0 OL 957 ¥S 40 M INO¥4 05 ¥S| z-€0z6€C
] 200'65 €EVS 0$ 0$ 1DNY1SNODIY B SINV1 Aav SAANVY PIINYNL 40 1SV OL AN 0D IV INOY4 0S ¥S| S-62¥8€C

Ad 01 0T0Z Ad weadoud Y40 Azuno) aduelsQ — G 19143s1Q ‘uonlelsodsued] jo Jusawpedaq epliojd

0T-J9|qelL




g 1013510 ‘10Q4 :924n0S

6Vb'8TES ‘¥T0Z-0T0¢C Ad Atewwing awelawi] - skempeoy - [eloL
626'T8S 059°282°05$ 6EV'6L8°69% €28°79¢'28$ YT'S66°ErS shempeoy - [ej01
03 03 03 03 NOILDNYLSNOD AVOoY MIN NOILD3SYILINI HA ¥IIYYVD OL 1X3 QY NVINNYI SEV ¥S| T-LTI8EVY
0$ 0s 0$ 0% SLI ¥3HLO AQN1S Y314V ANV 340439 ALI4VS ANV ALITIGON ALNDLY| T-ZvLTvy
0s$ 0% 0s$ 0% SLI ¥3HLO HOY¥V3S34 ALDLY 31DIHIA SNONONOLNY ANV A31DINNOD| T-Trithy
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% SLI ¥3HLO S3DINY3IS SNOILVIINNININOD ALNDLY OANVIHO| T-0vLThy
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% INTLSAS NOILVIINNIAINOD SLI TAV NIVHL HLIM 3DV4431INI TYNDIS Dl44VH1 IAILAVAY| T-6€LTY
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% INFLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD DI44VYL NOILVTIVLISNI 3DIA3d TYNDIS VI¥VY NV1dOYLIN 404 WDI| T-L89Tvt
0s$ 0S 0s$ 0% INJLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD DI44VYL| INILSAS/SIDIAIA T0YLNOD DI44VHL LINFNCINDT INDSLY FLONTY VIV NVIdOYLIN| T-0SSThy
0s$ 0s 0$ 0$ INFLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD JIH4VHL 123r0dd WI1SAS/SIDIAIA TOYINOD J144VdL IINAON SINLY ALNNOD IONVHO| T-6vSThy
0$ 0s 0$ 0% INJLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD Jl44vHL $3DIA3d T0YLINOD J144VdL IINAOCIN SIWLY OANVIHO 40 ALD| T-8¥Schy
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% INFLSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD Dl44VHL $3DIA3d TOYLNOD DI44VYL LNINDINDI INdSLY ALNNOD IONVHO| T-S¥SThy
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% INTLSAS/SIDINIA TOHLNOD Dl44VH L S3DIA30 TOYLNOD J144VY1 INdS1Y OANVTYO 40 ALID| T-vvSeiy
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% STYNDOIS Jl44VYL NOILVTIVLISNI STYNDIS - A4 YIAOOH A¥Y38-O LV 0S ¥S| 1-880Tt¥
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% STYNDIS Jl44VYL (NOILVZITYNDIS) JAIYA YDI4a3Y¥d LV 2SS ¥S| T-L80Th¥
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% INTLSAS NOILYIINNININOD SLI SAvoY JAIMALNNOD - 7# ISYHd IWLY ALNNOD I9NVHO| T-9T9T+¥
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% LNIWIAOYDIAI NOILDISYILNI a4 NV3a © aA19 ALISYIAINN|  T-06vTHY
0s$ 0S 0s$ 0$ LNIWIAOYIAI NOILDISYILNI Q¥ ANY1INIA @ QY INVT AINYNL/6EY ¥D| T-20VTHy
0$ 0S 0$ 0% LNIWIAOYAINI NOILDISYILNI vy SN @ QY ¥31avsS| T-00vIvy
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% LNIWIAOYAIAI NOILDISYILNI IAIYA ANOWVSOY 1V Tvy SN|  T-S6ETvY
0$ 0s 0$ 0% LNINIAOYANI NOILDISHILINI[  a¥vM OL (IAY OANVIYO/009 ¥S/26/LT SN) ST ¥S INOY4 (IAV SHNVAYIVH) 92 US| T-£6TTvy
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% INTLSAS NOILVIINNIAINOD SLI 3DIAY3S J1LLNHS AILVINOLNY 40N| 2-TZ80bY
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% AQN1S OW3/3®ad 075 ¥S 01 AVOY AYNGA0OM - (705 HS) AVMNYVd TVINOTOD ¥04 3%8Ad| T-vTE0vY
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% 31vAdN TYNOIS DI44vdL a4 a404 AYYND © ST HS| T-EE€T6EY
0$ 0$ 0S$ 0% LNSDIN DI44VYL TVIYILYY - SNLY $3AVYOdN TYNOIS J144VHL OANVTYO 40 ALID| T-vL06E¥
0s$ 0S 0s$ 0$ LININIAOYdINI SdO DI44VHL| AVOY Y31V 40 1SV3 OL AVOY H3ILYVD 40 1SIM INOY4 HA TVINOT0D 1SIM/0S ¥S| T-L6SLEY
0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ LININIAOYAIAI NOILDISYILINI| 28% ¥S 40 N OL (Y INVT ANVS) Z8% HS 40 S INOY4 ¢6-LT SN/T¥y SN/00S ¥S/009 ¥S| T-76SLEV
0$ 0% 0$ 0% STYNDOIS Jl44vH L STYNDIS J144V¥1 NVIY1S3Id3d 3AIMALID OANVTYO| T-80SLEV
0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ AQN1S OW3/3%8ad -1 0L AN ALNNOD V1032SO/IONVHO INOY4 Y ANVIINIA/SES ¥S| T-SLTLEV
0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0s STYNDOIS Jl44vH L 1S AFTVX 01 @Y NV ANYS 40 S INOY4 (009/00S ¥S) Tvy SN|  T-80S9€w
0$ 0$ 0$ 0% INLSAS NOILVINYOANI ¥3TIAVHL AQY HDOYV3S3Y V1va 919 40n| T-9vE9Er
0$ 0% 0$ 0% LNIWIAOYDIAI NOILDISYILNI AA19 SdITTIHd ¥a 1V Q¥ IDVIIVM| T-£8SSEV
867S 0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% LNIWIAOYDIAI NOILDISYILNI GES YS LV INNIAY ANVIINIA| T-0SSSEY
667°€S 0s$ 0$ 0s$ 0% INILSAS/SIDINIA TOYLNOD DI44VYL 3AIMALNNOD SNOILYDOT SNOIYVA LY SINLY ALNNOD IDNVYO| T-67SSEV
0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ LININIAOYIAI NOILDISHILNI INV1 HLYON L1V JAINA SYIMOd| T-LTSSEV
8TCS 0$ 0$ 0$ 0s LNIWIAOYAINI NOILDISYILNI AA19 31VH0dH0D LV (1IVHL VAVAVY) vEr US| T-92SSer
0$ 0$ 0$ 0s LNIWIAOYAIAI NOILDISYILNI SLNINIAOYAINI G MOYYY ANV JAV NITLYD 8 AV AINNIY ANV AV NIMLVD| T-SZSSev
905C$ 0$ 0$ 0$ 0s INJLSAS/SIDINIA TOULNOD Dl44VHL 3AIM ALNNOD (STYNDIS JAILdVAY) Ty SN/T8Y S| T-LT6vED
9% 0$ 0S 0$ 0S (S)aNVT NY¥NL aav 9€t US LV 285 US| T-v69vel
0$ 0$ 0$ 0s (M3N) 3DNVHIYILNI (452 dN) (16 ¥S/Z8Y YS) IDNVHIUILNI NdL/AY IV ANVS| T-€99€€r
543 €T€'809% 0% 0$ 0% LININIAOYdINI SO D144VHL|  FAVY NIATOH 40 HLYON OL A¥ a¥ NITLYO INV1 40 S INOY4 (IAV IONVHO) LTS S| T-879EEY
5 OET'TYES 0$ 0s$ 0% (S)anv1 N¥NL aav AaA19 LIWINNS ANVILIVIN LY 9M 7EY ¥S INOY4 (AA19 ANVILIVIN) 717 ¥S| T-TZ9€Er
765 087'0v6'€S 0$ 0s$ 0% LININIAOYAINI SAO DI44vHL (SNOILYD01 OML) SININIAOYINI AVOY NOILVLS TIVYNNS OONVIHO| T-0ETEEY
€ves 0$ 0s 0$ 0s LININIAOYAINI SdO JI44vH L 9EY YS 1V 92 ¥S| T-9¢¢CEr

v10C Ad €T0C Ad 10T Ad TTO0Z Ad 0T0Z Ad uonduasag Xwm uondunsag

Ad 01 0T0Z A4 weaSoud yioM Aluno) adueiQ - g pUISIg ‘uonzersodsuel] jo Juawiiedaq eprioj4
(penunuod) ot1-J 9|qeL



S 0% 0$ 0% 0% %09 31N0Y A3XI4 HO4 TVLIdVD 6€ES 23S XNAT ALIMOHLNY NOILYLHOdSNYYHL TYNOIDIY VAIHO14 TVHINID-IONVYHO| T-L66LEV
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ - MIVM3IAIS 133415 INILNVLSNOD OL SAINVY 8S LT ¥S INOYd JAIYA TVINOTOD LSV3/0S ¥S| T-6ELLEV
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ - MIVYM3IAIS 133415 390D OL 133Y1S HLOE INOYH VZ ISVH 1IV¥L INOSSOT8 IONVHO| T-G/SLEV
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 31NOY @3XI4 YO4 TVLIdVD ddO 40 SY3AAV1 D0¥d V4 SNE 8 SNY dSNVYL DIY 14 TVHLNID XNAT-IONVYO| T-08ZLEV
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY @3XI4 ¥O4 VLIdVD XNAT VEQ ALIYOHLNY NOILVLYOJSNVYL TYNOIDIY 14 TVHLINID| T-ZTLSEV
)00°5$ 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 S31aNLS OLd 153r0¥d LNNOD NVIY153a3d/31DAD18 OONVIHO NVIdOYLIN| T-£95G€Er
29%' 1025 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ - YIYM3AIS LNVY¥D ANN4 NOILYL1Y0dS NV¥L LNIWJO1IAIA DIWONODI OANVTYO 40 ALID| T-SGSSEV
)0STCS 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 S31aNLS OLd AQNLS OONVTYO NV1dOYLIN| T-ZSPSEY
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0% %09 3LNOY @3XI4 YO4 TV.LIdVD LIN3IJIND3 ANV S3SNEG Y04 TV.LIdVD L0ES NOILDIS VLIY4D| T-0SZSEY
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 LN3IWdINDI/STTIIHIA ISYHIUNd SI1DIHIA HO4 L NVYD ¥I¥dIY Q00D 40 ILVLS (VLY¥4D) XNAT-IONVHO| T-OvEEEY
S 0S 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 SLNIW3IAOYdNI A¥YAMIAIND a3XIH IAV IDNVHO OL AA1E HOIS INOY4 L3TULS VIGINNTOD| Z-0ETEEY
i 000°0£T'S$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY d3XI4 ¥04 TVLIdVD LIN3NAINDI 3SYHO¥Nd 1D310¥d 3LNOY Q3XI4 LOES NOILDIS XNAT| T-6ETZEY
DES 861°LS 0$ 0$ 0$ - MIVM3IAIS SNOILYO01 31dILTNIN SHTYM3IAIS TOOHIS AYVLNIWITI FUIHSHOOHE| T-6ZSTEY
S [S 0$ 0S 05 %09 $31aNLS OLd €0€S NOILD3S S3IANLS ONINNY1d 14O NV1dOYLIN-IONVHO| T-SOVTEY
25%'902S 20€'62L'TS TS 0$ 0% - MIVM3IAIS SAVOY 3LV1S NO SNOILYIO1 SNOIMVA SYTYM3AIS OANVIYO| T-7/90€v
I9ETS 009'9LTS £66'€965 000°007'TS 0$ - MIYM3IAIS AMH AINIHD @10 OL QY QY04 AY¥ND INOYH 9E US| T-95K0EY
S 000°000C$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 31N0OY A3XI4 YO4 VLIdVD £0€S NOILD3S V14 XNAT-3IONVYHO| T-v6Z0Ey
S 000000°ETS 0$ 0$ 0% %09 3LNOY @3XI4 ¥O4 V.LIdVD 7Y¥39IL-VY-0T-6550.10 :# ALINNLYOddO ONIANNS XNAT vEQ V.L¥4D| T-0STOER
i 0% TET'EETTS 0$ 0$ %09 SLNINIAOYdINI HOA19¥0D NVauN TIVYL NVEYN 60€S D35 XNAT VEA ALIMOHLNY SNVYL TYNOIDIY 14 TVYINID| T-coceey
505'29TS 905'8€0'TS 0$ 0$ 0$ - MIYM3AIS AA18 TVYLINID 40 S OL 1S 3¥0D 40 S NOYH Tvy SN[ T-vS06zy
S 0$ 0$ 0$ T0Z'6LS - MIYM3AIS TIVYL ISN-1ILTNIN MYV S31dI3d 13TH|  T-5288TY
(16'T9€'TS orvS 009'T$ 866'666'TS 0$ - MIVM3IAIS NOILVDOT IIYVA Il '8 | Hd LNINIAOYINI XTVM3IAIS OONVTYO JAIMALID| T-9v08ZY
S 607S 9/T'6VTS vL6'TYS 0$ - MIVYM3IAIS TIVYL QYIGYIANNHL OL 1IVHL NINONODTY INOYH TIVYL OHVdVYY| T-1S8LTF
S 0S 000056 0$ 0$ %09 ALIDVdVYD 8NH TYAOWY3LNI 60€S NOILD3S YHVd YILNIM 0D IONVHO| T-16L9TF
S 0$ 000°005$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD S1D3r0¥d 3LNOY d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD NVa¥N XNAT LOES NOILD3S VydV| T-65€9Zv
S 0$ 000°0007$ 0$ 0$ %09 31NOY @3XI4 YO4 1VLIdVD S12370¥d 3LNOY A3XI4 YO TVLIdVI NVEYN XNAT Z0ES NOILD3S vydv| T1-85€9zv
S 0% 000°000'2$ 0$ 0% %09 3LNOY A3XI4 YO4 VLIdVD $1330¥d 3LNOY d3XI4 YO TVLIdVI NVEYN XNAT LOES NOILD3IS VuYY| T-€9T9Z
i 0$ 000'090°C$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY 43XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD S123r0¥d ILNOY A3XI4 Y04 TYLIdVD NVEAYN XNAT Z0€S NOILD3S VydV| T-6519Zv
S 0$ 000°026'7$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD S123r0¥d 3LNOY A3XI4 Y04 TVILdVD NVAYN XNAT Z0ES NOILD3S Vydv| T-L0T9Zv
S 0$ ST9PPE'SS 0$ 0$ %09 31NOY A3XI4 YO4 VLIdVD $12310¥d 31LNOY d3XI4 YO TVLIdVD NVEYN XNAT LOES NOILD3IS YyYY| T-90T9Th
S 0% 000°005'8S$ 0$ 0% %09 3LNOY @3XI4 YO4 TVLIdVD S12310¥d 3LNOY d3XI4 YO4 TV.LIdVD NVEYN XNAT LOES NOILD3IS VyYY| T-v0T9Zh
S 0S 000052°2S 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY A3XI4 Y04 1VLIdVD S13310¥d 3LNOY A3XI4 HO4 TVLIdVI NVEYN XNAT LOES NOILD3IS VuYV| T-20T9Zh
9L 0LE'STS 0S 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY @3XI4 Y04 1VLIdVD 9T0Z-G6-14# LNVYD/LNINJINDI/SISNE YO4 T1V.LIdVD LOES NOILIIS VLH4D XNAT| T-ThvSey
S 0$ 0$ 000'926% 0$ %09 S31aNLS OLd 60€S# 1035 V14/40LVINJYID 1SIM-1SV3 HO4 SISATYNV OANVTYO 40 ALID| T-LEEVTY
S 0$ 0$ 8ZSE6T VS 0$ %09 31NOY @3XI4 YO4 TVLIdVD 60€S NOILD3S V.L4/SHOUNd SNE V14/XNATHLNY SNVYL ‘O34 VAIYO1d TVYLINID| T-SEEVTY
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0% %09 SLNIWIAOYINI A¥YMIAIND a3XIH 3av49dN OWINAT 60ES# NOILDIS (XNAT) V14D| €-S5ZvEy
i 0% 000'926'8% 0$ 0% %09 SLNINIAOYJINI AVM3IAIND a3XI4 60€G NOILD3S V14/IN3 LSAS ¥OLVINDYID/LSIM-LSYI OANVIHO (XNAT) VLD| Z-SSevey
S 000°0S.S 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 SLN3IW3AOYdNI AVYMIAIND a3XIH 3avY9dN OWINAT 60€S NOILI3S (XNAT) V.L4D| T-SSTvev
)00‘0SC'ES [ 0$ 0S 05 %09 SININIAOYAINI A¥YM3IAIND a3XI4 SLNINIAOYINI TVLIdYD 60€S# NOILDIS (XNAT) L¥4D| Z-€Sevey
)00'00S ‘€S 000'0SZ°€$ 0$ 0$ 0% %09 SLNIW3AOYdNI A¥YMIAIND a3XIH SLNIWIAOYdNI TV.LIdVD 60€S NOILDIS (XNAT) L¥4D| T-€ESTvew
5817065 TST'LTLS SLY'E0LS 0$ 0$ %09 S31aNLS OLd €0€S NOILD3S SIIANLS ONINNV1d OANV1Y0 NYIdOYLIN -IONVYEO| T-0Evzey
S 0% 0$ 79€'5/9$ ¥/8'999% %09 S31aNLS OLd dMdN €0€S NOILD3S O dIA OONVTHO NV1dOYLIN| T-8€90Z1
529°0L$ TL9'TS 60T'8TTCTS 0$ 705'66€$ - MIVYM3AIS SLNINIAOYdIANI LITYLS HOYNHD| T-vLL6TW
S 056'S65 VTS 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 31NOY @3XI4 YO4 TVLIdVD LIN3NdIND3I/SNE ISVHIYN LD3rO¥d ILNOY A3IXId LOES NOILDIS XNAT| Z-69T9TY
S 0$ TIY'095°TTS 00T'SYETTS 086T7ETTS %09 3LNOY A3XI4 ¥O4 VLIdVD LN3ININD3/SNE ISYHIUNd LD3r0¥d ILNOY A3IXI4 LOES NOILDIS XNAT| T-69T9T
i 0% 605'8€CS 0$ 000°0v¢$ %09 S31aNLS OLd AQNLS ONIMIAON INFLSAS LISNVYL DIY-IONVYEO| T-65¢STY
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD £0€S NOILD3S LY 0ddNS 8 LNIVIN/ILNOY A3XI4 TVLIdVYD XNAT-IONVYO| T-6VLvTy
$ 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY 43XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD £OES# NOILD3S V14 13N4 B LHOddNS ‘LNIVIA/3ILY A3XI4 TVLIdVI/XNAT-3IONVYEO| T-6vLvTv
S 0$ 000005$ 0$ 0% %09 NOILYLS NOILVLYOdSNVYHL dNand 60€S NOILD3S V.4 ¥ILNID TVAOWYILNI/ALD V10IDSO/IINNISSIN| T-82780%
i 0% 000°008% 0$ 0$ %09 SLNINIAOYJINI HOAI¥¥0D NVaYN 40QIYYO0D T6T SN SISATYNY SIAILYNYILTY XNAT-3IONVHO| T-0€690%
S 000°002'T$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 SLNINIAOYJINI YOAI¥¥0d NVaYN SISATVNY SIAILYNYILTV YOLDINNOD 42N 05 ¥S XNAT-IONVYO[ 1-82690%
S 0$ 0% 0$ G85°LSE'TS %09 31N0Y A3XI4 YO4 VLIdVD 60€S/L0€S NOILI3S V14 INAINDI AMH/SITDIHIA HOYNd XNAT/V1Y4D-IONVYO| T-0299%C
)00‘000°'T$ 0% 0$ 0$ 0% %09 3LNOY @3XI4 YO4 TV.LIdVD LOES # NOILJ3S dINDI/IAOYdINI ALITIOVA XNAT/VLY4D-IONVYO| 2-5659%C
S 0S 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY @3XI4 ¥O4 1VLIdVD LOES# NOILJ3S V14 LNIANAIND3I JIAOYdINI ALIMIDVA XNAT/VLY4D-IDONVHO| T-5659%C
S 0S 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY @3XI4 Y04 1VLIdVD LOES# NOILDIS SNVA ¥ILNIWINOD 40 3SYHOUNd XNAT/VLY4D-IONVYO| C-¥6597T
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD £0€S NOILD3S VL4 SNVA HILNWINOD 40 ISYHOUNd XNAT/VL¥4D-3ONVYO| T-v659vT
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 S31aNLS OLd LSNOD 8 ONI¥IINIONI DIV ANV LOES NOILIIS V.14 XNA1/VLY4D-IONVYEO| Z-TLS9vT
S 0S 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LN0Y d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD LOES# NOILJIS/LNINIINVH NI LISNVHL/LSISSY TVLIdVI XNAT/VLY4D-IDONVHO| T-2£59%C
i 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY A3XI4 Y04 1VLIdVD L1SNOD '8 ON3 DIV ANV ¥3LNID ONILYHIMO 40 NOISNVAX3 XNAT/VLY4D-IDONVHO| T-9559v¢C
)00°000CTS 0$ 0$ 0$ 0$ %09 3LNOY d3XI4 Y04 TVLIdVD ALNIDV4 SNOILYY3O 60€S NOILD3S ILNOY AIXI4 XNAT/VLY4D-IONVYO[ T-#vS9vT
S 0$ 0$ 0$ 0% %09 31NOY A3XI4 YO4 VLIdVD LNIAINDI AVMHDIH 8 J1DIHIA ISYHOUNd LOES IS XNAT/V1¥4D-IDONVYEO| T-E¥S9T
S 0$ 000°008°CTS$ 0$ 0% %09 3LNOY @3XI4 YO4 TVLIdVD ALITIDV4 SNOILVY3dO 60€S NOILD3S ILNOY Q3XI4 XNAT/VLY4D-IDONVHO| T-8ESIVT

€T0C Ad

20T Ad

TT0Z A4

0TOZ A4

juawisnipy

uonduISaQ XWHM

uondusag

Z Ad 01 0T0Z Ad weaSoud }4oM Auno) asuelQ — § PUISIQ ‘uoneliodsues) jo Juawiledaq eprioj4
TT-D 9|qel




L0l
0207 Jaquaidas

J9M|O 3jepulL

994 10edw) uoneuodsued | [4 %]
Auno) adueuQ

€T-D 9|qe] 99§ :924n0S

wijorsonsnels/uonewlsojulAsijod /A0S 10p eMy; MMM/ /:d11Y

90AL SPIYSA pue A1o591e) ABMUSIH AQ ZT0C - B3ed Po31e[9y PUE SIIIA] Ul PS|aABIL S0UEISIQ 9PIYIA [ENUUY

T-INA @]9BL ‘A UOIAS ‘ L/T0Z $211511031S AbmybiH ‘uoiieisiuiwpy AemysiH |esapad ‘uonjelsodsueld) jo Jusawiedaq ‘S'n :924N0S

(suoljjiw) sapiw| LEE‘€9ET

|[an4 pue agea|i |e30]

3dw 5°9 @ suojjen

Sdw g°ze @ suojjen

pawnsuo) |an4

zee'err 888 ver £69°20£°889°9¢ 62SVET00Z°86 |elol

v15°06v' 76V 80€'769'689'1T 90T'86LvST'0L ueqin 13410

8dw| z6°8T EVT'VTO6SE'ST €76'9L0'T08Y 0TT'LE6LSS ET jeany J2yao

(suoyjiw) suojje3| 888‘vzT G9SL€6'V8STT T9v'8€S'L6T L €0T'66E'L8EVT |eJny |elduyY 1Yo

%L %€6 000°000°LEE‘€9€‘C 000°000vLY ELT 000°000°€9868T°C |elol

%9 %6 000°000°S9T‘299°T 000°000°€8Y'S6 000°000°28999S'T ueqin 19410

%6 %16 000°000°617S‘€EE 000°000°'£0C‘T€ 000000 C€ 20E |einy J3yio

%ET %L38 000°000°€C9°£9¢€ 000°000'78L 91 000°'000°6€8°0C€E |einy |elduy J18ylo
Sdw 59 @ ddw gze @ S'9 €T

LINA U434

© (LININ) 1I9neI] JO SIJIIN SPPIYIA

ELEITE

[9Aea] 31e1s133u] Sulpn|ax3 — Aduaidiy3 |9n4 3|d1YaA 1010\ 3Sesany
<T-d3|qel




801

994 10edw) uoneuodsued |
Auno) adueuQ

€10 020t 4oqwiaidas
J9M|O 3jepulL

SNINYL
NOILVNISWOD ANV (;ST1IIHIA

SADIHIA JHOW HO 3HIL-9 1HOIN TV

SHONYL

YOLON TV NOILVNIEINOD
FIXV-Z LINN-ITONIS

siviolans
T-WA 318V1

*s3insas paysijqnd snojaaid yolew jou Aew 3 ‘a|qe|ieAe e1ep SAIdH 1591e| dY3 Uo paseq a.e eep LNA ()
‘pajanes) d|Iw-uosiad T = Paj|anes] 3[IW 3[IYaA
Jojow T ‘s)onJ3 AAeay pue yan.3 yun 3j8uls 104 ‘e3ep UoI1eIISISaU 3|2IYIA H|Od *1°Y |BNUUE BY3 PUB (SLHN) ASAINS [9ABIL P|OY3SNOH [BUOIIEN 600T 341 WO YMH4 94} Aq palewilsa st Aouednddo a|a1yan ‘T-IAIA 600 YHM Suruels ()
*Sq| 000°0T Suipaadxa Suiles YS19M 3|21YaA SS0IS B U0 Sa41} 9 1SED| 1B PUB SIIXY-Z 9ABY JBY] SHonJ) awed) 3(8uls - Jun-3[3uls (g)
*95eq|2ayM JO ssa|piedal s3|21yan Ayljian 1ods pue suea ‘syanul 1y ‘sied saduassed - s3|21Iyap Ain@ Y31 || "saydul TZT ueyl Jadie| (M) saseqaaym yum sa|d1yaa Aujian/uods
pue ‘syonuy dnyjoid ‘suen ‘sied saduassed as.ie| - g 8uo sajaIyaA Alng 817 saydul TZT Ueyl $sa| 40 03 [enba (INM) 5eqaaym e yim sa|21yan Ajjian Jods pue suea ‘syonuy Jysi| ‘saed saBuassed - g 1oys saa1yap Aing WS (z)
'sanbjuyaa) Suljapow Jo 150y B pue ‘e1ep dIIYIA }|0d 1Y 3yl Se yans
e1ep Jay1o (0T-AN PUe ‘6-AIN ‘T-AIAl) B1ep uoIIelISIBal 3121yan ‘(LZ-4IN PUe TZ-4IAl) e1ep uondwnsuod |any ‘e1ep (SINdH) walsAs Sulioluolp pue aduewiopad AemySiH paliodas a1e3s Suisn Aq spuasy |euolleu salewilss YMMHL 8yl (T)
pawnsuod |any jo uojjed
'8t S99 € 09 VL ST €L o'y ove 1ad pajaneuy s3|iw d5elany L10C
(suoj|es) spiyan
€59 8SL'E 91s 86v°0T TL9T 659 06€'C €5 17A% Jad uondwinsuod [any s3elany L10¢
(suoje8 puesnoyl)
180°TS6°LLT 9T¥'€96'SY YI6°8LT'6CT T95°€9€°0€ GG98'665°ST 6vL°99%'LE €TE0SET | 6TV'8SY S9T'ZTLT6 pawnsuod |an4 £L10C
(suorjiw)
L1v'T0S'S €65°L6T €7T918Y 061181 20T'9TT €0€'90T°T 0TT'S9€ [4:1 04 61660L'E (19NE41 O S3|IW-UOsI3d L10C
9J21yan Jad
68L'TT SEEVT v8Y'1T 16229 SEV'TT €YSTT TTSLT TIET L9V'TT pajanes] sa|iw agesany £L10C
E_ow_ﬁm_mw._
668°087'CLT 91Z'62¢'CT 8¥C'€55'0S¢C 81168'C 866'9€E'6 8.8°088'9S TET'E86 Y0T'STL'8 | OLE'TL9'E6T S3|DIYaA JojoW JO JaquinN L10C
LYETTT'E €65°L6C 8LELL8'T 06v°18T 20T'9TT 845959 LTTLT 6vT°0C 108°02CC (UEAIN puUE eany [B10L L10C
wI'ere'e 8TE'LST ¥28°990°C SOL'v8 (44N AA 9S0°TEY 8SETT ze9'eT 69L°SE9°'T ueqin |Iv £L10C
7€6'T89'T €81°56 789°995'T 8LY'TY 900vS €9C'TEE 0€L'8 9€0TT 0Ev'SET'T ueqin J{yio £10C
012'L9S vv8‘19 ZrT00S 14434 L19°8T £08'66 879'C 965°C 6E€°00V uequn aieissau| L10C
902°€96 S9z'ovT ¥SS0T8 S82°96 (0214434 Tes'see 0L8'S L15'9 2€0°S8S |edny ||V £L10C
797'8€eE L0T'1E ZrET0E vr9vT €95°9T 61188 986'T 8TL'C €T6'ETT |edny 13410 £L10C
€6€°CLE v8L'9Y 6€8°0C€ 0£6'6C ¥18°9T SL1°26 601°C 199C ¥99°82¢ |edny [elldHY J2Yi0 £10¢
0SS'2S¢ vLe'e9 ELE'LST TL1CS €0T0T 8C6'vY SLLT 8TIT Sty 'erT |edny 91e3siaiu] £10¢
(sa]1w-321YaA Jo suol||iw)
|aned] 3d1YyaA-1010A

am g LYOHS
8 sipay @

ONO1 SI1IH -HOLOW SITIIHIA
AlNa 1LH9N ALNA 1HON

6102 Y21eIN Paysland

;19dAL 3]d1Ya pue Aso3aie) AemysiH Ag - (LT0Z) e1eq pale|ay pue S3IAl Ul pajanel] dduelsiq dPPIYIaA |enuuy

€1-09|qel



APPENDIX D
Ad Valorem Credit

109



Appendix D: Ad Valorem Credit

This appendix presents the detailed ad valorem credit calculations for each land use in Orange
County’s transportation impact fee schedule.

Residential Land Uses

In determining the ad valorem credit for residential land uses, the study evaluated the taxable
values for new residential properties in Orange County. For this analysis, residential buildings
constructed since 2009 were classified as “new”. The following data was reviewed for each
residential land uses:

e Weighted average, median, minimum, and maximum taxable value per square foot for
new properties (built since 2009) and all properties within Orange County; and

e Professional judgement based on extensive impact fee experience in other communities
in Florida.

It should be noted that the ad valorem revenues used towards transportation capital projects is
a fixed amount and not a percentage of the County’s ad valorem revenues. Over the next five
years and beyond, this amount will be limited to $6.2 million per year (multi-modal) or $1.9
million per year (roads only)*. As presented in Table D-1, the taxable value of a new home
(5334,000) was used to calculate the present value of the ad valorem credit. The resulting 1-mil
taxes are brought to present value based on an interest rate of 4.0 percent, which is consistent
with current market trends and the interest rate at which the County is likely to borrow. Table
D-1 also provides the portion of the 1-mil collections that would be used toward transportation
capital expansion projects. It is estimated that Orange County will spend five (5) percent of a mil
of ad valorem revenue to fund multi-modal capacity expansion projects and two (2) percent of a
mil for roadway capacity expansion projects. Tables D-2 through D-10 present this same analysis
for the other residential land uses in the Orange County transportation impact fee schedule.

Note:
- Multi-Family ad valorem credit was used for Student Housing. For Student Housing per

bedroom, estimated three bedrooms per dwelling unit.
- Multi-Family ad valorem credit was used for Mid-Rise/High-Rise with 1%t floor Commercial.
- Condominium ad valorem credit (Tables D-5 and D-10) was used for Timeshare.

4 Additional detail can be found in Appendix C, Table C-9

Tindale Oliver Orange County

September 2020 D-1 Transportation Impact Fee
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Table D-1
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Single Family Homes - MULTI-MODAL

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $6,160,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 5%
Average taxable value of a new home'® $334,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Usc-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $334,000 n/a $334,000 $334.00 S17 S17
2021 $16 $15
2022 $15 S14
2023 S14 $13
2024 S14 $12
2025 $13 $11
2026 $12 $10
2027 $11 $9
2028 $11 $8
2029 $10 S7
2030 $10 S7
2031 $9 $6
2032 S9 S5
2033 $8 $5
2034 S8 S4
2035 $7 $4
2036 S7 sS4
2037 §7 $3
2038 $6 $3
2039 S6 S3
2040 S6 $3
2041 S5 S2
2042 S5 S2
2043 S5 S2
2044 S4 S2
2045 S4 $2
Total $239 $173
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)
4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for multi-modal transportation capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9
5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (ltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)

6) Source: Average taxable value for new homes (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County

Tindale Oliver
September 2020 D-2

Orange County

Transportation Impact Fee
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Table D-2

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Multi-Family Apartments - MULTI-MODAL

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $6,160,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 5%
Average taxable value of a multi-family unit® $179,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Usc-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $179,000 n/a $179,000 $179.00 S9 S9
2021 S9 S8
2022 $8 $7
2023 S8 S7
2024 S7 S6
2025 S7 S6
2026 S6 S5
2027 $6 $5
2028 $6 $4
2029 $5 $4
2030 S5 S3
2031 $5 $3
2032 S5 S3
2033 S4 S3
2034 S4 S2
2035 $4 $2
2036 sS4 S2
2037 $3 $2
2038 $3 $2
2039 $3 s1
2040 $3 $1
2041 S3 S1
2042 S3 s1
2043 S2 S1
2044 S2 S1
2045 $2 S1
Total $126 $90
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget

2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund
3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Item 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)

4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for multi-modal transportation capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9
5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (Iltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)
6) Source: Average taxable value for new apartments (built since 2009) in Orange County
7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-3
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Mobile Homes - MULTI-MODAL

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $6,160,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 5%
Average taxable value of a mobile home'® $67,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Use-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $67,000 n/a $67,000 $67.00 S3 S3
2021 S3 S3
2022 $3 $2
2023 S3 S2
2024 S2 S2
2025 S2 S2
2026 S2 S2
2027 $2 $2
2028 $2 $1
2029 $2 s1
2030 S2 S1
2031 $2 $1
2032 S2 S1
2033 $1 $1
2034 S1 S1
2035 $1 $1
2036 S1 S1
2037 S1 S1
2038 $1 s1
2039 $1 $0
2040 S1 S0
2041 S1 SO
2042 S1 S0
2043 S1 S0
2044 S1 S0
2045 S1 S0
Total $42 $29
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)
4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for multi-modal transportation capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9
5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (Iltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)

6) Source: Average taxable value for new mobile homes (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-4
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Retirement Homes - MULTI-MODAL

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $6,160,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 5%
Average taxable value of a retirement home (per du)(G) $190,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Usc-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $190,000 n/a $190,000 $190.00 $10 S10
2021 S9 S9
2022 $9 $8
2023 S8 S8
2024 S8 S7
2025 S8 S6
2026 S7 S6
2027 S7 S5
2028 $6 $5
2029 $6 $4
2030 S6 sS4
2031 $5 $3
2032 S5 S3
2033 $5 $3
2034 S5 S3
2035 $4 $2
2036 sS4 S2
2037 $4 82
2038 sS4 S2
2039 $3 $2
2040 $3 $1
2041 S3 S1
2042 S3 s1
2043 S3 S1
2044 S3 S1
2045 $2 S1
Total $140 $100
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Item 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)

4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for multi-modal transportation capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9
5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (Iltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)
6) Source: Average taxable value for new retirement home unit (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-5
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Condominiums - MULTI-MODAL

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil®® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $6,160,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 5%
Average taxable value of a condominium (per du)(s) $284,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Use-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $284,000 n/a $284,000 $284.00 515 $15
2021 S14 S14
2022 $13 $12
2023 $13 $11
2024 $12 $10
2025 $11 S9
2026 S11 S8
2027 $10 $8
2028 $10 §7
2029 $9 $6
2030 S9 S6
2031 $8 $5
2032 S8 S5
2033 $7 $4
2034 S7 S4
2035 $6 $4
2036 $6 $3
2037 $6 $3
2038 $5 $3
2039 $5 $2
2040 S5 S2
2041 S5 $2
2042 $4 $2
2043 S4 S2
2044 sS4 S2
2045 $4 S1
Total $211 $150
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Item 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Iltem 2)
4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for multi-modal transportation capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9
5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (Iltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)

6) Source: Average taxable value for new condo unit (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-6
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Single Family Homes — ROADS ONLY

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $1,913,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 2%
Average taxable value of a new home'® $334,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Use-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $334,000 n/a $334,000 $334.00 S5 S5
2021 S5 S5
2022 $4 $4
2023 $4 s4
2024 S4 S3
2025 S4 S3
2026 S4 S3
2027 $3 $3
2028 $3 $2
2029 $3 $2
2030 S3 S2
2031 $3 $2
2032 S3 S2
2033 $2 $1
2034 S2 S1
2035 S2 S1
2036 S2 S1
2037 S2 S1
2038 $2 s1
2039 $2 s1
2040 S2 S1
2041 S2 S1
2042 S1 s1
2043 S1 S1
2044 S1 S1
2045 S1 S0
Total $70 $52
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)

4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for roadway capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9

5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (Iltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)

6) Source: Average taxable value for new homes (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-7

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Multi-Family Apartments - ROADS ONLY

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $1,913,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 2%
Average taxable value of a multi-family unit® $179,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Usc.ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $179,000 n/a $179,000 $179.00 S3 S3
2021 S3 S3
2022 $3 $2
2023 S3 S2
2024 S2 S2
2025 $2 S2
2026 S2 S2
2027 $2 $2
2028 $2 $1
2029 $2 s1
2030 S2 S1
2031 $2 $1
2032 S2 S1
2033 $1 $1
2034 S1 S1
2035 $1 $1
2036 S1 S1
2037 S1 S1
2038 $1 s1
2039 $1 $0
2040 S1 S0
2041 S1 SO
2042 S1 S0
2043 S1 S0
2044 S1 S0
2045 S1 S0
Total $42 $29
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget

2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund
3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)
4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for roadway capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9
5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (ltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)
6) Source: Average taxable value for new apartments (built since 2009) in Orange County
7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-8
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Mobile Homes - ROADS ONLY

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $1,913,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 2%
Average taxable value of a mobile home'® $67,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Use-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $67,000 n/a $67,000 $67.00 S1 S1
2021 S1 S1
2022 $1 s1
2023 S1 S1
2024 S1 S1
2025 S1 s1
2026 S1 S1
2027 $1 $1
2028 S1 S0
2029 $1 $0
2030 S1 S0
2031 $1 $0
2032 S1 SO
2033 $0 $0
2034 S0 S0
2035 $0 $0
2036 $0 $0
2037 $0 $0
2038 $0 $0
2039 SO S0
2040 S0 S0
2041 SO SO
2042 SO S0
2043 S0 S0
2044 $0 $0
2045 S0 S0
Total $14 $8
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)

4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for roadway capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9

5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (ltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)

6) Source: Average taxable value for new mobile homes (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-9
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Retirement Homes - ROADS ONLY

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $1,913,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 2%
Average taxable value of a retirement home (per du)(G) $190,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Use-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $190,000 n/a $190,000 $190.00 S3 S3
2021 S3 S3
2022 $3 $2
2023 S3 S2
2024 S2 S2
2025 S2 S2
2026 S2 S2
2027 $2 $2
2028 $2 $1
2029 $2 s1
2030 S2 S1
2031 $2 $1
2032 S2 S1
2033 $1 $1
2034 S1 S1
2035 $1 $1
2036 S1 S1
2037 S1 S1
2038 $1 s1
2039 $1 $0
2040 S1 S0
2041 S1 SO
2042 S1 S0
2043 S1 S0
2044 S1 S0
2045 S1 S0
Total $42 $29
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)

4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for roadway capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9

5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (ltem 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)
6) Source: Average taxable value for new retirement home unit (built since 2009) in Orange County
7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Table D-10
1-Mil Credit Calculation for Condominiums - ROADS ONLY

Item Figure

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459
County General Fund Millage(z) 4.4347
Revenues Generated from 1-mil® $119,850,150
Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity(a) $1,913,000
Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 2%
Average taxable value of a condominium (per du)(s) $284,000
Annual increase in the countywide taxable values"” 5.8%
Taxable Value Market Value Value Use-ed 1-Mil Tax Ad Valorem.for Present Value
for Credit Transportation
2020 $284,000 n/a $284,000 $284.00 S5 S5
2021 S5 S5
2022 $4 $4
2023 $4 s4
2024 S4 S3
2025 S4 S3
2026 S4 S3
2027 $3 $3
2028 $3 $2
2029 $3 $2
2030 S3 S2
2031 $3 $2
2032 S3 S2
2033 $2 $1
2034 S2 S1
2035 S2 S1
2036 S2 S1
2037 S2 S1
2038 $2 s1
2039 $2 s1
2040 S2 S1
2041 S2 S1
2042 S1 s1
2043 S1 S1
2044 S1 S1
2045 S1 S0
Total $70 $52
Interest Rate'® 4.0%

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget
2) Total millage assessed to residents within Orange County applied to the General Fund

3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Iltem 1) divided by the County’s millage rate (Item 2)

4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for roadway capacity from FY 2019-2023; Table C-9

5) Annual ad valorem revenues for capacity expansion (Item 4) divided by the revenue generated by 1-mil (Item 3)

6) Source: Average taxable value for new condo unit (built since 2009) in Orange County

7) Source: Review of average annual increase in countywide taxable values for Orange County (2000-2019)

8) Source: Interest rate estimated for new bond issues in Orange County
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Non-Residential Land Uses

Table D-11 provides an explanation of ad valorem credit calculated for non-residential land uses.
To determine the taxable value of a unit for each land use, the taxable value of recently built
properties (2009 to present) was compared to the taxable value for all properties in the County
database, for each respective land use. Based on a review of factors such as the weighted
average, median, minimum, and maximum values per square foot, a unit value was estimated for
each land use or a comparable land use category was identified. It should be noted that the 1-
mil credit calculations for these land uses represent broad estimated and are based on the

Consultant’s experience in other jurisdictions and knowledge of the industry.

In calculating the present value of non-residential land uses, an annual value increase of
approximately six (6) percent was used for commercial, institutional, and industrial land uses
based on a review of the annual increase in taxable values for the respective land use category
from 2000 to 2019 in Orange County.

Tindale Oliver Orange County
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Appendix E: Calculated Impact Fee Schedule

This appendix presents the detailed impact fee calculations for each land use in Orange County’s
transportation impact fee schedule.

Table E-1 presents a summary of current Orange County impact fee rates and the calculated rates
for each option. If the County opts to keep the current fee districts, the updated fee rates will
come from Table E-2 (Urban) and Table E-3 (Non-Urban). If the County elects to move to three
fee districts, the updated impact fee rates are shown in Table E-2 (Urban), Table E-3 (Suburban),
and Table E-4 (Rural).

Tindale Oliver Orange County

September 2020 E-1 Transportation Impact Fee
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Appendix F: Traffic Impact Studies: PM Peak Hour Pass-By Rates

This appendix presents the PM peak hour pass-by rates that Orange County uses for trafficimpact
fee studies. This table is included for informational purposes only and is not related to the
transportation impact fee study rate calculations.

The pass-by rates presented are used for specific site impact analysis to ensure safety and public
welfare guidelines are met prior to the development of a given site. Though similar in name to
the percent new trips values used in the impact fee calculation, these pass-by rates do not
provide a comparable measure and are only used for traffic impact studies of specific sites.

Tindale Oliver Orange County

September 2020 F-1 Transportation Impact Fee
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Table F-1
PM Peak Hour Pass-By Rates

:Li Land Use Unit ‘V?r:\ll::v % Pass-by
RESIDENTIAL:
210 Single Family (Detached) du 100% 0%
220 Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse (Low-Rise, 1-2 Floors) du 100% 0%
221 Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise, 3-10 Floors) du 100% 0%
222 Multi-Family Housing (High-Rise, >10 Floors) du 100% 0%
225 Student Housing (ITE - Adjacent to Campus) bedroom 100% 0%
225 Student Housing (ITE - Over 1/2 Mile from Campus) bedroom 100% 0%
231 Mid-Rise Residential w/1st Floor Commercial du 100% 0%
232 High-Rise Residential w/1st Floor Commercial du 100% 0%
240 Mobile Home Park du 100% 0%
251 Senior Adult Housing - Detached (Retirement Community/Age-Restricted Single-Family) du 100% 0%
252 Senior Adult Housing - Attached (Retirement Community/Age-Restricted Single-Family) du 100% 0%
265 Time Share du 100% 0%
LODGING:
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel room 100% 0%
320 Motel room 100% 0%
RECREATIONAL:
430 Golf Course acre 100% 0%
437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf 100% 0%
444 Movie Theater 1,000 sf 100% 0%
491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf 100% 0%
492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf 100% 0%
n/a Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 1,000 sf 100% 0%
INSTITUTIONAL:
522 School 1,000 sf 100% 0%
560 Public Assembly 1,000 sf 100% 0%
565 Day Care 1,000 sf 100% 0%
590 Library 1,000 sf 100% 0%
MEDICAL:
610 Hospital bed 100% 0%
620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf 100% 0%
640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf 100% 0%
OFFICE:
710 General Office 50,000 sf or less 1,000 sf 100% 0%
710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf 1,000 sf 100% 0%
710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf 1,000 sf 100% 0%
710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf 1,000 sf 100% 0%
720 Small Medical/Dental Office (10,000 sf or less) 1,000 sf 100% 0%
720 Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf 100% 0%
732 Post Office 1,000 sf 100% 0%
RETAIL:
815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf 83% 17%
816 Hardware/Paint Store 1,000 sf 74% 26%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,000 sfgla or less 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,001-100,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail:100,001-200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 400,001-500,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 500,001-1,000,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 1,000,001-1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: greater than 1,200,000 sfgla 1,000 sfgla 66% 34%
840/841 |New/Used Auto Sales 1,000 sf 100% 0%
850 Supermarket 1,000 sf 64% 36%
853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps 1,000 sf 36% 64%
862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf 52% 48%
863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf 61% 39%
880/881 |Drug Store 1,000 sf 47% 53%
Tindale Oliver Orange County
September 2020 F-2 Transportation Impact Fee
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Table F-1 (continued)
PM Peak Hour Pass-By Rates

% New

:Li Land Use Unit Trips % Pass-by
SERVICES:
911 Bank/Savings Walk-In 1,000 sf 100% 0%
912 Bank/Savings Drive-In 1,000 sf 53% 47%
925 Drinking Place 1,000 sf 100% 0%
931 Quality Restaurant 1,000 sf 56% 44%
932 High-Turnover Restaurant 1,000 sf 57% 43%
934 Fast Food Restaurant w/Drive-Thru 1,000 sf 50% 50%
942 Auto Service 1,000 sf 100% 0%
944 Gas Station with or w/o Convenience Market <2,000 sq ft fuel pos. 43% 57%
945 Gas Station w/Convenience Market 2,000-2,999 sq ft fuel pos. 43% 57%
960 Gas Station w/Convenience Market 3,000+ sq ft fuel pos. 43% 57%
947 Self-Service Car Wash wash station 100% 0%
INDUSTRIAL:
110 General Light Industrial 1,000 sf 100% 0%
140 Manufacturing 1,000 sf 100% 0%
150 Warehouse 1,000 sf 100% 0%
151 Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sf 100% 0%
154 High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse 1,000 sf 100% 0%
Source: ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3™ Edition and Orange County

Tindale Oliver
September 2020

Orange County
Transportation Impact Fee
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA,
ADOPTING A NEW CHAPTER 59, CITY CODE OF
ORDINANCES ENTITLED, “MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT FEE,” THEREBY CREATING AND IMPOSING A MULTI-
MODAL TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE ON DEVELOPMENT
WITHIN THE CITY LIMITS AND CREATING A MULTI-MODAL
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE PROGRAM AND ADOPTING
RELATED PROVISIONS; PROVIDING FOR LEGISLATIVE
FINDINGS AND ADOPTING A MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT FEE STUDY IN SUPPORT OF SUCH IMPACT FEE;
PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS, SEVERABILITY AND AN
EFFECTIVE DATE.

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the City Commission has retained the firm of Kimley-Horn and Associates,
Inc. to study the technical basis to enact a new multi-modal transportation impact fee program
within the City limits; and

WHEREAS, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. has prepared and presented to the City
Commission a report titled “Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report, City of Winter Park,
Florida™ dated September 2021 (the “Impact Fee Study”), which establishes the proportionate
share of new development’s impacts on the Transportation Facilities for which impact fees will be
collected pursuant to this Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Impact Fee Study has been presented to and reviewed by the City
Commission, which has determined: (1) that impact fees are necessary to offset the costs to the
City associated with meeting the demand for additional Transportation Facilities created by
projected new residential and non-residential development; (2) that the amount of the impact fees
to be imposed by the City bears a reasonable relationship to the burden imposed upon the City to
provide to new development the additional Transportation Facilities addressed in the Impact Fee
Study, (3) the expenditure of transportation impact fees, pursuant to the terms of this Ordinance,
will result in a beneficial use to such new development reasonably related to the impact fees, per
dwelling unit, by type, and per increment of non-residential development; (4) that an “rational
nexus” exists between the projected new development and the need for additional Transportation
Facilities to be funded via the transportation impact fees; and (5) that the amount of the
transportation impact fees is “roughly proportional” to the additional Transportation Facilities
needed to provide adequate service to new development; and,

WHEREAS, pursuant to § 163.31801, Florida Statutes:

(a) The Impact Fee Study, and the multi-modal transportation impact fees
recommended therein, are based on the most recent and localized data;
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(b) This Ordinance includes procedures for accounting and reporting of transportation
impact fee collections and expenditures in order to assure compliance with applicable legal
standards;

() This Ordinance provides for a separate accounting fund for the revenues and
expenditures for which an impact fee will be collected;

(d) Administrative fees charged pursuant to this Ordinance for the collection of
transportation impact fees are limited to actual costs to the City to administer collection of
transportation impact fees;

(e) The City provided notice on the 28" day of September, 2021, which is more than
ninety (90) days prior to the effective date of this Ordinance; and

63} This Ordinance requires audits of the City’s financial statements to include an
affidavit of the City’s chief financial officer stating that the requirements of § 163.31801, Fla. Stat.
have been complied with; and

WHEREAS, planning for new roads and multimodal transportation improvements to serve
new growth and development that generate additional travel, and the implementation of such
planning through the comprehensive planning process is a responsibility of the city under Chapter
163, pt. II (the Community Planning Act), Florida Statutes, and is in the best interest of the health,
safety, and welfare of the citizens of the City; and

WHEREAS, the Florida Legislature finds that impact fees are an important source of
revenue for a local government to use in funding the infrastructure necessitated by new growth.
The Legislature further finds that impact fees are an outgrowth of the home rule power of a local
government to provide certain services within its jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, on November 2, 2021, the City’s local planning agency, the Planning &
Zoning Board held a hearing on this Ordinance and made a recommendation to the City
Commission; and

WHEREAS, the City Commission finds, based on the Impact Fee Study, that multi-modal
improvements, including those associated with vehicular, bike, pedestrian, and transit travel,
expand the capacity of the City’s transportation facilities; and

WHEREAS, the transportation impact fees assessed pursuant to this Ordinance are
necessary to ensure the public health, safety, and welfare of the residents of the City of Winter
Park;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IN ENACTED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF WINTER PARK, FLORIDA AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals. The foregoing recitals are hereby ratified and confirmed as being true
and correct and are hereby made a part of this Ordinance as legislative findings.

Page 2 of 21

134



Section 2. City Code Amendment. A new Chapter 59 of the Winter Park Code of
Ordinances is hereby adopted to read as follows (words that are stricken-out are deletions; words

that are underlined are additions):

CHAPTER 59 - MULTI-MODAL TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

Sec. 59-1. Purpose and authority.

(a)

The city commission of the City of Winter Park recognizes the urban nature of

(b)

the city and that growth and development in the city will require that the
capacity of the city's multi-modal transportation be expanded in order to
maintain adequate levels of service and transportation choices, and that without
a funded program for multi-modal transportation improvements, new growth
and development would have to be limited in order to protect the health, safety,
and welfare of the citizens of the City of Winter Park.

The city commission has completed a study identifying the cost, credit, and

(c)

demand components of the multi-modal transportation impact fee.

The purpose of this chapter is to ensure that new growth and development that

(d)

is approved by the city pays a proportional share of the costs of multi-modal
transportation facilities needed to serve new growth and development.

This chapter, which requires new development to pay reasonable impact fees,

(e)

requires new development to pay its proportional share of the reasonably
anticipated expansion costs of new multi-modal transportation facilities created
by new growth and development to assist the city in effectively implementing
and carrying out the city’s comprehensive plan, as amended and adopted under
§ 163.3161 et seq., Florida Statutes, and ensuing capital improvements program
in the best interests of the public health, safety, and welfare.

The technical data, findings and conclusions herein are based on the report

entitled "Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report, City of Winter Park,
Florida." prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., and dated September
2021 (referred to in this Chapter as the "Technical Report™).

Sec. 59-2. Adoption of technical report as basis of impact fees.

The city hereby adopts and incorporates by reference, the report entitled "Multi-Modal

Transportation Impact Fee Report, City of Winter Park, Florida." prepared by Kimley-

Horn and Associates, Inc., and dated September 2021 (referred to in this Chapter as the

“Technical Report”), which was used as the basis for and supports the rates and

reasonableness of the impact fees imposed by this chapter.

Sec. 59-3. Interpretations of this chapter.

Interpretation of the provisions of this chapter will be made by the director.

Page 3 of 21

135



Sec. 59-4. Effect on other regulations and requirements.

(a) This chapter may not be construed to alter, amend, or modify any other
provision of the city's code of ordinances, including the city’s land development
regulations. Other provisions of the city's code of ordinances will be operative
and remain in full force and effect regardless of any contrary provisions,
definitions, or intentions that are or may be expressed or implied in this chapter.

(b) The payment of impact fees does not entitle the applicant to a building permit
or certificate of occupancy unless all other applicable land use, land
development, zoning, planning, and other applicable requirements, standards,
and conditions have been met. Such other requirements, standards, and
conditions are independent of the requirement for payment of multi-modal
transportation impact fees required by this chapter.

(c) This chapter, including the specific impact fee ordinances for particular public
facilities, does not affect, in any manner, the permissible use of property,
density, or intensity of development, design and improvement standards, or
other applicable standards or requirements of the city’s land development

regulations.

Sec. 59-5. Definitions.

The following words, terms, and phrases, when used in this chapter, have the meanings
ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different

meaning:
City means the City of Winter Park, Florida.

Demand component of the impact fee means the vehicle miles traveled calculated for
each land use, which is comprised of three (3) components: the trip generation rate; trip
length; and percent new trips. The components for each land use are set forth in the
technical report.

Developer means a person, corporation, limited liability company, partnership, trust,
organization, or other legal entity undertaking development.

Development means any construction or expansion of building(s) or structure(s), or any
changes in the use of any building(s) or structure(s) or land use that will generate
additional impact on the city's public facilities.

Director means the director of the Planning & Transportation Department of the city
or his/her designee.

Encumbered means legally obligated or otherwise committed to use by appropriation
or contract.

Essential public services means services or buildings owned, managed, or operated by
or in the interest of a governmental entity, which provide a function critical to the
health, safety, and welfare of the public, but which are not proprietary in nature.
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Essential public services may specifically include, but not be limited to, public schools
(including charter schools), water and sewer services, parks and recreation facilities,
emergency services, publicly owned housing, and public safety facilities and services.

Proportional share means that share or portion of the cost of public facility
improvements, which is reasonably attributable to or needed to serve a particular

development.

Fee payer means a person undertaking development who pays a multi-modal
transportation impact fee in accordance with the terms of this chapter.

Impact fee means a fee imposed pursuant to this chapter.

Impact fee account means an account established by the city for the purpose of
segregating multimodal transportation impact fee revenues from all other city funds.
This fund account shall be titled "multimodal transportation impact fee fund."

Infrastructure shall have the same meaning ascribed to such term in § 163.31801,
Florida Statutes, as such definition may be amended or transferred.

Level of service means a measure of the availability and accessibility of public facilities
in support of public facility services.

Multi-modal transportation _impact fee (or impact fee) means a proportional share
impact fee, imposed by this chapter, necessary to mitigate the multi-modal capital costs
to the city to provide the multi-modal facilities needed to offset the impacts of new
residential and nonresidential growth in the city.

Multi-modal facilities means transportation (roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian) and
transit facilities, including land, that are planned and designed to provide off-site
transportation capacity to new development, in contrast to "on-site" improvements,
which are necessary to provide safe and/or efficient access to a particular development.
The fact that either type of improvement may have incidental benefits of special or
general character may not be considered in determining which facilities are considered
a multimodal facility. The character of the improvement will control a determination
of whether an improvement meets the definition of a multimodal facility, and the
physical location of the improvement on or off-site will not be considered
determinative.

Multi-modal capital costs include, but are not limited to, costs associated with the
planning, design, and construction of new or expanded roadway., bicycle, and
pedestrian improvements to the city's classified road system and transit facilities, which
improvements have a life expectancy of five (5) or more years, and the land acquisition,
land improvement, design, and engineering costs related thereto. Additionally, such
assets must have an individual cost of more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) for
tangible personal property or one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) for buildings,
improvements, infrastructure, and utility systems. Such costs do not include the cost
of repair or maintenance or personnel, training, or other operating costs but do include
the following costs as they relate to the provision of multimodal improvements to the
city's classified road system and transit facilities:

(1) The cost of all labor and materials:
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2) The cost of all lands, property, rights, easements and franchises acquired,
including costs of acquisition or condemnation;

3) The cost of all plans and specifications:

4) The cost of all construction, including new through lanes, new turn lanes,
new bridges, new drainage facilities in conjunction with roadway
improvements which add capacity to the roadway system, new street
lighting, new traffic signalization and landscaping, and new curbs,
sidewalks, medians and shoulders, all in accordance with the City of Winter
Park comprehensive plan and its zoning regulations;

(5) The costs of transit improvements, including lighting. landscaping, bus
shelters, bus stops, benches, transfer stations, and park and ride lots:

(6) The cost of bicycle facilities and pedestrian walkway improvements,
including bridges:

(7) The cost of relocating utilities to accommodate new roadway construction:

(8) The cost of planning, engineering and legal services:

(9 The cost of all land surveying. and soils and materials testing:

(10)  The cost of mitigating negative impacts of construction including natural
resource impacts, environmental impacts, noise impacts, air duality
impacts, and community impacts;

(11) Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): and

(12)  Other mobility improvements.

Regardless of the foregoing, multi-modal capital costs do not include any costs to
which impact fees may not be applied pursuant to applicable statute.

Non-commencement means the cancellation of construction activity making a material
change in a structure, or the cancellation of any other development activity making a
material change in the use or appearance of land.

Person means an individual, corporation, governmental agency, business trust, estate,
trust, partnership, limited liability company, association, two (2) or more persons
having joint or common interest, or any other legal entity.

Public facilities means capacity-adding multi-modal facilities for which impact fees
are collected pursuant to this chapter.

Technical report means the "Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Report, City of
Winter Park, Florida," prepared by Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., and dated
September 2021.

Temporary uses means uses that are required in the construction phase of development
or are uniquely seasonal in nature, including, but not limited to: contractor's project
offices, project sales offices, seasonal sales of trees or farm produce, carnivals, and tent

meetings.
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Sec. 59-6. Applicability of this chapter.

(a) Affected area. This chapter applies to all new development within the city.

(b) Type of development affected. Except where specifically exempted by the
provisions of this chapter, this chapter applies to all new development.

(c) Type of development exempted. The following types of development are
exempt from the payment of multi-modal transportation impact fees pursuant
to this chapter:

(1) Alterations of an existing dwelling unit where no additional units or
square footage are created and the use is not changed;

(2) The construction of accessory buildings or structures that will not
increase the traffic generation associated with the principal building or
structure or the land;

(3) The replacement within six (6) months of a destroyed or partially
destroved building or structure with a new building or structure of the
same size and use;

(4) Temporary uses; and

(5) Essential public services.

(d) Reductions. Reductions from the requirement to pay impact fees pursuant to

this chapter may be granted only as specifically provided in this chapter. Where
new development involves the redevelopment of land or a change in use such
that existing impact generating development is removed or substantially altered,
the new development impact fees will be computed on the additional or new
impacts only by computing impact fees for the existing development and
subtracting such from the impact fees calculated for the new development. No
impact fee credits or refunds will be given in the event a redevelopment of land
or change in use results in a lower impact generating development. It being the
city's intent to collect impact fees for only that additional impact generated by
redevelopment or change in use over and above the impact attributable to the
existing development. Provided however, if a building or structure is
demolished and a replacement building or structure is not permitted for
reconstruction or redevelopment within six (6) months from demolition, the
previously existing building or structure will not be considered as previously
existing for impact fee purposes and the new development will be charged at
the full impact fee amount due (without reduction) based on the new
development. Unless exempt from payment under subsection (c), if building
or structure for which an impact fee under this chapter was not previously paid
becomes vacant for more than six (6) months, any new development involving
such vacant building or structure will not receive a reduction in impact fees as
a result of any previous land use activity existing prior to such building or
structure becoming vacant.
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Sec. 59-7. Collection of impact fees.

(a)

(b)

Impact fees required by this chapter will be assessed against new development
not exempted pursuant to section 59-6(c) and will be collected at the time of
issuance of a building permit by the city. Any person who seeks to develop or
redevelop real property located in the city by applying for a building permit shall
pay the impact fees in the manner and amounts set forth in this chapter, unless
such development or redevelopment is exempt pursuant to section 59-6(c). If the
building permit is for less than the entire contemplated development, the fee
shall be computed for the amount of development covered by the permit. The
obligation to pay impact fees due shall run with the land. The city commission
may, by resolution, establish and collect an administrative charge to offset its
actual costs of impact fee collection.

In the event impact fees due under this chapter, or any portion or combination
thereof, are not paid when due for any reason, including by impact fee payment
based on incorrect land use activity, mistake or inadvertence, the city shall have
the right to proceed to collect such fees as follows:

(1) The city shall serve, by certified mail-return receipt requested and regular
U.S. Malil, a notice of nonpayment upon the building permit applicant at the
address set forth in the building permit application, and then current owner of
the property based on the ownership information appearing on the Orange
County Property Appraiser website. Provided the city sends the notice of
nonpayment, the applicant's and/or current owner's failure to receive delivery
of such notice of nonpayment shall not invalidate or otherwise impact the city's
ability to collect the outstanding amount owed and place and foreclose a notice
of lien against the applicable property.

(2) The notice of nonpayment shall contain:

a. A description of the property;

b.  Advise the applicant and the property owner of the amount due and the
fee and/or charges that were not paid; and

c. __Advise that in the event the impact fees are not paid within 30 calendar
days from the date of the notice of nonpayment, that a notice of lien against
the applicable property for which the building permit was secured may be
recorded in the official records of the county and such notice of lien may be
foreclosed upon by the city to collect the outstanding sums owed plus accrued
interest and attorneys' fees and other collection expenses.

(3) If the amount set forth in the notice of nonpayment is not paid within 30
days from the date of the notice of nonpayment, then:

a. _ The outstanding balance owed to the city shall accrue interest at the rate
of 12 percent per annum until such amount is paid in full;

b.  The city may proceed to record a notice of lien against the applicable
property in the official records of the county. Once recorded, the notice of lien
shall constitute a lien against the property described therein; and
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C. A copy of the notice of lien shall be served by U.S. Mail to the applicant
and the property owner at the same addresses as set forth in subsection (1)
above.

(4) _ After the expiration of 60 days from the date of recording of the notice
of lien, a suit may be filed to foreclose said lien. Such foreclosure proceedings
shall be instituted and prosecuted in conformity with the procedures for the
foreclosure of liens as set forth in the Florida Statutes. The city shall also have
the right to bring an action for monetary judgment to collect past due amounts
owed.

(5) The owner shall be responsible for and the city shall be entitled to
reimbursement for the payment of all collection expenses and costs, including
attorneys' fees and litigation costs and recording and filing fees, incurred by
the city in the collection of fees and charges, filing of liens and in actions to
foreclose such liens or actions for a monetary judgment.

(6) If impact fees or any portion or combination thereof, have not been paid
when due, the city shall have the right to, without notice, immediately withhold
the issuance of and not process for review any certificate of occupancy,
development permit or development order applications associated with the
development and property at issue and may issue and enforce a stop work order
on construction associated with the development and property at issue until
such fees and charges and the city's associated collection costs are paid in full.

(c) _The collection and enforcement procedures set forth in this section shall be
cumulative with, supplemental to and in addition to, any applicable procedures
provided in any other ordinance or administrative regulations of the city, any
applicable law or administrative regulation of the state, or any agreement. Failure
of the city to follow the procedure set forth in this section shall not constitute a
waiver of its rights to proceed under any other ordinances or administrative
regulations of the city, any applicable law or administrative regulation of the state,
or any agreement.

Sec. 59-8. Alternative calculation of multi-modal transportation impact fees.

(a) In the event an applicant believes that the cost of off-site transportation
improvements needed to serve his or her proposed development is less than the fee established
in_section 59-20, the applicant may, at no expense to the city, submit an alternative fee
calculation to the director, or the director’s designee, pursuant to the provisions of this section.
At the time of issuance of a building permit, an applicant must pay or defer the assessed
impact fee, clearly marked as "under protest," if he or she intends to submit an alternative fee
calculation to the city. In such case, the applicant must, no later than ninety (90) days after
payment or deferral under protest, notify the city, in writing, of his or her intent to submit the
alternative impact fee calculation; failure to provide such written notification shall waive the
applicant's right to submit an alternative fee calculation. Such an alternative fee calculation
shall be timely submitted to the director for review and approval and is subject to approval
by the city commission, including executing and entering into an alternative impact fee
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agreement with the city, prior to issuance of any certificate of occupancy, temporary or
permanent. The alternative impact fee agreement must be in a form and with terms acceptable

to the city.

If the data, information, and assumptions used by the applicant to calculate the alternative
impact fee satisfy the requirements of this section, the alternative impact fee shall be deemed
the impact fee due and owing for the proposed development. The proposed development shall
be presumed to generate the maximum number of average daily trips to be generated by the
most intensive use permitted under the applicable land development regulations such as the
comprehensive plan or zoning regulations or under applicable deed or plat restrictions.

(b) The alternative impact fee shall be calculated by use of the following formula for
each land use:

Fee = (Capacity Consumed x Cost of Capacity) — Credit

Where:

Capacity Consumed = ([Trip Rate x Assessable Trip Length x % New Trips] /2) x (1 -
Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor)

Cost of Capacity = Cost per Added Lane Mile / Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane
Mile

Credit = Present Value Gas Tax Credit + Present Value of Ad Valorem Credit, given 4.0%
interest rate and a 25-year facility life

Trip Rate = the average daily trip generation rate for the type of development (land use)
proposed, in vehicle-trips/day

Assessable Trip Length = the average trip length on collector roads or above, for the
proposed land use, in miles (this excludes travel on local neighborhood roads).

Total Trip Length = the assessable trip length plus an adjustment factor of half a mile, which
is added to the trip length to account for the fact that gas taxes are collected for travel on all
roads including local roads

% New Trips = adjustment factor to account for pass-by trips associated with the proposed
land use that are already on the roadway

Divide by 2 = the total daily miles of travel generated by the proposed land use is divided by
two to prevent the double-counting of travel generated between two land use codes since

every trip has an origin and a destination

Interstate & Toll Facility Discount Factor = discount factor to account for travel demand
occurring on interstate highways and/or toll facilities

Cost per Added Lane Mile = unit cost to construct one lane mile of roadway, including multi-
modal elements, in $/lane-mile ($4.,540.000)

Average Vehicle-Capacity Added per Lane Mile = represents the average daily traffic on one
travel lane at capacity for one lane mile of roadway, in vehicles/lane-mile/day (9.000)

Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity = Cost per added lane mile divided by average capacity
added per lane mile ($504.44)
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$Tax/Gallon to Capital = the amount of equivalent gas tax revenue per gallon of fuel that is
used for capital improvements, in $/gallon ($0.197)

Fuel Efficiency = average fuel efficiency of vehicles, in vehicle-miles/gallon (18.92)

Present Value = calculation of the present value of a uniform series of cash flows, gas tax
payments in this case, given an interest rate, “i,” and a number of periods, “n;” for 4.00%
interest and a 25-year facility life, the uniform series present worth factor is 15.6221

Effective Days per Year = 365 days

Annual Gas Tax Credit = ([Trip Rate x Total Trip Length x % New Trips] / 2) x (Effective
Days per Year x $Tax/Gallon to Capital) / Fuel Efficiency

Ad Valorem Credit = present value of the amount of ad valorem taxes used toward

transportation capacity, calculated based on the projected property value of the proposed land

use (see calculations in Appendix D of Appendix A to the City of Winter Park Multi-Modal
Transportation Impact Fee Report, 2021)

Fees are based on the applicable Trip Rate variable (i.e., 1.000 square feet, dwelling unit,

rooms, etc.). The total impact fee is calculated as the size of the proposed development

(measured by the Trip Rate variable) x the alternative impact fee (per the Trip Rate

variable).

Sec. 59-9. Credits.

(a) Any person who initiates any development may apply for a credit against the

impact fees imposed by this chapter for any contribution, payment,

construction, or dedication of land accepted and received by the city for public

facilities, not otherwise required in order to obtain development approval,

consistent with the capital improvements program. including all public facilities

capital costs. Consistent with state law, the city must credit against the

collection of the impact fees any contribution, whether identified in a

proportionate share agreement or other form of exaction, related to public

facilities or infrastructure consistent with the city’s capital improvements

program, including land dedication, site planning and design, or construction.

Any such contribution must be applied on a dollar-for-dollar basis at fair market

value to reduce any impact fee to be collected for the general category or class

of public facilities or infrastructure for which the contribution was made.

(b) Development agreements entered into prior to the adoption of this chapter that

contained public facility improvements may be entitled to a credit under the

provisions of this section if the improvement is a public facility and is consistent

with the capital improvements program.

(©) A developer may apply for a credit against the impact fees imposed by this

chapter upon development of a vacant parcel or the redevelopment of a parcel.

It 1s the responsibility of the developer to provide evidence to the director as to

the highest intensity building or structure constructed, or previously constructed

upon the parcel by which to calculate the reduction in the total amount of impact
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(d

fees otherwise required for the subject parcel. If this evidence cannot be
ascertained, the city must use the trip generation rate of the last known building
or structure on the parcel to determine whether payment of additional impact
fees apply.

Except as limited above, if an applicant is entitled to a credit, such credit must

(e)

be equal to the dollar value of the cost of the public facilities contributed, paid
for, constructed, or dedicated to the city, based on the following criteria:

(1) The value of the construction of an improvement or the value of conveyed

capital equipment shall be based upon the actual cost of construction or
acquisition of said improvement or capital equipment as certified by a
professional architect or engineer as registered by the State of Florida or as
shown by a manufacturer's or supplier's invoice. However, as to the
construction of improvements to land, in no event shall any credit be
granted in excess of the estimated construction costs provided by a
professional architect or engineer as registered by the State of Florida and
approved by the city as reasonable, unless the construction project is
competitively bid, in which case, the credit shall be limited to the actual
cost of construction. The cost of professional services shall be reasonable
as approved by the city and in accordance with local industry standards, in
order to be eligible for impact fee credits. In the city's determination of
reasonableness of the costs of construction, capital equipment and
professional services, among other things, the city shall have the right to
review and evaluate cost information provided by the applicant or property
owner and use and rely on the opinion of other professionals; and

(2) The value of conveyed land shall be based upon a written appraisal of fair
market value as determined by a Member Appraisal Institute (MAI)
appraiser who was selected and paid for by the applicant, and who used
generally accepted appraisal techniques. If the appraisal does not conform
to_the requirements of this section and any applicable administrative
regulations, the appraisal shall be corrected and resubmitted. In the event
the city manager or city manager's designee disagrees with the appraised
value, he or she may engage another MAI appraiser at the city's expense
and the value shall be an amount equal to the average of the two appraisals.
If either party does not accept the average of the two appraisals, a third
appraisal shall be obtained, with the cost of said third appraisal being
shared equally by the city and the owner or applicant. The third appraiser
shall be selected by the first two appraisers and the third appraisal shall be
binding on the parties.

The developer shall initiate a determination of entitlement to credit by

submitting a proposed credit agreement to the director. The credit agreement
must include the following information:

(1) The property and project for which the credit agreement is being proposed;

(2) A proposed plan of specific public facility improvements, prepared and
certified by a duly qualified and licensed Florida engineer;
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()

(3) The estimated costs for the suggested public facilities improvements
consistent with the definition of public facilities capital costs, which shall
be based on local information for similar public facilities improvements,
along with a construction timetable for the completion of such
improvements;

(4) A legal description and sketch for any land proposed to be conveyed to the

city and a written appraisal prepared in conformity with subsection (d)(2)
of this section; and

(5) General terms of a credit agreement as the director, the city manager and/or

the city attorney may require.

The proposed credit agreement shall be prepared by qualified professionals in

(g)

the field of planning and engineering, impact analysis, and economics, as
related to the particular impact fee to be credited.

Within ten (10) business days of receipt of the proposed credit agreement, the

(h)

director shall determine if the proposal is complete. If it is determined that the
proposed credit agreement is not complete, the director will send a written
statement to the applicant outlining the deficiencies. The director shall take no
further action on the proposed credit agreement until all deficiencies have been
corrected or otherwise settled.

Once the director determines the credit agreement is complete, the director will

(1)

review it to determine: (1) if such proposed credit agreement is in conformity with
needed contemplated improvements and additions to the city facilities impacted by
the construction; (2) if the proposed conveyance of land or capital equipment and
construction by the applicant is consistent with the public interest; and (3) if the
proposed time schedule is consistent with the capital improvement program for the
city facilities impacted by the construction. If the director determines that either
the suggested public facilities improvement is not consistent with the capital
improvements program or that the proposed costs are not acceptable, the director
may propose a suggested public facility improvement similar to that proposed, but
consistent with the provisions of this chapter. The director will make a
recommendation to the city commission on the proposed credit agreement when
such matter is scheduled for consideration.

If the proposed credit agreement is approved by the city commission, a credit

)

agreement will be prepared and signed by the applicant and the city. The credit
agreement must specifically outline the public facility improvement that will be
constructed by the applicant, the time by which it shall be completed, and the
dollar credit the applicant will receive for construction of the public facilities

improvement.
After execution by the city, the credit agreement will be recorded in the public

(k)

records of Orange County.

Credits shall expire 36 months from the effective date of the credit

agreement. No credits given shall exceed the total amount of impact fees
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that become due under this chapter concerning impact construction upon
the property.

Sec. 59-10. Use of funds collected: impact fee accounts.

(a)

There 1s hereby established a separate trust fund account titled the “multi-modal

(b)

transportation impact fee fund.” Impact fees collected pursuant to this chapter
must be used solely for the purpose of acquisition, expansion, and development
of infrastructure as identified in the capital improvements program, the need for
which results from and the provision of which will benefit new development
paying impact fees. Allowable expenditures include, but are not limited to:

(1) Public facilities and public facilities capital costs identified in the

capital improvements program;

(2) Repayment of monies transferred or borrowed from any budgetary fund of

the city which were used to fund the acquisition, expense and development
of the public facilities identified in the capital improvements program:

(3) Payment of principal and interest. necessary reserves and costs of issuance

under any bonds or other indebtedness issued by the city to provide funds
for acquisition, expansion and development of public facilities identified
in the capital improvements program; and

(4) Administration of the city's impact fee program to the extent that such

administration costs do not exceed actual costs.

Impact fees collected will be spent or encumbered for the construction of public

(c)

facilities within seven (7) vears of the date of collection.

In order to ensure that impact fee revenues are earmarked and spent solely for

(d)

the expansion of public facilities necessary to offset the impacts of new
development, the following provisions apply:

(1) The city shall establish and maintain a separate impact fee account for
which the impact fee is collected, in accordance with the provisions of this
chapter. This fund shall be the multimodal transportation impact fee fund.

(2) Impact fees must be spent solely for capacity-adding improvements to the
city's multimodal transportation system.

(3) Any amounts in the multimodal transportation impact fee fund not
immediately necessary for expenditure must be invested in an interest
bearing account, and all interest income derived from such investments
must be deposited in the multimodal transportation impact fee fund.

Impact fee revenues must remain segregated from other city funds, and only

(e)

impact fees and accrued interest may be maintained in the multimodal
transportation impact fee fund.

Amounts withdrawn from the multi-modal transportation impact fee fund must

be used solely in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. Amounts on
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deposit in the multimodal transportation impact fee fund must not be used for
any expenditure that would be classified as a maintenance, operations, or repair

€Xpense.

Sec. 59-11. Refunds.

(a)

In the event multi-modal transportation impact fees paid are not spent or

(b)

encumbered prior to the end of the city fiscal year immediately following the
seventh (7th) year anniversary of the fee collection date, the city will refund the
amount of the fees paid to the then current owner of the land for which the fee
was collected upon the timely written application of the then current owner of
the land. For purposes of refunds, the owner of the land on which an impact
fee was paid is the owner of record at the time that the refund is paid. No
refunds are due under this section if the impact fee payer or the owner of land
for which the impact fee was paid voluntarily signed a waiver or release of the
right to seek or claim a refund of an impact fee paid. The owner of the land for
which an impact fee has been paid has standing to file suit for a refund under
the provisions of this section. No cause of action may be commenced for
receiving a refund of impact fees paid following one (1) year after the date of
the required expenditure or encumbrance date for the impact fees paid.

A refund application must include the following information:

(c)

(1) A notarized sworn statement that the fee payer paid the impact fee for the
land at issue, the amount paid and the date paid;

(2) A copy of the dated receipt issued by the city for payment of the impact fee;

(3) A certified copy of the latest recorded deed for the property and proof that
the applicant is the current owner of the land:

(4) A copy of the most recent ad valorem tax bill;

(5) A statement indicating the applicant’s position on the entitlement to the
requested impact fee refund: and

(6) The name, address and telephone number of the person for which the refund
payment is being requested.

Within ten (10) business days of receipt of a refund application, the director

(d

shall determine if it is complete. If the director determines the refund
application is not complete, he or she will send a written statement specifying
the deficiencies by mail to the person submitting the refund application. Unless
the deficiencies are corrected, the director will take no further action on the
refund application.

When the director determines the refund application is complete, the director

will review it within thirty (30) days and approve the proposed refund if he or
she determines that the city has not spent or encumbered an impact fee when
required under subsection (a).

Page 15 of 21
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(e)

When the refund application is approved, the money will be returned, less any

()

administrative charges paid to offset the city's costs of collection. A refund
shall not include interest or investment income on the impact fee while in the
city’s possession. A person for which an impact fee refund is to be paid may
be required to fill out and sign a W-9 or other appropriate federal taxpayer
identification form as a condition of receiving the refund.

An impact fee payer may not retain the right to seek or collect a refund of an

(g)

impact fee paid after the impact fee payer no longer owns fee simple title to the
land for which the impact fee is paid. Only the then current owner of the land
for which the impact fee was paid is entitled to seek and receive an impact fee
refund that may be due.

Any requestor of an impact fee refund may appeal the director's decision

regarding a refund application by filing with the director and the city clerk
within ten (10) business days of the date of the director's decision a written
notice of appeal along with a statement explaining the legal and factual basis of
the appeal. The failure to timely file an appeal shall constitute a waiver of the
right to appeal or challenge the decision. The city commission shall hold a de
novo public hearing to consider the appeal and may affirm, affirm with
conditions, or reverse the decision of the director. The city commission’s
determination constitutes a final decision for the city.

Sec. 59-12. Annual reporting and audits.

(a) On an annual basis, a report to the city commission will be made on the
following:
(1) The amount of impact fee revenues currently on account for which impact
fees are collected;
(2) The amount and nature of any expenditure or encumbrance of impact fees
since the prior annual report; and
(3) The amount and nature of any planned expenditures or encumbrances of
impact fees prior to the next annual report.
(b) Audits of the city's financial statements, which are performed by a certified

public accountant pursuant to § 218.39, Florida Statutes, as may be amended or
transferred, and submitted to the auditor general, must include an affidavit
signed by the finance director, stating that the city has complied with the
requirements of § 163.31801, Florida Statutes, as may be amended or
transferred.

Sec. 59-13. Appeals.

(a)

Initiation. A fee payer may appeal a final decision of the director made pursuant

to any provision of this chapter to the city commission, by filing a written appeal
with the city, within ten (10) business days of the decision. The appeal must

Page 16 of 21
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(b)

include a written notice stating and specifying briefly the legal and factual
grounds of the appeal. The city shall place the appeal on the city commission's
agenda for a regularly scheduled meeting or a special meeting called for that
purpose, and forward the record of the matter that is on appeal to the city
commission.

Record. The record considered by the city commission will be the record of the

(c)

application associated with the final decision being appealed and any other
documents related to such decision.

Notice. The city shall provide the applicant at least fifteen (15) calendar days’

(d)

notice of the appeal before the city commission by mail or hand delivery.

Hearing on appeal. At the hearing on the appeal, the city commission shall

(e)

provide the appellant an opportunity to identify the grounds for the appeal and
the basis for the director's alleged error on the decision, based on the record. To
the extent relevant, the director will be allowed to respond, based on the record.
After the presentations, the city commission may hear from any other person(s)
it deems appropriate and then, based on the testimony heard at the hearing and
the record, affirm, modify, or reverse the decision of the director.

Standards. To reverse a decision of the director, the city commission must find

()

that there is a clear and demonstrable error in the application of the facts in the
record to the applicable standards set forth in this chapter. If the city
commission reverses or modifies the decision, it must provide the director clear
direction on the proper decision. In no case does the city commission have the
authority to negotiate the amount of the impact fees or waive the impact fees
otherwise specified in this chapter. The decision of city commission is final.

Form of decision. The city commission's decision on the appeal must be in

writing and include findings of fact and the application of those facts to the
relevant standards.

Sec. 59-20. Multi-modal Transportation Impact Fee Schedule

(@

Multi-modal impact fee schedule. A multi-modal impact fee will be assessed
and collected from new development pursuant to all applicable provisions of
this chapter, in accordance with the following fee schedule:

Winter Park Multi-Modal Transportation Impact Fee Schedule

Land Use

Residential

Single Family (Detached):
= <1,200 sf
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Single Family (Detached):

210 1201-2.000 sf DU $8.218
210 Smgleng(r)r;l_l;/ 5(]0)(§:tsz}ched): DU $10.163
210 Single Firr;lsxz) (()D;tached): DU $10,640
20 Multi-::fél;iixl/{ Sgufi_rzlgf/]"(l;gzl;house DU $5.937
m M o | ses
2 (FighRise.~ 10 floors) DU | sase0
2 ( Amfm) Bedroom o
225 (Over ls/t;d#mimpus[ Bedroom §2410
21 Wy ey DU $2.744
2 s/ s loor Commerea by 81571
240 Mobile Home Park DU $3.054
i | ou | s
gk A
265 Time Share DU $5.343
_ Lodging . -
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel Room $3.033
320 Motel Room $1.440
. Recreational _ _
430 Golf Course Acre $2.841
437 Bowling Alley 1,000 sf $7.993
444 Movie Theater w/ or w/out Matinee 1,000 sf $20.895
491 Racquet Club 1,000 sf $12,734
492 Health/Fitness Club 1,000 sf $22.428
N/A ( Maﬁial%messonﬂ 1.000 sf $8.010
_ Institutional _ -
522 School 1,000 sf $6.998
560 Public Assembly 1,000 sf $3.284
565 Day Care 1,000 sf $9.446
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Medical

610 Hospital Bed $15.641
620 Nursing Home 1,000 sf $1,899
640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 1,000 sf $4.,047
110 Geneta Tce: L000sf | $8.133
710 SIS L0t | s7.621
720 Small Mzdilcglélggr;tal Office: 1,000 sf $18.872
720 Medical/Dental Office 1,000 sf $27,101
732 Post Office 1,000 sf $42.202
Retail

815 Free-Standing Discount Store 1,000 sf $11,105
816 Hardware/Paint 1,000 sf $1,079
820 _ S(f&t)—%“s:fgla 1.000sfela | $10,051
820 Refail 1,000 sfgla $11.,052
- 50,001-100.000 sfgla

820 100,001%31500 sfgla L000sfgla | $10.052
820 200’00%0 sfola 1,000 sfgla $9.852
820 300,00156(;31,1(;00 sflga Lanlslela ) so.0e
820 400,001}-15%31,1(;00 sfgla 1000 sfgla SAOET
820 500.000-1.000.000 sgla L000sfela | $10244
820 1,000,011 506,000 sfle el
820 - 2&35353 Sfola 1.000sfela | $10.770
%472/ New/Used Auto Sales 1,000 sf $11,875
850 Supermarket 1,000 sf $16,070
853 Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps 1,000 sf $33,899
862 Home Improvement Superstore 1,000 sf $6.359
863 Electronics Superstore 1,000 sf $5.427
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<

@ Drug Store 1,000 sf $8.916
Services
911 Bank/Savings Walk-In 1,000 sf $8.404
912 Bank/Savings Drive-In 1,000 sf $14,868
925 Drinking Place 1,000 sf $15.293
931 Quality Restaurant 1,000 sf $27.456
932 High-Turnover Restaurant 1,000 sf $31,605
934 Fast Food Restaurant w/ Drive Thru 1,000 sf $74.592
942 Auto Service 1,000 sf $9.,708
944 Gas Station w/ or 3/201(;:) OC(S)?Wnience Market: Fuel Pos. $9.799
945 Gas Station w/ (;r (;J:/)/(;)_gt 9C909n;/;>nience Market: Fuel Pos. $11,709
960 Gas Station WE/ g%r(l)\(l)eélgence Market: Fuel Pos. $13.136
947 Self-Service Car Wash Wash Station $20,980
Industrial
110 General Light Industrial 1,000 sf $3.117
140 Manufacturing 1,000 sf $2.447
150 Warehousing 1,000 sf $1.050
151 Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sf $578
154 Sh(i{r‘t:q":";g;llbsetgr?gnes 1\(’;a:frea}?:use 1.000 sf §839

(b) In the event an applicant for building permit contends that the land use for
which the building permit is proposed is not within the above categories,
the director will make a determination as to the appropriate land use
designation for charging the impact fee. The director’s determination as to
the appropriate land use designation may be appealed to the city
commission.

Section 3. Codification. Section 2 of this Ordinance will be incorporated into the Winter
Park City Code. Any section, paragraph number, letter and/or any heading may be changed or
modified as necessary to effectuate the foregoing. Grammatical, typographical, and similar or
like errors may be corrected, and additions, alterations, and omissions not affecting the
construction or meaning of this ordinance and the City Code may be freely made.

Page 20 of 21

152



Section 4. Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, phrase, word or
provision of this Ordinance is for any reason held invalid or unconstitutional by any court of
competent jurisdiction, whether for substantive, procedural, or any other reason, such portion shall
be deemed a separate, distinct and independent provision, and such holding shall not affect the
validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 5. Conflicts. In the event of a conflict or conflicts between this Ordinance and
any other Ordinance or provision of law, this Ordinance governs and controls to the extent of any
such conflict.

Section 6. Directions to City Staff. City Staff under the direction of the City Manager
are directed and authorized to take such actions as are necessary and advisable to effect and carry
out this Ordinance.

Section 7. Effective Dates. This Ordinance shall become effective on January 1, 2022
after its adoption by the City Commission of the City of Winter Park, Florida.

First Reading held on November 10, 2021
Second Reading held on December 8, 2021

ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the City Commission of the City of Winter Park,
Florida, held in City Hall, Winter Park, on this 8th day of December, 2021.

Mayor Phil Anderson

ATTEST:

Rene Cranis, City Clerk

s:\aka\clients\winter park\planning and cra w600-26037\multi modal transportation impact fee\city of winter park ordinance adopting multi-modal transportation impact fee rev 10-19-2021.docx
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Planning & Zoning

s agenda item

item type Public Hearings meeting date November 2, 2021

prepared by Jeffrey Briggs approved by Bronce Stephenson
board approval Completed

strategic objective

subject

ANNEX #21-02; CPA 21-07; RZ 21-05: Request of the 3217 Corrine LLC: to Annex the
Properties at 3303 and 3313 Corrine Drive and Utilize the south 63 feet of 1813

Northwood Terrace Drive to establish Commercial (C-3A) and Parking Lot (PL) Future Land

Use and Zoning in order to build a two-story, 8,750 sq. ft. commercial/office building on
the combined properties.

motion / recommendation
Staff recommendation is for Approval.

background

In order to redevelop all or parts of 3303 and 3313 Corrine Drive and 1813 Northwood
Terrace Drive, this public hearing is to consider several requests made by the 3217
Corrine LLC for:

1. Annexation of 3303 and 3313 Corrine Drive;

2. Amending a Comprehensive Plan text policy to permit changing the future land use
designation of Single Family Residential to Parking Lot on the south 63 feet of 1813
Northwood Terrace Drive and establishing Commercial future land use on the
annexed properties at 3303 and 3313 Corrine Drive;

3. Amending the Zoning Map on those properties in accordance with the future land
use designations; and

4. Vacating the east and west five feet of the Northwood Terrace Drive right-of-way
between Northwood Boulevard and Corrine Drive, all in order to build a new 8,750
square foot commercial/office building on the combined properties.

Summary:

The 3217 Corrine LLC (Brian Albertson) owns the adjacent one-story office building at
3217 Corrine Drive and over the years, has purchased and assembled the adjacent
properties on Corrine Drive and Northwood Terrace Drive. Their business has outgrown
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the current building and they are looking to build an adjacent two-story office building on
Corrine Drive that would also have the opportunity for some commercial retail users on
the ground floor. In order to accomplish this project, they need to annex into the City,
and get rezoned for the project.

Background:

There were earlier, more expansive proposals by the applicant and a neighborhood
meeting was held several months ago. The P&Z Board may hear commentary about
those issues, which are NOT part of this request. However, for background, the
applicant/owners are NOT asking for:

1. Vacating Northwood Terrace Drive as a street. The street will remain open and look
and function exactly as it does now. The applicants are asking the City to vacate the
east and west 5 feet of the r/o/w reducing it from a platted 60-foot r/o/w to a typical
50-foot r/o/w. In return they have agreed to build a sidewalk on both sides of that
50-foot r/o/w to aid pedestrian safety and connectivity.

2. Rezoning of the residential properties on Northwood Terrace Drive from R-1A to R-
2. The applicant/owners own all of the other residential properties on Northwood
Terrace Drive. They originally wanted R-2 for townhouses or single-family houses.
Some of the neighbors did not like that idea of R-2 zoning in a predominately single-
family neighborhood, so it is not part of this request.

Request for Annexation and to Establish Commercial and Parking Lot Zoning

Since part of this redevelopment site is in both the City of Winter Park and
unincorporated Orange County, the applicants are seeking annexation of 3303 and 3313
Corrine Drive and for the City to establish, a Commercial future land use designation and
Commercial (C-3A) zoning on those annexed properties. The proposed parking lot
encroaches into the adjacent residential property at 1813 Northwood Terrace Drive, so in
order to provide that parking lot use, the City also needs to amend a Comprehensive Plan
policy and change the future land use to our parking lot designation.

It is understandable, from the staff's perspective, that this property fronting on Corrine
Drive is a logical transition from single family homes to office/commercial. Corrine Drive
has 23,000 cars a day on that roadway, many traveling at high speed. That volume would
be comparable to Orange Avenue in Winter Park.

The location of this property is on the edge of the “business” section of Corrine Drive.
Directly to the east is a one-story office owned by the applicant. Directly next door is the
East End Market with its" high activity character.

Comprehensive Plan Policy Text Change
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The Comprehensive Plan has strong protections for single family designated property in
this neighborhood. The proposed parking lot would protrude 63 feet into the adjacent
residential property (in the same ownership). In order to accomplish a change in land
use/zoning designations requires a Policy text amendment as shown below with new text
in italic:

PLANNING AREA E: Glenridge/Lake Sue

Policy 1-E-1: Preserve Existing Single-Family Residential Land Use in Glenridge/Lake
Sue Planning Area The City shall preserve single-family residential land use in the
Glenridge/Lake Sue planning area and shall deem land use changes from single family
residential to low or medium density residential or to a non-residential designation to be
in conflict with this Comprehensive Plan policy and shall not be permitted unless
otherwise provided for in the Comprehensive Plan, except for the south 63 feet of 1813
Northwood Terrace Drive, (Lot 14) which may be provided a parking lot future land use
designation in order to allow for redevelopment along Corrine Drive and a transitional use on
that property for the adjacent residential properties.

The comparable scenario is what the City has agreed to do for the redevelopment of the
north side of the West Fairbanks gateway corridor in allowing some partial rezoning for
just a parking lot in order to compensate for the shallow depth along the frontage.

Traffic Impact

The estimated traffic impact from this development of 8,750 sq. ft. with a 70/30
office/retail split is approximately 33 cars per day. That represents a minimal traffic
impact. Most of that traffic would utilize Corrine Drive. It is possible that some trips
might decide to cut-thru the neighborhood but the time savings versus using Winter Park
Road or General Rees is not significant. However, in order to discourage any cut-thru
traffic the driveway onto Northwood Terrace Blvd. will be angled in order to discourage
turns to the north and direct turn to and from the south.

Protections for the Adjacent Residential Neighborhood

The Parking Lot (PL) FLU and Zoning is used because a surface parking lot is the only type
of development allowed by that designation. The plan has the new two-story building up
on the Corrine Drive frontage and at the corner of Northwood Terrace Drive in order to
maximize the distance away from the adjacent residential properties. This two-story, 30-
foot tall building is no taller than a two-story single-family home that could be built on the
residentially zoned properties. The City Code requires a six-foot block/brick wall on the
perimeter of the parking lot as a solid privacy buffer to the adjacent properties. Parking
lot lighting is low profile poles with shielding for downlighting only.

The proposed Limited Commercial (C-3A) zoning is the designation intended for these
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locations near residential properties. Drive-in businesses are not permitted unless by a
separate conditional use approval so that this building cannot be converted in the future
to a drive-in bank, for example. Most importantly, restaurants are also not permitted
unless by a separate conditional use approval. Restaurants with their high traffic and late
hours would not be compatible adjacent to residential homes.

Alternatives to Consider

When the previous Corrine Drive Baptist Church was proposed for redevelopment into
the East End Market, the intensity of the development lead the owners to seek
annexation into the City of Orlando versus annexation into Winter Park given that
Orlando’s process was more administrative approvals versus public hearings. That option
is also open to the applicants for the bulk of this redevelopment site. Orlando is
providing the water/sewer and electric service for this project and one assumes Orlando
would also like the tax base as opposed to just a new utility customer.

Summary and Recommendation

This site on the heavily traveled Corrine Drive frontage is appropriate for this
redevelopment project. Winter Park has design protections for the adjacent residential
properties and business type/use protections as well in the proposed C-3A zoning. There
is a quid-pro-quo for the street vacating and the new sidewalk. The incursion of 63 feet
for the parking lot will not undermine the protections that exist for the single-family
neighborhood.

alternatives / other considerations

fiscal impact

ATTACHMENTS:
Location map and aerial.pdf

ATTACHMENTS:
Colored Site Plans.pdf

ATTACHMENTS:
Building Perspective Elevations.pdf

ATTACHMENTS:
Corrine Drive_Northwood Terrace Driveway.pdf
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REQUESTED DIVERTER ISLAND TO
DISCOURAGE TRAFFIC ENTERING
FROM/EXITING TO THE NORTH.

EXISTING
COMMERICAL

NORTHWOOD BLVD.

NORTHWOOD TER

i1

CORRINE DR.
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Planning & Zoning

s agenda item

item type Public Hearings meeting date November 2, 2021

prepared by Jeffrey Briggs approved by Bronce Stephenson
board approval Completed

strategic objective

subject

CU # 21-03. Request of Park Avenue Concepts for: Approval of Conditional Use to waive
the separation distance of 1,000 feet from a church or school in order to allow a 4-COP
Liquor License in conjunction with the proposed 102-seat restaurant located at 331/339 S.
Park Avenue, zoned C-2.

motion / recommendation

Staff recommendation is for Approval with the following conditions:

1. That the business functions as a full service restaurant in compliance with the Section
58-95 zoning definition of a ‘fine dining restaurant' as follows: Fine dining restaurant
means any establishment which is devoted to the retailing and on-premises consumption
of meals and food where more than 50 percent of the gross revenue is derived from food
sales versus alcoholic beverages. Additionally, fine dining restaurants shall meet all of the
following criteria:

a. A host or hostess should be regularly present to greet and arrange for seating of
patrons;

b, Food and beverage service (other than bar service) is provided via table service by
servers,

c. Dinnerware (utensils, plates, etc.) shall be non-disposable;

d. Ordering, food service and payment is done at the table; and

e. The menu shall consist of full dining cuisine with a range of appetizers, entrees and
desserts along with appropriate selections of beverages.

f. Payment at a counter/cashier may be allowed only and exclusively to accommodate
take-out orders.

background

Park Avenue Concepts is requesting Conditional Use approval to waive the separation
distance requirement of 1,000 feet from a Church or School in order to allow a 4-COP
Liquor License in conjunction with the proposed 102-seat restaurant located at 331/339 S.
Park Avenue. The property is zoned C-2 and is located within Park Avenue Corridor of the
Central Business District (CBD).

165



The applicant is looking to renovate the two adjacent premises - 331 and 339 S. Park
Avenue - which are the former Palmano’s Coffee Shop, then Mon Petite Cheri and the
other location was the former Cigarz on the Avenue. The applicant wishes to renovate the
premises into a fine dining Mexican restaurant, deriving more than fifty percent (50%) of
its gross revenue from food sales versus alcoholic beverages.

However, under the City's Alcoholic Beverage Code, restaurants with full liquor must have
150 seats. Due to the parking constraints, this location is limited to 102 seats. The
solution is to place a 4-COP license at this location which allows liquor with less than the
150 seats. That 4-COP license however does not require food service and our Code
prohibits such (bars) within 1,000 feet of a Church or School. Both Rollins College and All
Saints Episcopal Church are within that 1,000-foot distance.

The exact same situation arose in 2017 with an Irish 21 restaurant that was proposed at
500/510 S. Park Avenue. That separation distance was also waived based on conditions
of approval that guarantee the business will function as a fine dining, full service
restaurant. Staff is recommending approval based upon the exact same set of conditions
of approval that were developed by the city attorney.

alternatives / other considerations

fiscal impact

ATTACHMENTS:
Map and Picture.pdf

ATTACHMENTS:
Application Introduction Letter.pdf

ATTACHMENTS:
Restaurant Business Plan and Menu.pdf
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CONTACT

heon 324 -436-8650

Patti Jac
Mike Winn 407-702—4056
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AX # (407) 440-1442
ALSO ADMITTED IN LOUISIANA ) F 407)
AND MICHIGAN BARS E-MAIL: steve@labretiaw.com

October 11, 2021

UPS K305 422 509 4
ibriggs@cityofwinterpark.org

City of Winter Park

401 South Park Avenue
Winter Park, FL 32789
Attn: Mr. Jeffrey Briggs

Re: Landlord: Egret Estates, LLC
Tenant: Park Avenue Concepts, LLC d/b/a Oro
Leased Premises: 331/339 South Park Avenue
Winter Park, FL 32789

Our Client: Park Avenue Concepts, LLC
Our File No: 1558-W-002 (Wilkinson)

Dear Mr. Briggs:
As you know, | represent Park Avenue Concepts, LLC d/b/a Oro.

Park Avenue Concepts, LLC is going to renovate the two (2) above referenced Leased Premises--
one formerly a sandwich shop, and one a cigar bar, making an upscale, fine dining Mexican
restaurant. Park Avenue Concepts, LLC wants to operate this restaurant with a 4COP Liquor
License. (Park Avenue Concepts, LLC is attempting to get a 4COP Liquor License because there is
no minimum seating requirement.) Park Avenue Concepts, LLC acknowledges that as a fine
dining restaurant with a 4COP Liquor License, it still needs to derive more than fifty percent (50%)
of its gross revenue from food sales versus alcoholic beverages.

According to the Winter Park Code, a 4COP Liquor License has a separation of one thousand
(1,000) feet from a Church or School. Park Avenue Concepts, LLC Leased Premises is
approximately eight hundred (800) feet from Rollins College and eight hundred fifty (850) feet
from All Saints Episcopal Church. You mentioned that the City Commission, however, can waive
that separation distance requirement. Park Avenue Concepts, LLC wishes for such a waiver.
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City of Winter Park
Mr. Jeffrey Briggs
October 11, 2021
Page -2-

Accordingly, enclosed please find the following:

Check in the amount of Five Hundred and No/100 Dollars ($500.00);
City of Winter Park Application for Continued Use;

Legal Description of Property;

Certificate of Name Change

Tax Collector Print Out;

Lease;

Business Plan-Oro

Oro Winter Park Team Resumes of principals; and

Menu.

B e ;R R

In the event that you need any more information, please contact the undersigned.
Thank you for your anticipated cooperation.
Sincerely, P
7.

Steven M LaBret

Enclosures

Parkaveconcept\winterpark\letter\10.8.21
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BUSINESS PLAN

ORO

333 SOUTH PARK AVENUE

WINTER PARK

FLORIDA

32789
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BUSINESS PLAN
ORO
333 S Park Ave

October 11, 2021

The Ownership

Executive Summary Park Ave. Concepts DBA ORO

The company is structured as a limited liability company (L.L.C.).
Management

The most important aspect of management is communication and working as a team. Our
Management Team will work side by side, day in and day out to obtain our daily goals. We
believe in being a hands-on partnership, we have gathered some of the best hospitality minds in
central Florida. With this being said, our main objectives are to create a fun & exciting work
environment for our employees, while offering our Guests the Best quality Food & Service in
Winter Park. We will position ourselves to create, maintain and grow as a positive fixture in
Winter Park. We will be reaching out to our community and organizations when they are in
need.

Goals and Objectives

Our goal at Oro, as a restaurant, is to be the example and a representation of what a viable
business in the community should exude. We look forward to growing with Oro and providing
an incredible workplace for the great people of Winter Park and a family-oriented establishment
for all to enjoy.

Product

Oro will be a popular destination for our friends and families of Winter Park to enjoy. Oro will
provide Latin style fare made from scratch with the finest ingredients for lunch and dinner. We
will offer for our guests the ability to dine inside our beautiful restaurant or on our covered patio.

We will also our great food for takeout. We will eventually offer delivery thru a secondary
company.

Target Market

The current market group Oro will consist of all ages. Oro will not only be geared to our local
businesses and families but also the tourist making Winter Park their destination.

172



Pricing Strategy

Oro will accommodate most with our menu pricing. We will offer a wide range of options,
including appetizers, handhelds, entrees and desserts.

Marketing Plan

Strengths

We as a company, have gathered some of the Best Hospitality Minds in Central Florida. Oro will
provide Winter Park with a fresh Latin fare with consistent great food and superior service. We
will become one of the favorite restaurants in the Winter Park community. The Menu will be
favorable to our local and tourist audiences.

Opportunities

We believe that bring a new concept to Winter Park will help offer a fresh option to Park
Avenue. Oro will have a great promotional group at our disposal to create a new vibe that the
prior tenants may have been missing. Our marketing group will be creating a website that can be
used to do online ordering will greatly increase be utilizing several types of media to showcase
our menu and upcoming events. We will also partner with a delivery service which we believe
will be a huge opportunity and convenience for the local businesses.

Staffing

Oro will employee a staff of about forth-five hourly employees, not counting several managers.
We will have approximately fifteen Back of the House employees, thirty Front of the House
employees and several managers.
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“Oro Winter Park” Team

Kevin Young — Owner/Operations
Kevin is a local entrepreneur raised in Cocoa Beach Florida. He's a graduate of UCF and has been in the Restaurant
business for 15 years. He has owned multiple restaurant and bars and currently operates 5 venues.

—Celine Orlando: 2017-Present

3.5 million annual sales — Chief Operations Officer
—Tier Nightclub: 2013—Present

4 million annual sales — Chief Operations Officer
—Brick and Fire Restaurant:

1.2 million annual sales — Chief Financial Officer
—Eden Lounge & Eatery: 2020-Present

3 million annual sales — Owner

—Tin & Taco (8 Locations): 2019-Present

15 million annual sales — Managing Partner

Jesse Williams — Owner/Operations
Jesse, a native of Cocoa Beach Florida, has spent 18 + years in the hospitality industry including experience with major
franchises such as STK Steakhouse. Jesse currently operates four venues.

—STK Steakhouse (Disney Springs): 2009-2010
Beverage Director

~TIER Nightclub: 2013-2019

General Manager -

—ONO Nightclub: 2012-2017

General Manager

—Eden Lounge & Eatery: 2020-Present
Owner

The Wilkinsons — Owner
Robert and his wife Nicole Wilkinson have 30+ years within the hospitality industry ranging from ownership to
operations to most recently as investors. Currently, Bob and Nikki operate six venues across the country.

—~Cane Garden Country Club (Premier Club House at the Villages):
5.2 million annual sales
—Americanos Restaurant at the Villages:

1.7 annual sales
—Avalon Diner:

600k annual sales
—Italian House Pizza and Restaurant:

650K annual sales

—Margarita Republic (Bar):

1.7Million annual sales
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House made guacemoie with red onien, Serano, tomalo.
pickied onion and cortija cheese

Shrimp, cucumber, lime

Lightty dusted with fiour and fried and served with house
sauce and lemon

3 Mini empaonadas served with chili meot sauce

Frash jalapeno stuffed with cream cheese and kurge shiimp
battered and fried

Mango Hanbanero wi
& with

chicken soup with ables & tic
torila strips

Frash 7«
A creqamy chowder of chorizo, shump. roasted com, tomato onion,
and cilantro and idlapenc

Maris

Cold water iobster, Napa cabbage, Pico. out
house blendg of Cheese.

Waygu Ground beef, Napa cabbage. Pico,
and our house biend of cheeses

Marinated grilied chicken, fettuce, pico and
blend of chease

Mahi Mahi, Napa cabboge, pico de ac:dc anc
cuse biend cheese with cliantro ime sQuce

roised beet, pico de galio & house biend of
cheeasas

Manng

rilied Red Snapper. onion, tomato. ¢

’7"1{.}0(‘\/ capers and white

oz Mahi filet served with our mg o habanero, red
red pepper, isiopenc and fresh Cilantie

nated flank sieak and jumbo Shiimp served with Yucca

115, pacans. bacon, Parr an and crispy mashed polaloes and roosted com

3 stups with 0 wanm bacon diesssin
Add Shriimgp §6
Add Chicken $5

Siiced

Wxt_d greens, avocado, pickled onion, sun died tomaio,
aimonds, walrits, queso hrese wved with house moce
avocado ranch

ribeye steck ioppaed with C
pic «!-“c! onion and fomato with Caprese

Marinoted shimp w r”;;)()e'* in bocon and boked Sewved
‘ds ta style over sauteed onions, cairols and green peppars

d lopped. With med JOCK chease served w

galio, sour cream and guacamole

“W:}’}: ‘h:f} ime .:21

fradit f Coesar Saldce
Add Chicken

Add Beet B

Add Shrimp &

8 02 Waygu beef burger with Ary
pickle on a fresh boked

drizzie

ed g:,!icd chicken, helio and 1ed p¢
ond 5 lighe

Freshily made tortilia boat d iy Of SUQar an

mleoﬁ with chocoiate mousse and a chocolate ganad

Orange spongée cake filled with berry jom and topped with
powderad sugar

Slice roast pork onicn

Manrv--" d /).1 led ¢ nial frest
avor: C L ado raneh

Individuatl butter cake tresh fruits and whipped cream
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