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Members
The Planning Committee consisted of the following individuals:

Jimmy Goff, Chair
Don Ammerman
Scott Gabrielson
Monty Knox
Frances Pignone
Kathy Putnam

VVVVVYVYY

Meeting Schedule and Presenters

The Planning Committee (the “Committee”) held its first meeting on December 30, 2005
and met on five separate occasions, concluding its deliberations on March 16, 2006. A
chart compiling the Committee’s schedule of meetings and the presenters is attached
as Appendix A.

Side-By-Side Comparisons

A detailed Side-By-Side Comparison of the data presented and considered by the
Committee is attached as Appendix B. The data cited in the Side-by-Side Comparison
is information provided by either Orange County or the City of Orlando and is not based
on any independent calculations or studies prepared by the Committee. To help the
readers better understand the terminology in this Planning Report, a glossary of
planning terms used is attached as Appendix C.

Findings of Fact

The following findings of fact were determined by the Committee to be of significance
and are the basis for their conclusions and recommendations:

Planning Fact #1 The Committee participated in a teleconference call with a
representative from the Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission
(HCCCPC) at the Committee meeting held on December 30, 2005. (Source: Ray
Chiaramonte, HCCCPC) The following are the significant findings from that call:

o The HCCCPC was established in 1950. Because there was no long-range
planning, Sam Gibbons spearheaded an effort to remove planning one step from
politics and to have a planning commission that would make recommendations to
the elected representatives of Hillsborough County.
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The HCCCPC prepares the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for the four
jurisdictions of Hillsborough County.

The HCCCPC has a staff of 60 County civil service workers (12 of the 60 are
MPO members who specialize in transportation planning).

Their Urban Service Area, adopted in the 1990s, restricted two-thirds of
Hillsborough County to the Rural Service Area. The two-thirds restriction is still
in place, and the Urban Service Area is actually smaller now than it was then.
The Urban Service Area helps promote redevelopment. By somewhat limiting
the opportunities for development in the County, the policy promotes
redevelopment in the city.

The HCCCPC is funded by ad valorem taxes according to a formula, but it goes
through the County budget process.

The HCCCPC, in its deliberations, considers the impact of planning decisions on
all jurisdictions.

As regards to annexations, the HCCCPC only gets involved if a land use change
is requested in connection with the annexation.

The HCCCPC makes recommendations to a Board. The HCCCPC has a 90%
Board agreement rate with their recommendations. Both the media and citizens
are supportive of the HCCCPC. The HCCCPC has a full time media person.

Hillsborough County and all of its cities but one, Tampa, have planning
departments. Tampa has relied on the HCCCPC for planning. Now Tampa
desires to have its own planning staff. The HCCCPC works at a more
comprehensive, long-range, broader level than the municipal planning staffs.

The HCCCPC prepares and recommends the comprehensive plans for all
jurisdictions.

State law governs the HCCCPC duties and responsibilities.

The HCCCPC reviews capital improvements (Capital Improvements Programs)
of each jurisdiction for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.

The HCCCPC has not been able to standardize land use codes for the entire
county.

The HCCCPC would like to get a dedicated funding source tied to population
growth.
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o The HCCCPC does proactive planning and when it recognizes a problem it
recommends a fix. For example, the HCCCPC developed a “livable roadways”
program for the County in response to the HCCCPC observation that roadways
did not have an attractive appearance.

o The HCCCPC reviews every zoning action for consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan.

Planning Fact #2 The Committee participated in a teleconference call with
representatives from the Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department at the
Committee meeting held on January 19, 2006. (Source, unless otherwise noted, was:
Fred Goodrow, Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department). The following are
the significant findings from that call:

o The Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department, established in the
1960s, is based on an agreement between Tallahassee and Leon County that is
reviewed every six years, and that applies only to Comprehensive Planning and
rezoning. Tallahassee (size: 102.7 sq. miles) is the only municipality in Leon
County (size: 670 sq miles), although there are some “Census Designated
Places” (CDP), such as Woodville. These CDPs are not municipalities. (Source:
Ed Young, Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department).

o Both Tallahassee and Leon County have to agree for changes to be made to the
urban district (size: 161.3 sq miles). (Source: Ed Young, Tallahassee and Leon
County Planning Department). It is one of the most compact developed area in
the state.

o The Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department is funded out of the
general fund.

o The Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department is looked on as a
planning resource and they are involved with infrastructure planning (i.e. water,
sewer, roads).

o The Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department is preparing the
Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) for the entire Plan.

Planning Fact #3 The Committee participated in a teleconference call with
representatives from the Pinellas County Planning Council at the Committee meeting
held on January 19, 2006. (Source: David Healey, Pinellas County Planning Council).
The following are the significant findings from that call:

o The Pinellas County Planning Council was created by a special act of the State
Legislature in 1973 and a Charter Amendment in 1988.
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o The Pinellas County Planning Council has 13 members representing 25 entities
(1 county, 24 cities).

o The Pinellas County Planning Council prepares and administers the countywide
Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

o Local plans can be more restrictive than a county plan, but cannot exceed the
parameters of the countywide plan. There is consistency in density, definitions,
etc.

o The Pinellas County Planning Council is holding workshops to educate
communities on the EAR so that each community can prepare its EAR.

o Ten (10) of the 24 cities have their own planning departments. The other cities
depend on the Pinellas County Planning Council. Small cities are served by
other utilities that provide utility planning by contract. Many of the small cities
only have one main street.

o The Pinellas County Planning Council is funded by a separate ad valorem
millage rate (0.020) under their charter.

0 The Pinellas County Planning Council doesn’t reach far beyond comprehensive
planning. For example, the Council does not plan down to the utility level.
Redevelopment is now a major concern. The Pinellas County Planning Council
has a countywide Redevelopment Plan.

Planning Fact #4 Both Orange County and the City of Orlando are currently
meeting State concurrency requirements. Both governments have adopted
Comprehensive Land Use Plans that have been approved by the State of Florida
Department of Community Affairs. Any amendments to those Plans have been
approved through a similar process that requires comment from the Regional Planning
Council, from the public and from adjoining governments.

Planning Fact #5 The County and City meet quarterly with each other. The
meetings could be formalized. Planning for certain infrastructure needs (e.g. fire
stations, roads, police stations, parks) could be better coordinated.

Planning Fact #6 The State of Florida requires that all cities and counties establish
level of service standards for purposes of concurrency. Concurrency requires that
adequate facilities be in place at time of development. Levels of service standards are
required for parks, roads, water, sewer, solid waste, stormwater and transit. The City of
Orlando and Orange County’s adopted level of service standards are different in each
area. See Appendix D for the Orange County and City of Orlando levels of standards
for the seven service areas.
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Planning Fact #7 Appendix E compares the planning staff totals for Orange County
and Orange County municipalities with the staff totals for Pinellas County.

Planning Fact #8 The City of Orlando is one of two municipalities statewide, with
Lakeland being the other, to enter into a Local Comprehensive Planning Agreement
(LGCPCA) with the Florida Department of Community Affairs. Under the LGCPCA,
most of the City's Growth Management Plan (GMP) amendments are exempt from state
and regional review. However, the City is still subject to a maximum of two
amendments to the Regular GMP per year. In exchange for this benefit, the City is
required to monitor a series of baseline conditions, pursue several community
development goals and submit an annual report indicating changes to the baseline
conditions and progress in achieving the stated community development goals. (Source:
Dean Grandin, City of Orlando City Planner). Note: More information is available in
Appendix F - Local Government Comprehensive Certification Agreement (LGCPCA).

Planning Fact #9 Since 1980, Orange County has used an Urban Service Area
(USA) concept in its Comprehensive Policy Plan (CPP) to indicate areas of the County
appropriate for urban and suburban growth and the provision of urban services, such as
central water and wastewater service that make such growth possible.

o In 1991, in response to changes in Florida's growth management legislation,
Orange County adopted a new USA boundary at the parcel level. This new USA
boundary was less conceptual and more regulatory in nature, with a defined
threshold of 14,801 acres available for USA boundary expansion to
accommodate projected growth over the planning period.

o In response to unanticipated population and economic growth, which has added
an estimated 127,000 new residents to Orange County since 2000 (U.S.
Census), the 14,801 acre allocation already has been added to the USA, and
additional expansions are considered on a case-by-case basis through
amendments to Orange County's CPP. This approach has led to challenges, in
that cities' lack of coordination with the USA in their annexations and growth and
the County's incremental USA expansions make public service planning more
fragmented. To address some of these challenges and to meet the needs of
growth in a sustainable fashion, Orange County conducted the Horizon West
planning process with landowners and citizens in southwest Orange County to
address the future uses of former citrus groves no longer suitable for agriculture
use and located near the County's internationally-renowned International Drive
theme parks and tourist areas. The Horizon West sector planning process
included a series of community meetings and design workshops for the overall
planning area and its individual Villages. The workshops helped create detailed
specific area plans for the area’s land uses, environmental protection and
provision of adequate infrastructure to meet the needs of new development.
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o This sector planning process became a model for revisions to Florida's growth
management laws in 1998 to offer an incentive-based alternative to the
Development of Regional Impact (DRI) process. Recognizing the considerable
time and resources needed for the DRI process, an optional area-wide master
planning process, pursuant to Section 163.3245, Florida Statutes, was enabled
for the sector planning of large-scale developments planned in a comprehensive
and detailed manner with extensive public participation. Horizon West is a
sector plan under this statutory criteria, which helps to ensure that Horizon
West's development is compatible, sustainable, and has public facilities and
services that add to the community's quality of life.

Planning Fact #10 The Hillsborough County City-County Planning Commission, the
Tallahassee and Leon County Planning Department, and the Pinellas County Planning
Council each prepare a countywide comprehensive land use plan. Other jurisdictions
within the county may or may not have their own planning department. There are
differences in how the three consolidated planning departments are funded. Two are
funded by ad valorem taxes, with one according to a formula and the funding going
through the county budget process and one by a set millage rate. The other is funded
by the general fund.

Planning Fact #11 Florida law requires the coordination of planning between the
School Board and the respective local governing bodies to ensure that plans for
construction and opening of public educational facilities are facilitated and coordinated
in time and place with plans for residential development, concurrently with other
necessary services. Such planning requires, in part and without limitation, that the
location of public educational facilities must be consistent with the comprehensive plan
and implementing land development regulations of appropriate local governing bodies.
To fulfill this statutory requirement, and in recognition of the benefits to their citizens and
students, the Orange County Public Schools, Orange County and the City of Orlando
have entered into an interlocal agreement regarding school capacity. The agreement
establishes the process for determining the availability of school capacity and the roles
and responsibilities of the respective parties in determining and resolving school
capacity issues. (Source: Linda Rhinesmith, Economic Development Manager, City of
Orlando).

Planning Fact #12 Both the Orange County and the City of Orlando have
professional planning staffs that are effectively dealing with this area’s substantial
growth. The Committee saw plenty of evidence of cooperation and communication
between the two staffs.
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Conclusions

Based upon testimony received by the Committee members during its various meetings,
the Committee unanimously adopted the five conclusions that follow at their meeting
held on March 16, 2006:

Planning Conclusion #1  Planning done in a comprehensive way would result in
better intergovernmental cooperation, would probably save money through avoidance of
duplication of service provision and could better serve citizens.

Planning Conclusion #2  Both Orange County and the City of Orlando have good
Comprehensive Plans.

Planning Conclusion #3  Orange County and the City of Orlando Planning Divisions
have agreed informally to meet on a quarterly basis to discuss plans for new
development and ongoing projects.

Planning Conclusion #4  Concurrency is a complex issue that needs further
refinement throughout the state and cannot simply be resolved through the efforts of
Orange County and the City of Orlando. It is anticipated that the new 2005 Growth
Management Act will result in refinements and rules necessary to help further manage
growth and its impact on service delivery and facilities.

Planning Conclusion #5  The efforts of the planning staffs of Orange County and the
City of Orlando are very professional and commendable.
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Recommendations

Consolidation of the Orange County City of Orlando planning departments was studied
for efficiencies in service delivery, economies of scale, opportunities for enhanced
intergovernmental cooperation and other related issues. The Committee recommends
that the Study Commission adopt the following recommendations for further
consideration by both the County and the City:

Planning Recommendation # 1
That because the Committee found that neither efficiencies in service delivery nor
economies of scale would result from consolidation of services, and because bigger is
not necessarily better, neither the Orange County and City of Orlando Planning
Departments nor their services be consolidated.

Planning Recommendation # 2
That Orange County and the City of Orlando explore creating common elements and
terminology in respect to the Land Development Codes, including such areas as
landscape standards, sign regulations, etc.

Planning Recommendation # 3
That Orange County and the City of Orlando should jointly plan for parks, fire, schools,
roads and other critical infrastructure needs, such as was demonstrated by the
Southeast Sector plan between the City and the County.

Planning Recommendation # 4
That Orange County and the City of Orlando formalize their quarterly meetings between
planning staff to evaluate common issues and opportunities and jointly study areas with
shared boundaries (e.g. International Drive corridor).

Planning Recommendation # 5
That Orange County and the City of Orlando should coordinate the development and
methodology for impact fees.
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APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A, MEETING SCHEDULE AND PRESENTERS to the Planning
Committee Report

APPENDIX B, PLANNING DEPARTMENTS SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the
Planning Committee Report

APPENDIX C, GLOSSARY OF PLANNING TERMS USED IN THIS REPORT, to the
Planning Committee Report

APPENDIX D, ORANGE COUNTY AND CITY OF ORLANDO STANDARDS FOR
SEVEN SERVICE AREAS, to the Planning Committee

APPENDIX E, TOTAL PLANNING STAFF EMPLOYED IN ORANGE COUNTY AS
COMPARED TO THE TOTALS FOR HILLSBOROUGH AND PINELLAS COUNTIES,
to the Planning Committee Report

APPENDIX F LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMPREHENSIVE CERTIFICATION
AGREEMENT (LGCPCA), to the Planning Committee Report
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

ORGANIZATION

DEPARTMENT:
Growth Management
DIVISION:

Planning
MANAGER:

Chris Testerman

SERVICES PROVIDED:
e Intergovernmental
Coordination/Annexations
0 Annexation Review Group

CST/PST review
Fiscal analysis
Joint planning agreements
Interlocal service agreements
School planning
Enclave/Periphery Study
e Development review

o Project review

0 Subdivision plans

o Development plans

o Development Review Committee
e Planning and Zoning Review

0 Rezoning requests
Community meetings
Parking standards
Special exceptions
Development Advisory Board

o Impact Fees
e Comprehensive Planning

0o CRP amendment

o DRI project review

0 Special Overlay Districts

o Visioning/Public participation

o Evaluation and Appraisal Report
¢ Research and Strategic Planning

o Demographic and population
studies
Enterprise Zone
Economic development
Land Market monitoring
Fiscal impact analysis

0 Website Maintenance
e Urban design

o Site plan review

o Architectural and Lighting

Ordinance
o Urban Design Commission

O O 0O O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

O O0OO0Oo

ORGANIZATION

DEPARTMENT:
Economic Development
DIVISION:

City Planning
MANAGER:

Dean Grandin

SERVICES PROVIDED:
e  Current Planning
0 Project review
0 Municipal Planning Board/ Board
of Zoning Adjustment
0 Land Development Code and map
amendments
0 Subdivisions
o0 Planning/Zoning official
determinations
0 Southeast Town Design Review
Committee
e Long Range Planning
o Growth Management Plan
Amendments
o Evaluation and appraisal reports
o Neighborhood Plans/Special Area
Studies
0 Municipal Planning Board
o Developments of Regional Impact
o Demographic analysis and
projections
o DCA Certified Community
oversight
e  Strategic Planning
0 Annexations

o0 Fiscal impact analyses
0 Special studies

0 Research

0 Website maintenance
0 Active Living by Design

e Design and Historic Preservation

0 Project appearance review

o0 Historic Preservation Board/DDB
DRC

0 Historic District/Landmark
Nominations

0 Baldwin Park Town Design
Review Committee

o Small Project Design

0 Virtual Orlando (3D Model of Clay)

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.

Planning

B-1
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Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

DIVISION:
Zoning
MANAGER:
Mitch Gordon

SERVICES PROVIDED:
e  Arbor review

2005 STAFFE
PROFESSIONALS
SECTION/ NUMBER OF
DIVISION EMPLOYEES
City Planning 18
TOTAL Professionals 18
SUPPORT STAFF
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
City Planning 6
TOTAL Support Employees 6

COVERED BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
City Planning 17
TOTAL Employees covered 17
TOTAL
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
City Planning 24
TOTAL Planning Employees 24

e  Commercial plans review
e  Permitting
e Project review and research
e Street addressing
2005 STAFFE
PROFESSIONALS
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 25
Zoning 13
TOTAL Professionals 38
SUPPORT STAFF
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 4
Zoning 20
TOTAL Support Employees 24
COVERED BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 0
Zoning 0
TOTAL Employees covered 0
TOTAL
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 29
Zoning 33
TOTAL Planning Employees 62

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

PAY PLAN: Orange County Pay Plan

BENEFITS PLAN: Orange County Benefits Plan

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

PAY PLAN: City of Orlando Pay Plan

BENEFITS PLAN: City of Orlando Benefits Plan

FY 2003-2004 BUDGET FY 2003-2004 BUDGET
DIVISION BUDGET DIVISION BUDGET
Planning $2,167,000 City Planning $2,111,000
Zoning $2,080,000 TOTAL $2,111,000
TOTAL $4,247,000

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.

Planning
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ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

FY 2004-2005 BUDGET

FY 2004-2005 BUDGET

FY 2006-2007 BUDGET (PROPOSED)

DIVISION BUDGET
Planning $3,990,000
Zoning $2,979,000
TOTAL $6,969,000

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL
OF THE ABOVE (FY 2004-2005)

Employee salary: $3,600,000

Overtime: $6,000

Training: $7,500

Equipment and maintenance (including
systems and software support): $40,000
Other: $0

e TOTAL: $3,654,000

FUNDING SOURCE:

FUNDING OBTAINED FROM

DIVISION SOURCE
Planning General Fund;
Zoning Building/planning/zoning
Fund

OPERATIONAL DATA

NUMBER OF SQUARE MILES COVERED:
800

PAID PLANNING SERVICES STAFFING PER
1,000 RESIDENTIAL POPULATION:

0.09 (planning staff [62] divided by 2005 estimated
unincorporated Orange County population [677,185]
multiplied by 1,000)

PAID PLANNING SERVICES STAFF COST PER
CAPITA FOR RESIDENTIAL POPULATION:
$5.40 (2004-2005 expenditures [$3,654,000]
divided by estimated 2005 population [677,185]
within unincorporated Orange County)

DIVISION BUDGET DIVISION BUDGET
Planning $3,743,000 City Planning $2,136,000
Zoning $2,700,000 TOTAL $2,136,000
TOTAL $6,243,000

FY 2005-2006 BUDGET

DIVISION BUDGET
Planning $3,800,000
Zoning $2,700,000
TOTAL $6,508,000

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR ALL
OF THE ABOVE (FY 2004-2005)
Employee salary: $1,533,000
Overtime: $1,000
Training: $14,000
Equipment and maintenance (including
systems and software support): n/a
e Other: $112,000
TOTAL: $2,136,000

FUNDING SOURCE:

FUNDING OBTAINED FROM

DIVISION SOURCE

City Planning General Fund

OPERATIONAL DATA

NUMBER OF SQUARE MILES COVERED:
109.6

PAID PLANNING SERVICES STAFFING PER
1,000 RESIDENTIAL POPULATION:

0.11 (planning staff [24] divided by 2005 estimated
city resident population [217,327] multiplied by
1,000)

PAID PLANNING SERVICES STAFF COST PER
CAPITA FOR RESIDENTIAL POPULATION:
$9.80 (2004-2005 expenditures [$2,136,000]
divided by estimated city resident population
[217,327]

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.

Planning
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ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

PARTNERSHIPS/AGREEMENTS

PARTNERSHIPS:

AGREEMENTS/SUPPORT AGREEMENTS:
Interlocal agreement for Public School Facility
Planning

COOPERATIVE EFFORTS WITH CITY OF
ORLANDO:
e Monthly meetings to provide updates on
plans and ongoing developments

PARTNERSHIPS/AGREEMENTS

PARTNERSHIPS:

AGREEMENTS/SUPPORT AGREEMENTS:
Interlocal agreement for Public School Facility
Planning

COOPERATIVE EFFORTS WITH ORANGE
COUNTY:
e  Monthly meetings to provide updates on
plans and ongoing developments

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.

Planning
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ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

ORANGE COUNTY IMPACT FEES

Road Impact Fee

CITY OF ORLANDO IMPACT FEES

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

Note: all residential, hotel, and time share fees are per unit. All non-
residential fees are per 1,000 square feet
* Gross leasable area is total square footage under roof less than ten
(10) percent; all others are gross floor area

quantity developed.

Land Use Type Unit Fee ($) Fee ($) Impact Fee Use Fee & Fee range ($)
7/11/06 7/11/06 Basis

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 3,500 3,605 Amusement (Theme) Park Acre 9 6,513-9,694
Multi-Family Dwelling 2,453 2,521 Auto Service and Gas Pump 1 2,493-2,597
Mobile Home Park Site 1,826 1,881 Station
Retirement Housing Dwelling 788 812 Bank 1,000 sf 1 7,208-10,792
Hotel/Motel Room 2,596 2,674 Bus Terminal 1,000sf | 9 2,149-3,199
Tourist Hotel Room 1,015 1,045 Church 1,000 sf 9 801-1,193
Time Share Dwelling 1,240 1,277 Day Care 1,000sf | .9 2,332-3,651
Retail, 50,000 sf or less* | 1,000sg.ft. 12,649 13,028 Eating and Drinking 1,000sf | .9 3,573-11,259
Retail, 50,001-100,000 1,000sq.ft. 12,916 13,303 Establishments
sf* Funeral Home 1,000sf | .9 801-1,193
Retail, 100,001-200,000 | 1,000sq.ft. 11,617 11,966 General Office <100,000 gsf | 1,000sf | .9 1,540-2,126
sf* General Office >200,000 gsf | 1,000 sf 9 846-1,378
Retail, 200,001-300,000 1,000sq.ft. 10,597 10,915 General Office 100,000- 1,000 sf 9 998-1,626
sf* 199,999 gsf
Retail, 300,001-400,000 1,000sq.ft. 9,888 10,185 Hospital 1,000 sf 9 1,443-2,147
sf* Hotel/Motel Room 1 605-1,243
Retail, 400,001-500,000 1,000sq.ft. 9,344 9,624 Industrial 1,000 sf 9 599-892
sf* Manufacturing 1,000sf | 9 331493
Retail, 500,001- 1,000sq.ft. 8,178 8,423 Mini Storage 1,000 sf 9 224-334
1,000,000 sq. ft* Movie Theater 1,000sf | .9 5,354-8,806
Retail, 1,000,001- 1,000sq.ft. 7,465 7,689 Residential — Group Unit 1 541-807
1,200,000 sq. ft* Housing (2.5 beds = 1 MFE
Retail, more than 1,000sq.ft. 7,142 7,356 Residential — Mobile Home | Unit 1 402-600
1,200,000 sq.ft.* Residential — Multi-Family | Unit 1 541-807
Retail, Tourist 1,000sq.ft. 4,439 4,512 Residential - Nursing Home | Unit 1 541-807
Auto, New Car Sales 1,000sq.ft. 5,855 6,031 (2 beds = 1 MFE)
Auto Service 1,000sq.ft 4,627 4,766 Residential - RSSF Unit 1 541-807
Bank 1,000sq.ft. 23,848 24,563 Residential — Single Family | Unit 1 799-1,192
Day Care Center 1,000sq.ft. 6,763 6,966 Residential Tandem Unit 1 541-807
Drug Store 1,000sq.ft. 7,616 7,844 Retail >1,250,000 gsf 1,000sf | .9 1,091-2,773
Racquet Club 1,000sq ft 3,003 3,093 Retail 0 — 24,999 gsf 1,000sf | 9 4.771-7,144
Restaurant, Quality 1,000sq.ft. 12,223 12,590 Retail 1,000,000 — 1,000 sf 9 1,091-2,925
Restaurant, high- 1,000sq.ft. 16,820 17,325 1,249,999 gsf
Turnover Retail 100,000-199,999 gsf 1,000 sf 9 1,091-4,414
Restaurant, Fast Food 1,000sq.ft. 25,907 26,684 Retail 200,000-299,999 gsf 1,000 sf 9 1,091-3,353
Supermarket 1,000sq.ft. 12,455 12,829 Retail 25,000-49,999 gsf 1,000sf | 9 1,091-7,144
Office, 100,000 sq. . or | 1,000sq.ft 6,396 6,588 Retail 300,000-399,999 gsf | 1,000sf | .9 1,091-3,818
less Retail 400,000-499,999 1,000sf [ 9 1,091-3,475
Office, 100,001-200,000 | 1,000sq.t 4,967 5116 Retail 50,000-99,999 gsf 1000sf | 9 1,091-4,647
Sq'.ﬂ' Retail 500,000-999,999 gsf 1,000 sf 9 1,091-3,231
Office, more than 1,000s4.ft. 4,420 4,553 School — elementary school | 1,000sf | .9 652-1,029
200,000 Sq. ft. (grades k-8
Office, Medical/Dental 1,000sq.ft. 14,762 15,205 School — high School 1,000 f 9 703-1,046
Light Industrial 1,000sg.f. 3,130 3,224 School — Junior community | 1,000sf | .9 830-1,235
Manufacturing 1,000sq.ft. 1,712 1,763 College
Warehousing 1,000sq.ft. 2,223 2,290 School — University 1,000sf | .9 2,589-3,853
Mini-Warehouse 1,000sq.ft. 895 922 Warehousing 1,000 sf 9 420-624
Hospital 1,000sq.ft. 6,249 6,436
Nursing Home 1,000sq.ft. 2,169 2,234 MFE - Multi-Family Equivalent
Library 1,000sq.ft. 9,001 9,271
Post Office 1,000sg.ft. 18,998 19,568 | | *. 9= Formula ((Gross Square Footage X 90%)/1,000) X appropriate
Public Assembly 1,000sq.ft. 3,101 3,194 fee rate.
School 1,000sq.ft. 4,687 4,828 1= For these categories, the fee used directly corresponds to the

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational
structure, and services provided.
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE

Land Use Type Fee Based On

Fee ($)

Single Family Equivalent Residential Unit
(ERU) 250 gallons per day
(GPD)

2,537.50

Multi-Family Equivalent Residential Unit
(ERU) 190 gallons per day
(GPD)

1,928.50

Tandem/Garage Equivalent Residential Unit
apartment/duplex (ERU) 190 gallons per day
(GPD)

1,928.50

Commercial $10.15 * 15.0 gallons per
day per fixture unit
Restaurants:

Indoors, per seat

Outdoor Covered, per seat

Outdoor Uncovered per
seat

243.60

182.70

91.35

WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE
Land Use Fee Based On Unit | Fee ($)
Type/Establishment (Equivalent
Residential Unit
(ERU) 300 gallons
per day [GPD])
Unit Factor
RESIDENTIAL
*Single-family home Per unit 1.000 3,668
*Duplex (1 or 2 bedrooms Per unit 0.833 3,055
*Duplex (3 or more Per unit 1.000 3,668
bedrooms)
*Multi-family (2 bedrooms) Per unit 0.833 3,055
*Multi-family (1 bedroom) Per unit 0.583 2,138
*Multi-family (efficiency <500 Per unit 0.500 1,834
sq ft
*Multi-family (3 or more Per unit 1.000 3,668
bedrooms)
*Mobile home (1or 2 Per unit 0.667 2,447
bedrooms
*Mobile home (3 or more Per unit 0.833 3,055
bedrooms)
COMMERCIAL
*Auditorium Seat 0.017 62
*Barber/beauty shop Operator 0.300 1,100
Station
*Bowling alley Lane 0.333 1,221
*Convenience store (no gas Use N/A
pumps) fixture
units
FOOD SERVICE
*Restaurant/cafeteria Seat 0.100 367
*Restaurant (twenty-four Seat 0.167 613
hour)
*Restaurant (fast food) Seat 0.050 183
*Bar/cocktail lounge Seat 0.067 246
HOTEL/MOTEL (not including | Room 0.500 1,834
food service, banquet and
meeting rooms, and
laundries)
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING (not
including food service or
industrial wastewater flows;
industrial wastewater flows to
be determined on fixture basis
unless director or his
designee agrees to alternative
flow calculation
*Without showers Employee 0.050 183
*With showers (emergency Employee 0.177 429
showers not included)
LAUNDRY Per 1.333 4,889
machine
OFFICE BUILDING (add food | 1,000 sq 0.334 1,225
service and retail space) ft gross
SERVICE STATION Per bay 1.000 3,668
*Add: Per wash 3.200 11,738
bay
*Add: Per toilet 1,000 3,668
room

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE (continued)

Land Use Fee Based On Unit | Fee ($)
Type/Establishment (Equivalent
Residential Unit
(ERU) 300 gallons
per day [GPD])
Unit Factor
THEATER Per seat 0.010 37
*Theater (Dinner) Per seat 0.067 246
TRAILER PARK (overnight) Space 0.333 1,221
DENTIST OFFICE Per 0.833 3,055
dentist
MEDICAL OFFICE Per 0.833 3,055
doctor
CHURCH Per seat 0.017 62
HOSPITAL Per bed 0.833 3,055
NURSING HOME Per bed 0.417 1,530
WAREHOUSE OFFICE
*Use fixture units for
warehouse area an see
“Office” category for
calculating ERUs in that area.
(Add for food service and add
for retail space if applicable)
WAREHOUSE SPACE Use N/A
fixture
units
MEETING AND/OR Per seat 0.017 62
BANQUET ROOMS
*(Total sq ft/15 sq ft/person X
0.017 X number of seats)
AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR AND | Per bay 0.250 917
MAINTENANCE STORE
RETAIL SPACE Use N/A
fixture
units
RETAIL STORE/SELF- Per 1.000 3,668
SERVICE GAS PUMPS restroom
*(Add remaining fixture units)
EXTENDED CARE Per 0.500 1,834
FACILITIES efficiency
CONVENIENCE STORE Use
WITHOUT GAS PUMP fixture
units
SCHOOLS, MIDDLE AND Per 0.067 246
HIGH student
SCHOOLS, ELEMENTARY Per 0.025 92
AND NURSERY student

Fotenote (c) For all establishments not listed above, the total equivalent

residential unit (ERU) value shall be determined by multiplying the

number of fixture units, as published in the Standard Plumbing Code, by

twenty-five (25), and then dividing that numerator by three hundred

(300) GPD.

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the
Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

ORLANDO UTILITES COMMISSION (OUC)

WATER IMPACT FEE
Land Use Type/Establishment | Fee Based On Unit Fee
(Equivalent 9)
Residential Unit
(ERU) 350 gallons
per day [GPD])
Unit Factor
RESIDENTIAL
*Single-family home per unit 1.000 | 1,950
*Duplex (1 or 2 bedrooms) per unit 0.833 | 1,624
*Duplex (3 or more bedrooms) per unit 1.000 | 1,950
*Multi-family (2 bedrooms) per unit 0.833 | 1,624
*Multi-family (1 bedroom) per unit 0.583 | 1,137
*Multi-family (efficiency <500 sq Per unit 0.500 975
ft
*Multi-family (3 or more Per unit 1.000 | 1,950
bedrooms)
*Mobile home (1or 2 bedrooms Per unit 0.667 | 1,301
*Mobile home (3 or more Per unit 0.833 | 1,624
bedrooms)
COMMERCIAL
*Auditorium Seat 0.017 33
*Barber/beauty shop Operator 0.300 585
Station
*Bowling alley Lane 0.333 649
*Convenience store (no gas Use fixture N/A
pumps) units
FOOD SERVICE
*Restaurant/cafeteria Seat 0.100 195
*Restaurant (twenty-four hour) Seat 0.167 326
*Restaurant (fast food) Seat 0.050 98
*Bar/cocktail lounge Seat 0.067 131
HOTEL/MOTEL (not including Room 0.500 975
food service, banquet and
meeting rooms, and laundries)
INDUSTRIAL BUILDING (not
including food service or
industrial wastewater flows;
industrial wastewater flows to be
determined on fixture basis
unless director or his designee
agrees to alternative flow
calculation
*Without showers Employee 0.050 98
*With showers (emergency Employee 0.177 228
showers not included)
LAUNDRY Per 1333 | 2,599
machine
OFFICE BUILDING (add food 1,000 sq ft 0.334 651
service and retail space) gross
Service station Per bay 1.000 | 1,950
*Add: Per wash 3.200 | 6,240
bay
*Add: Per toilet 1,000 | 1,950
room
THEATER Per seat 0.010 20
*Theater (Dinner) Per seat 0.067 131
TRAILER PARK (overnight) Space 0.333 649
DENTIST OFFICE Per dentist 0.833 | 1,624
MEDICAL OFFICE Per doctor 0.833 | 1,624

WATER IMPACT FEE
Land Use Type Fee Based On Fee ($)
Percentage or Multiple of (System
Equivalent Residential Development
Connection [ERC] (325 Charge
gallons per day [GPD])* [SDC])
Residential- Single 1.000 1,920
Family — % inch
meter
Residential- Single 3.310 6,355
Family — 1 inch
and above meter
Duplex, 1-2 0.833 1,599
bedrooms
Duplex, 3 or more 1.000 1,920
bedrooms
Multifamily, 0.500 960
efficiency (<500
sg. ft.)
Multifamily, 1 0.583 1,119
bedroom
Multifamily, 2 0.833 1,599
bedroom
Multifamily, 3 or 1.000 1,920
more bedrooms
Hotel (per room) 0.500 960
Commercial ¥ 1.310 2,515
inch meter
Commercial 1 inch 3.680 7,066
meter
Commercial 1% 7.450 14,304
inch meter
Commercial 2 inch 11.580 22,234
meter
Commercial 3inch | Determined by a site-
meter or greater specific fixture analysis.

* The system development charge is designed to recover a
portion of the amount of investment required for water
system facilities caused by growth. This charge is
assessed on all new metered connections that create
additional demands on the system and existing meter
connections that have a significant increase in flow as
determined by OUC. This charge is applied based on the
associated customer capacity requirements that are
measured in Equivalent Residential Connections (ERC).
The ERC concept defines all other uses as either a
percentage or multiple of the estimated single-family water
use. The system development charge does not apply to
special irrigation meters.

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational
structure, and services provided.
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

WATER IMPACT FEE (continued)

Land Use Type/Establishment | Fee Based On Unit Fee
(Equivalent <)
Residential Unit
(ERU) 350 gallons
per day [GPD])
Unit Factor
CHURCH Per seat 0.017 33
HOSPITAL Per bed 0.833 | 1,624
NURSING HOME Per bed 0.417 813
WAREHOUSE OFFICE
*Use fixture units for warehouse
area an see “Office” category for
calculating ERUs in that area.
(Add for food service and add for
retail space if applicable)
MEETING AND/OR BANQUET Per seat 0.017 33
ROOMS
*(Total sq ft/15 sq ft/person X
0.017 X number of seats)
AUTOMOTIVE REPAIR AND Per bay 0.250 486
MAINTENANCE STORE
RETAIL STORE/SELF-SERVICE | Per 1.000 | 1,950
GAS PUMPS restroom
EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES Per 0.500 975
efficiency
CONVENIENCE STORE Use fixture N/A
WITHOUT GAS PUMP units
SCHOOLS, MIDDLE AND HIGH | Per 0.067 131
student
SCHOOLS, ELEMENTARY AND | Per 0.025 49
NURSERY student

FIRE IMPACT FEE

Land Use Type Fee Based On Fee Fee
3/10/06 03/10/07

Single Family Per Unit 200.85 207.88
Detached

Multi-Family Per Unit 176.03 182.19
Mobile Home Per Unit 200.85 207.88
Hotel/Motel Per 1,000 sq. ft. 162.75 168.45
Offices/Institutional | Per 1,000 sq. ft. 182.87 189.27
Industrial Per 1,000 sq. ft. 39.36 40.74
Storage Per 1,000 sq. ft. 47.34 49.00
Retail Per 1,000 sq.ft. 223.34 231.16

PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE

Land Use Type Fee Based On | Fee 3/10/06 | Fee 3/10/07
Single Family Per unit 1,122.89 1,205.98
Multi-Family Per unit 809.43 869.33
Accessory Family | Per unit 809.43 869.33
Mobile Home Per unit 841.17 903.42

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and

Planning
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

LAW ENFORCEMENT IMPACT FEE
Land Use Type Fee Based On | Fee Fee
3/10/06 3/10/07
Single Family Per Unit 193.00 197.83
Multi-Family Per Unit 61.00 62.53
Mobile home Per Unit 61.00 62.53
Hotel/Motel Per Room 98.00 100.45
Manufacturing Per 1,000 sq. 47.00 48.18
ft.
Warehousing 47.00 48.18
Commercial/Retail 308.00 315.70
Office/Institutional 77.00 23.58
Schools 23.00 23.58
SCHOOLS IMPACT FEE
Land Use Type Fee Based On Fee
Single Family Per Unit 7,000
Multi-Family Per Unit 3,807
Mobile Home Per Unit 4,104

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational
structure, and services provided.
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Planning Committee Report
Orange County/City of Orlando Consolidation of Services Study Commission

APPENDIX A, MEETING SCHEDULE AND PRESENTERS, to the Planning
Committee Report

PLANNING COMMITTEE PRESENTER(S) FORMAL
MEETING DATE PRESENTATION(S)
December 30, 2005 Teleconference with Raymond

Chiaramonte - Assistant Executive
Director, Hillsborough County City-
County Planning Commission; Dean
Grandin — City of Orlando Planning
Director; Chris Testerman — Orange
County Planning Director

January 19, 2006 Teleconference with Fred Goodrow —
Division Manager for Comprehensive
Planning, Tallahassee and Leon
County Planning Department, and
David Healey, Executive Director,
Pinellas County Planning Council

February 9, 2006 Commission Discussion
March 1, 2006 Commission Discussion
March 16, 2006 Commission Discussion
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

ORGANIZATION

DEPARTMENT:
Growth Management
DIVISION:

Planning
MANAGER:

Chris Testerman

SERVICES PROVIDED:
e Intergovernmental
Coordination/Annexations
0 Annexation Review Group

CST/PST review
Fiscal analysis
Joint planning agreements
Interlocal service agreements
School planning
Enclave/Periphery Study
e Development review

o Project review

0 Subdivision plans

o Development plans

o Development Review Committee
e Planning and Zoning Review

0 Rezoning requests
Community meetings
Parking standards
Special exceptions
Development Advisory Board

o Impact Fees
e Comprehensive Planning

0o CRP amendment

o DRI project review

0 Special Overlay Districts

o Visioning/Public participation

o Evaluation and Appraisal Report
¢ Research and Strategic Planning

o Demographic and population
studies
Enterprise Zone
Economic development
Land Market monitoring
Fiscal impact analysis

0 Website Maintenance
e Urban design

o Site plan review

o Architectural and Lighting

Ordinance
o Urban Design Commission

O O 0O O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

O O0OO0Oo

ORGANIZATION

DEPARTMENT:
Economic Development
DIVISION:

City Planning
MANAGER:

Dean Grandin

SERVICES PROVIDED:
e  Current Planning
0 Project review
0 Municipal Planning Board/ Board
of Zoning Adjustment
0 Land Development Code and map
amendments
0 Subdivisions
o0 Planning/Zoning official
determinations
0 Southeast Town Design Review
Committee
e Long Range Planning
o Growth Management Plan
Amendments
o Evaluation and appraisal reports
o Neighborhood Plans/Special Area
Studies
0 Municipal Planning Board
o Developments of Regional Impact
o Demographic analysis and
projections
o DCA Certified Community
oversight
e  Strategic Planning
0 Annexations

o0 Fiscal impact analyses
0 Special studies

0 Research

0 Website maintenance
0 Active Living by Design

e Design and Historic Preservation

0 Project appearance review

o0 Historic Preservation Board/DDB
DRC

0 Historic District/Landmark
Nominations

0 Baldwin Park Town Design
Review Committee

o Small Project Design

0 Virtual Orlando (3D Model of Clay)

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

DIVISION:
Zoning
MANAGER:
Mitch Gordon

SERVICES PROVIDED:
e  Arbor review

2005 STAFFE
PROFESSIONALS
SECTION/ NUMBER OF
DIVISION EMPLOYEES
City Planning 18
TOTAL Professionals 18
SUPPORT STAFF
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
City Planning 6
TOTAL Support Employees 6

COVERED BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
City Planning 17
TOTAL Employees covered 17
TOTAL
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
City Planning 24
TOTAL Planning Employees 24

e  Commercial plans review
e  Permitting
e Project review and research
e Street addressing
2005 STAFFE
PROFESSIONALS
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 25
Zoning 13
TOTAL Professionals 38
SUPPORT STAFF
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 4
Zoning 20
TOTAL Support Employees 24
COVERED BY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 0
Zoning 0
TOTAL Employees covered 0
TOTAL
DIVISION NUMBER OF
EMPLOYEES
Planning 29
Zoning 33
TOTAL Planning Employees 62

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

PAY PLAN: Orange County Pay Plan

BENEFITS PLAN: Orange County Benefits Plan

FINANCIAL INFORMATION

PAY PLAN: City of Orlando Pay Plan

BENEFITS PLAN: City of Orlando Benefits Plan

FY 2003-2004 BUDGET FY 2003-2004 BUDGET
DIVISION BUDGET DIVISION BUDGET
Planning $2,167,000 City Planning $2,111,000
Zoning $2,080,000 TOTAL $2,111,000
TOTAL $4,247,000

Note: These data are not exactly comparable because of variability of accounting, organizational

structure, and services provided.
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APPENDIX B, PLANNING DIVISION SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON, to the

Planning Committee Report

ORANGE COUNTY

CITY OF ORLANDO

FY 2004-2005 BUDGET

FY 2004-2005 BUDGET

FY 2006-2007 BUDGET (PROPOSED)

DIVISION BUDGET
Planning $3,990,000
Zoning $2,979,000
TOTAL $6,969,000

TOTAL OPERATING EX