
DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

Interoffice Memorandum 

September 10, 2020 

Mayor Jerry L. Demings 
-AND-
Board of County Commis · 

Jon V. Weiss, P.E., Direct:O<...i;-­
Planning, Environmental, an 

CONTACT PERSON: Renzo Nastasi, AICP, Mana 
Transportation Planning 
(407) 836-8072 

velopment Services Department 

SUBJECT: September 22, 2020 - Public Hearing 
Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance 

Pursuant to the Orange County Code, Chapter 23, Impact Fees, Article IV, staff has 
completed the Transportation Impact Fee Study update. Attached is a copy of the 
Transportation Impact Fee Update Study (Final Report - September 11, 2020) and 
proposed Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance amending Chapter 23, Article IV, Orange 
County Code, entitled "Transportation Impact Fee". This updated ordinance follows prior 
Board direction at work sessions in early 2019 and July 2020. Major changes include 
incorporation of the technical update to the study and resultant transportation impact fee 
schedule, as well as changes to the ordinance regarding definitions, adoption of the 
urban, suburban, and rural fee districts, indexing, and affordable housing provisions. 
Other amendments include minor process changes and clarifications. 

On July 20, 2020, the Development Advisory Board (DAB) reviewed the draft study. DAB 
recommended the Board delay adoption of the Study to incorporate 2020 data, due in 
part of both travel behavior and potential market changes as a result of COVID-19. The 
DAB recommendation letter is attached. 

The ordinance and draft study were also presented to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission at a public hearing on August 20, 2020. The Planning and Zoning 
Commission made a finding of consistency with the Comprehensive Plan and 
recommended adoption of the proposed Ordinance with modifications as discussed at 
the hearing. 
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September 22, 2020 - Public Hearing 
Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance 

Page 2 of 2 

The final draft ordinance incorporates the changes as recommended by the Planning and 
Zoning Commission, including to certain land use categories, the timing of alternative 
impact fee calculations and agreements, and removing a restriction on change of use 
exemptions to the Urban Service Area. 

This ordinance is scheduled for a Board adoption public hearing on September 22, 2020. 

ACTION REQUESTED: Make a finding of consistency with the Comprehensive Plan; 
Adoption of An Ordinance Amending the Orange County 
Transportation Impact Fee Ordinance; Providing for Updates and 
Amendments to the Orange County Code, Chapter 23, Impact 
Fees, Article IV, Transportation Impact Fees; Providing for 
Updated Transportation Impact Fees, including New and 
Increased Fees in Certain Categories; and Providing for an 
Effective Date; and allow staff to make amendments consistent 
with Board direction and to correct scriveners errors. All 
Districts. 

JVW/RN 

Attachments 
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(b) The alternative impact fee shall be calculated by use of the following 
tOnnula for each land use: 

Within the AMAUrban Fee District: 

NET IMPACT FEE= TOTAL IMPACT COST-GAS TAX EQUIVALENT CREDIT-AD 
V ALOREM CREDIT 

TOTAL IMPACT COST= VMT'""' (1-LADF)' COSTlzr_VMC 

GAS TAX EQUIVALENT CREDIT= VMTcmhc-' CREDITlzr_ VMT 

Where: 

VMTcost =(ADT * ATL '% NT)/2 

VMTcred1t = (ADT * TTL ' % NT) 12 

ADT =the average daily trip generation rate in vehicle-trips...Q.IT_kiay 

0/o NT = Percent of new or primary trips, as opposed to pass-by or 
diverted-linked trips 

ATL =Assessable trip length 

TTL =Total trip length, calculated as ATL plus 0.5 

LADF - percent of ATL occurring on interstate highways or toll facilities, 
excluding through traffic that does not have an origin or destination in the county 

COSTlzr_ VMC ---COSTlzr_PERSO~IVEHICLELANE-MILE I CAPACITY 
($JQ4.2J504.44) 

COST }ll."r 
L,i\,}'JB 

--~-Average cost to add a new lane-mile to the major roadway system 

~L~A~N=E~-M=IL=E~--~ro=a~d~w~a~y~sy~s~te~m~($'!,+44_.d4Q,OOO) 
Ml!,!; 

CAPACITY =Average daily capacity ofa lane at desired LOS (9, ~000) 

PTf PerseA Tri13 ~aetor (l .3) 

CREDIT =$/GAL' 365 'NPV I MPG ($M.0959.37) 
/.-* VMTcredi1 ¥M+ 

$/GAL =Capacity-expanding funding for roads per gallon of gasoline consume 
($0.2-M 197) 

MPG =Miles per gallon, average for U.S. motor vehicle fleet (18.+96_ mpg) 
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365 =Days per year (used to convert daily VMT to annual VMT) 

NPV =Net present value factor ( 14.993915.6221: gas tax payments based on ~.0% 
---interest rate and a 25-year facility life) 

Outside Within the AMASuburban Fee District: 

NET IMPACT FEE= TOTAL IMPACT COST-GAS TAX EQUIVALENT CREDIT-AD 
V ALOREM CREDIT 

TOTAL IMPACT COST= VMT'°'' * (1-LADF)' COSTl.filL VMCe 

GAS TAX EQUIVALENT CREDIT= VMT'""" ' CREDIT/ .filL VMT 

Where: 

VMTcost = (ADT ' A TL ' % NT)/ 2 

VMTcred11 = (ADT ' TTL ' % NT)/ 2 

ADT =the average daily trip generation rate in vehicle-trips...12~r./day 

o/o NT = Percent of new or primary trips, as opposed to pass-by or 
diverted-linked trips 

ATL =Assessable trip length 

TTL =Total trip length, calculated as A TL plus 0.5 

LADF =percent of A TL occurring on interstate highways or toll facilities, 
excluding through traffic that does not have an origin or destination in the --­

---county 

COSTl.filL VM~e = COST~_LANE-MILE I CAPACITY ($560.49 for 
residential/office/industrial land uses; $530.99 for other non-residential land uses($393.86) 

COST per =Average cost to add a new lane-mile to the major 
LANE-MILE roadway system ($4.540.000)COST/ ~ AYeFage eost to add a new 
lane FRile to the FRajoF road·na)' systeFR LANE ($3,74 4~,QQQ) 
MH,E; 

CAPACITY =Average daily capacity ofa lane at desired LOS (~8 100 for 
residential/office/industrial land uses; 8.550 for other non-residential land uses) 

CREDIT =$/GAL' 365' NPV I MPG ($52.6040.69) 

22 

1757



$/GAL =Capacity-expanding funding fOr roads per gallon of gasoline consume ---
---<$0.=135) 

MPG =Miles per gallon, average for U.S. motor vehicle fleet (18.92+.Q mpg) 

365 =Days per year (used to convert daily VMT to annual VMT) 

NPV =Net present value factor ( 14.093915.6221: gas tax payments based on ~.0% -
-----interest rate and a 25-year facility life) 

Within the Rural Fee District: 

NET IMPACT FEE: TOTAL IMPACT COST-GAS TAX EQUIVALENT CREDIT-AD 
V ALOREM CREDIT 

TOTAL IMPACT COST: VMTwst * (1-LADF)' COSTI perVMC 

GAS TAX EQUIVALENT CREDIT: VMT"''"' ' CREDIT per IVMT 

Where: 

VMTcos1 : (ADT ' A TL * % NT)/ 2 

VMTcred1t = (ADT *TTL*% NT)/ 2 

ADT =the average daily trip generation rate in vehicle-trips per day 

0/o NT = Percent of new or primary trips. as opposed to pass-by or 
diverted-linked trips 

A TL =Assessable trip length 

lTL : Total trip length, calculated as A TL plus 0.5 

LADF --=percent of ATL occurring on interstate highways or toll facilities. 
-excluding through traffic that does not have an origin or -destination in the 

ounty 

COSTI per VMCs : COST perl LANE-MILE I CAPACITY ($630.56 for 
residential/office/industrial land uses; $560.49 for other non-residential land uses) 

COST per =Average cost to add a new lane-mile to the major 
LANE-MILE roadway system ($4.540.000)CQST/ - i\'+ efftge eost te at:ld a ne·,., 
laRe R'lile te the R'lajer reatiY«ay systeR'l b/\JloJ~ ($4.549.QQQ) 
M11£ 

CAPACITY =Average daily capacity ofa lane at desired LOS (7,200 for 
residential/office/industrial land uses: 8, I 00 for other non-residential land uses)CAP,'\:CITY 

- A'+'eras;e daily eaeaeity ofa laRe at desired LOS £7.20Q) 
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CREDIT ~$/GAL' 365 'NPV I MPG ($40.69)1' VMT""" ¥M+ 

$/GAL =Capacity-expanding funding for roads per gallon of gasoline consume 
($0.135) 

MPG =Miles per gallon, average fOr U.S. motor vehicle fleet (18.92-1-9 mpgl 

365 =Days per year (used to convert daily VMT to annual VMT) 

NPV =Net present value factor ( 15.6221: gas tax payments based on 4.0o/o interest rate 
and a 25-year facility life) 

(c) The alternative impact fee calculations shall be based on data, 
information, or assumptions contained in this article or independent sources, 
provided that: 

(I) The independent source is a county-accepted source of 
transportation engineering or planning data or information; or 

(2) The independent source is a local study carried out pursuant 
to an accepted methodology, and which studies the four (4) variables of ADT. 
%NT, ATL, and LADF. 

(d) An applicant may request transfer of a previously approved traffic 
impact study substantially consistent with the criteria required by this section, and 
which studies the four variables identified above. If that study is detennined to still 
be valid, and ifthe county accepts transfer of the alternative impact fee calculation 
in the study, the traffic impacts of the applicant's development shall be presumed 
to be as described in such prior study. There shall be a rebuttable presumption that 
a tratlic impact study conducted more than five (5) years earlier, or perfonned using 
a different methodology from that found in the ordinance in place at the time the 
alternative impact fee is requested, is invalid. This subsection shall not apply where 
an existing development order provides that the fee schedule in section 23-92 shall 
supersede any such traffic impact study. 

(e) The percentage of ne\v or primary trips used in the alternative impact 
fee calculations shall be based on actual surveys conducted in the county. For the 
purposes of the alternative impact fee calculation, the percentage of new or primary 
trips shall be the percentage of average daily trips that a proposed use will generate 
that constitutes new or additional trips added to the county's major transportation 
network system. Those trips that do not represent additional trip ends shall not be 
counted as new or additional trips. 

(t) The provisions of this section 23-93 shall be implemented and 
administered in accordance with the procedures set forth in Orange County 
Administrative Regulations Nos. 4.01 and 4.02, as may be amended from time to 
time. 

24 
1759



(g) Any agreement proposed by an applicant pursuant to this subsection 
must be presented to and approved by the BCC prior to the issuance of any 
certificate of occupancy, temporary or permanent. Any such agreement may 
provide for execution by mortgagees, lien holders, or contract purchasers in 
addition to the landowner, and may permit any party to record such agreement in 
the official records of the county. The BCC shall approve such an agreement only 
if it finds that the agreement will apportion the burden of expenditure for new 
facilities in a just and equitable manner, consistent with the principles set forth in 
Contractors & Builders Association v. City of Dunedin, 329 So. 2d 314 (Fla. 1976), 
Hollywood Inc. v. Broward County, 432 So. 2d 606 (Fla. 4th DCA I 983), cert. 
denied, 440 So. 2d 352 (Fla. 1983); and Home Builders and Contractors 
Association of Palm Beach County, Inc. v. Board of County Commissioners of 
Palm Beach County, 446 So. 2d I 40 (Fla. 4th DCA I 984), cert. denied, 45 I So. 2d 
848 (Fla. 1984). 

(h) The county shall conduct a follow-up review to confirm the 
approved assumptions in the alternative impact fee calculation study within five (5) 
years of BCC approval, unless the anticipated development is not constructed 
within three (3) years of BCC approval, in which case the county may conduct its 
review within 5 years of completion of such construction. Impact fees attributable 
to any factors shown to exist but not previously accounted for in the study shall be 
paid within thirty (30) days of a demand letter issued by the county to the property 
owner. 

(i) In the event the alternative calculation results in a total --impact 
cost which is less than the gas tax credit, then the proposed development shall be 
exempt from transportation impact fees for only the size and use of development 
---,approved for such alternative calculation. 

(j) In the event the Board adopts impact fee rates at less 
than IOOo/o of the rates presented in the Transportation Impact Fee Study ('"Policy 
Discount Factor")., that Policy Discount Factor shall apply to any alternative impact 
fee rate determined pursuant to Section 23-93. 

Sec. 23-94. Reserved. 

Sec. 23-95. Credits. 

(a) An applicant shall be entitled to a credit against any transportation 
impact fee assessed pursuant to this article in an amount equal to (i) the actual, 
reasonable incurred cost of off-site improvements for impact fee eligible 
transportation improvements or (ii) contributions of land, money, or services for 
such off-site improvements contributed or previously contributed, paid for, or 
committed to by the applicant or a -predecessor in interest as a condition of any 
development permit issued by the county. A credit shall not be awarded for any 
contribution of land, money, or services not made directly by the applicant, 
including a contribution or grant made by another entity, unless specifically 
provided for in a developer's agreement approved by the BCC. The cost of such 
improvements shall be based on the following criteria in subsections (a)(I) and 
(a)(2), subject to subsections (a)(3) and (a)(4): 
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(I) The actual reasonable incurred cost of improvements 
certified by an engineer and approved by the county in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in Orange County Administrative Regulation No. 4.03, as it 
may be amended from time to time; and 

(2) A pro rata share of the appraised land value of the parent 
tract (which land value is based on the "date of valuation" as defined in section 23-
95(b) below) as determined by an -appraiser with an M.A.1. designation, who is 
acceptable to the county and who was selected and paid for by the applicant. The 
appraisal must meet the Unifonn Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. If 
the appraisal does not conform to the requirements of this article and the applicable 
administrative regulations, the appraisal shall be corrected and resubmitted. In the 
event the county -accepts the methodology of the appraisal but disagrees with the 
appraised value, it may engage another appraiser. The value used for purposes of 
impact fee credit calculation shall be an amount equal to the average of the two (2) 
appraisals. In the alternative, the appraised land value of the parent tract may be as 
negotiated and stated as a specific dollar value on a per-acre basis in a developer's 
agreement between the applicant and the county. 

(3) Except for property located in Horizon West, with respect to 
an on-site or off-site road required by the county as a condition of development, the 
credit for the right-of-way and the roadway therein (including design and 
construction costs) shall be limited to the extent of excess capacity created by the 
applicant's contribution as measured against the impacts attributable to the 
applicant's project on the roads deemed eligible. However, with respect to 
dedication for future right-of-way not required by the county as a development 
approval condition for the subject development, the credit shall be for one hundred 
(I 00) percent of such future right-of-way. The foregoing notwithstanding, the board 
may approve a different impact fee credit calculation or a different impact fee credit 
methodology for right-of-way, design, and/or construction for significant 
transportation facilities or systems (including transit or multimodal facilities or 
systems) necessary to provide mobility for development or redevelopment. 

(4) For property '"'hieh is located in Horizon West, for an on-
site or ofT-site improvement to be eligible for a credit the improvement must be an 
impact fee eligible improvement. For improvements deemed eligible, the credit for 
the right-of-way shall be limited to twenty-two thousand five hundred dollars 
($22,500.00) per acre and the credit for the roadway therein (including design and 
construction costs) shall be limited to the extent of excess capacity created by the 
applicant's contribution as measured against the impacts attributable to the 
applicant's project on the improvements deemed eligible. The foregoing 
notwithstanding, the board may approve a different impact fee credit calculation or 
a different impact fee credit methodology for right-of-way, design, and/or 
construction for significant transportation facilities or systems (including transit or 
multimodal facilities or systems) necessary to provide mobility for development or 
redevelopment. 
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(b) As used in this section, "date of valuation" shall mean: 

(I) For projects that enter into a developer's agreement with the 
county pertaining to a condition of development requiring the contribution of land, 
the date of valuation shall include a determination of the land use to be used in the 
evaluation and shall be calculated as either an agreed upon date or the day before 
the date on which the developer's agreement becomes effective. The developer's 
agreement shall specifically state the date of valuation and the determined land use 
to be used in the evaluation. or in the alternative, the developer's agreement may 
state as a specific dollar value the negotiated appraised land value of the parent 
parcel on a per-acre basis. 

(2) For projects where the valuation is not stated in a developer's 
agreement that are zoned or are being rezoned to planned development (PD) and: 

a. The PD has no land use approval, provided the land 
use approval imposes a condition of development requiring the contribution of land, 
the date of valuation shall be the day before the date of the land use approval. 

b. The PD has land use approval and is seeking either a 
preliminary subdivision plan or development plan approval then: 

i. Provided the existing land use plan imposed 
a condition of development requiring the contribution of land, the date of valuation 
shall be the day before the date of the land use approval. 

ii. If the existing land use plan did not impose a 
condition of development requiring the contribution of land, but the preliminary 
subdivision plan and/or the development plan imposes a condition of development 
requiring the contribution of land, the date of valuation shall be the day before the 
date of the development plan approval. 

c. The PD has land use approval and preliminary 
subdivision plan/development plan approval, but neither of those approvals 
imposed a condition of development which required the contribution of land, the 
date of valuation shall be the day before the date on which the development's first 
building permit that prompted the credit request was approved by the Division of 
Building Safety. 

(3) For projects in conventional zoning districts and subject to 
the subdivision regulations, Orange County Code, chapter 34, then: 

a. Provided the preliminary subdivision plan imposed a 
condition of development requiring the contribution of land, the date of valuation 
shall be the day before the date of the rezoning of the property to its current zoning. 

b. Provided the project is platted and the contribution of 
land was not required as a condition of development, the date of valuation shall be 
the day before the date on which the development's first building permit that 
prompted the credit request was approved by the Division of Building Safety. 
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(4) For projects in conventional zoning districts which are 
subject to the Orange County Site Development Ordinance (sometimes referred to 
as the commercial site plan process), Orange County Code, chapter 30, article VIII, 
and: 

a. The project has an existing plan or a proposed plan 
for which approval by the county requires the contribution of land, the date of 
valuation shall be the day before the date of the rezoning of the property to its 
current zoning. 

b. The project has an existing plan or proposed plan that 
does not require the contribution of land, the date of valuation shall be the day 
before the date on which the development's first building permit that prompted the 
credit request was approved by the Division of Building Safety. 

(5) In applying subsections (b)(2), (b)(3) and (b)(4) above, on 
the date of valuation no consideration shall be given to the proposed land use and/or 
zoning pending under the requested application; in other words, only the actual land 
use/zoning existing on the date of valuation shall be used for calculating value. 

(6) In all cases where the date of valuation is the day before the 
date of rezoning to the current zoning for a property, no date of rezoning shall be 
calculated to be further into the past than January I, 1986. 

(c) An applicant must apply for credit for an improvement or 
contribution prior to the issuance of the project's first certificate of occupancy 
(whether temporary or pennanent). 

(d) An applicant is not entitled to use any portion of a credit account 
granted pursuant to this section to obtain a refund for impact fees previously paid 
for building pennits issued prior to the date of the county's receipt of the credit 
application, unless the applicant has entered into an agreement with the county that 
provides otherwise. 

(e) A portion or all of a credit account may be assigned and reassigned 
under the tenns and conditions acceptable to the county for use only within the 
transportation impact fee zone in which the project site is located or within an 
adjoining transportation impact tee zone for a project or parcel that receives a direct 
benefit from the conveyance or action that generated the credits in the credit 
account. 

(f) Any credit issued shall take into account as an offset to the credit an 
amount equal to the impact fee imposed by section 23-92. 

(g) Previous development pennits wherein voluntary transportation 
impact fees were specified and paid shall be binding as to any building pennit 
already issued on land subject to the development pennit. Road improvements 
required by previous development pennits shall not be given a credit, unless they 
meet the requirements of this section. 
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(h) Except in the case ofa good faith mistake, if an applicant pays the 
impact fee when a credit could have been used, the applicant is not entitled to a 
refund for the impact fees paid. In all eases, the Bf>t>lieant '"''iii Be allowe0 to 1:i1se 
ei=eBits \vithin the impaet fee zone in 'Nhiek s1:i1ek ere0its wet=e establishe0. 

(i) If an applicant disagrees with a written opinion issued by the county 
staff pursuant to this section, the applicant may submit a written appeal to the 
Impact Fee Committee pursuant to Administrative Regulation Nos. 4.01 an0 4.Q2. 
as may be amended from time to time. 

G) The provisions of this section 23-95 shall be implemented and 
administered in accordance with the procedures set forth in Orange County 
Administrative Regulation No. 4.03, as it may be amended from time to time. 

Sec. 23-96. Reserved. 

Sec. 23-97. Use of funds collected. 

(a) C'reation of trust funds. The impact fees collected by the county 
pursuant to this section and the capacity reservation fees collected by the county 
pursuant to the concurrency management ordinance shall be kept separate from 
other revenue of the county. The impact fees and capacity reservation fees shall be 
separately earmarked. There shall be one (1) fund established for each of the four 
(4) impact fee benefit zones an€1 fow.r (4) impaet fee BeFlefit s1::1B 2000es, as shown on 
a map labeled Exhibit "AB" attached to this Ordinance and made a part hereof. The 
capacity reservation fees shall be handled and refunded in a manner consistent with 
the concurrency management ordinance. 

(b) Limitation on expenditure of funds collected. 

(I) No impact fees shall be expended on a particular capital 
improvement pursuant to this article unless or until the BCC programs and 
identifies a source of funds for right-of-way acquisition and construction of 
improvements needed to overcome existing service deficiencies or future service 
deficiencies for a particular capital improvement which deficiency is not 
attributable to new growth and development. 

(2) The funds collected by reason of the establishment of the 
transportation impact fee in accordance with this article shall be used, at the sole 
discretion of the county, in all transportation impact fee benefit zones solely for the 
purpose of acquisition, expansion, and development (including RCA and any 
studies) of the transportation facilities detennined to be necessary to serve new 
development including, but not limited to: 

(i) throughout the county: 

a. Design and construction plan preparation; 

b. Right-of-way acquisition; 
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to a. thoughj. above: 

c. Construction of new through lanes; 

d. Construction of new tum lanes; 

e. Construction of new bridges; 

f. Construction of new drainage facilities in 
conjunction with new roadway construction; 

g. Purchase and installation of traffic control 
devices; 

h. Construction of new curbs, medians, and 
shoulders; 

1. Conservation area mitigation; and 

J. Compensating storage~,;. 

(ii) within the AMA-Urban Fee District only, in addition 

k. Sidewalks (not built as part of construction of 
a road improvement); 

I. Transit shelters; 

m. Park and ride lots: 

n. Lighting; 

o. Landscaping; 

p. Pedestrian bridges. 

q. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), 
and 

r. Other mobility improve-ments. 

(3) Alt funds collected by reason of the establishment of the 
transportation impact fee in accordance with this article shall be used exclusively 
within the impact fee benefit zones aAd s1;1b zoAes from which they were collected 
and in a manner consistent with the principles set forth in Contractors & Builders 
Association v. City of Dunedin, 329 So. 2d 314 (Fla. 1976), Hollywood, Inc. v. 
Broward County, 431 So. 2d 606 (Fla. 4th DCA 1983) cert. denied, 440 So. 2d 352 
(Fla. 1983), and Home Builders and Contractors Association of Palm Beach 
County, Inc. v. Board of County Commissioners of Palm Beach County, 446 So. 
2d 140 (Fla. 4th DCA 984), cert. denied, 451So.2d 848 (Fla. 1984), and otheiwise 
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consistent with all requirements of the Constitution of the United States and the 
state and all applicable Jaws. The funds shall not be used to maintain or repair any 
roads. 

(c) Disbursal of'./Unds. Funds withdrawn from these transportation 
impact fee accounts must be used solely in accordance with the provisions of this 
section. The disbursal of such funds shall require the approval of the BCC, upon 
recommendation of the county administrator. 

(d) Interest on funds. Any funds on deposit not immediately necessary 
for expenditure shall be invested in interest-bearing accounts. All income derived 
shall be deposited in the applicable trust account. 

(e) Return of funds. The impact fees collected pursuant to this article 
shall be returned to the then present owner of the development ifthe development 
for which the fees were paid was never begun or in accordance with the following 
procedure if the fees have not been encumbered or spent by the end of the calendar 
quarter immediately following nine (9) years from the date the fees were received 
in accordance with the following procedure: 

(I) The then present owner must petition the BCC for the refund 
within one (I) year following the end of the calendar quarter immediately following 
nine (9) years from the date on which the fee was received. 

(2) The petition must be submitted to the county administrator 
and must contain: 

a. A notarized sworn statement that the petitioner is the 
current owner of the property; 

b. A copy of the dated receipt issued for payment of the 
fee; 

c. A certitied copy of the latest recorded deed; and 

d. A copy of the most recent ad valorem tax bill. 

(3) Within sixty (60) days from the date of receipt of petition for 
refund, the county administrator or his designee shall advise the petitioner and the 
BCC of the status of the fee requested for refund. For the purpose of detennining 
whether fees have been spent or encumbered, the first money placed in a trust fund 
account shall be deemed to be the first money taken out of that account when 
withdrawals have been made in accordance with subsection (c). 

( 4) When the money requested is still in the trust fund account 
and has not been spent or encumbered by the end of the calendar quarter 
immediately following nine (9) years from the date the fees were paid, the money 
shall be returned without interest, unless the County earned interest on the funds. 
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Sec. 23-98. Exemptions and discounts. 

(a) Exemptions. To the extent no additional travelffaffie is anticipated 
to be generated, the following shall be exempted from payment of transportation 
impact fees: 

(I) Alterations of an existing structure where the use and total 
footprint I size are not changed. 

(2) The construction of {il_up to twenty-five percent (25%) of 
the square footage relative to a primary use, individually or cumulatively, of an 
accessory use that is subordinate and intrinsic to the primary use, not measured in 
the same units for transportation impact fee assessments as the primary use, and 
typically included in the transportation impact fee rate for the primary land use 
(e.g., a hotel's lobby space, laundry facilities, etc.) and (ii) an expansion of a use 
that will not generate any additional occupancy and/or travel. 

(3) The replacement of a building or structure with an equivalent 
new building or structure, provided the previous building or structure was located 
on the same parcel in 1983 or thereafter. If the land use of the replacement building 
or structure is different from that of the previous structure, the exemption shall be 
limited to the current equivalent fee for the original structure. Documentation of the 
existence of the building or structure shall be submitted to the CemFRHAityPlanning, 
Environmental, and Development Services Department, Fiscal and Operational 
Support Division. This section is not intended to preclude architectural 
enhancements or facade improvements to an existing structure as long as no 
additional net usable square footage is added. When determining the amount of 
exemption, the highest and best use previously assessed and paid shall be used. 

(4) l'he construction of agricultural structures as defined in 
section 23-88. 

(5) Golf courses constructed in conjunction with and as part of 
a resort hotel or time share. 

(6) Toll facility service plazas. 

(7) Covered parking or parking garages. 

(8) County facilities constructed for nonproprietary 
governmental purposes. 

(9) Structures or buildings that, due to and as a part of 
condemnation proceedings by the county and subject to a formal written agreement 
between the owner and the county, are moved to another parcel within the same 
impact fee zone. 

(I 0) Structures or buildings constructed entirely by or for Orange 
County Public Schools or by or for a Florida College System Institution or State 
University, as those terms are defined in Section 1000.21, Florida Statutes. 
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( 11) Notwithstanding that there mav be an increase in traffic 
generation associated with the use. any project that is participating in the County's 
Local Housing Assistance Plan or Local Housing Trust Fund Plan ("Affordable 
Housing'"). 

( 12) Accessory dwelling units. 

(IJ+) The foregoing notwithstanding, for the period from 
November 13, 2009 through March 31, 2013, and regardless of the impact on traffic 
generation rates, change in use permits and alterations of a structure existing as of 
September 17, 2008, where the use is changed, provided such new use is located 
within the urban service area boundary, is consistent with the existing zoning of 
such property and consistent with the county's current Comprehensive Plan, and 
provided further that the size of the existing structure is not increased, and the 
footprint of the existing structure is not modified, shall be exempted from payment 
of the transportation impact fee in an amount up to, but not exceeding, One Hundred 
Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00). 

(l:!.2-) The foregoing subsection 23-98(a)(3) notwithstanding, for 
the period beginning August 3, 2020, and ending July 30, 2021, and regardless of 
the impact on traffic generation rates, change in use permits and alterations ofa 
residential structure existing as of July 28, 2020, where the use is changed, 
provided such new use is loeateEI YlithiR the urbaR sen•ice area bouRElary, is 
consistent with both the existing zoning of such property and the county's current 
Comprehensive Plan, and provided further that the size of the existing structure 
is not increased and the footprint of the existing structure is not modified, shall 
be exempted from payment of the applicable transportation impact fee in an 
amount up to, but not exceeding, $100,000.00. 

(b) DiseeHn:o'i. 

(I) }'Jot\vithstandiAg that there FF1ay be an iflcrease iA traffic generatioA 
essociateEI v1ith the use, aAy affurdable siAgle fumil;· resilileAtial HAit, affurtiable 
multifamily HAit, er afferelable mobile heme HAit to be coAstruoteEI withiA a 13reject 
\Yhich has reeeiveEI a certificate of afferelabilit)' from the eouAty's H01:1siAg aAd 
CommuAity DeYel013meRt DivisioA shall he eligible fur a Elise01:1nt on the a13plicable 
tFBRs130rtatioR impaet fee aecerEliAg to the 13reeeelures set ferth iA OraAge C01:1Rl)' 
AEl:miAisa=atiYe Reg1:1lati0As }'Jes. 4.Q8 and 4.Q8.Ql, as may be ameAEled or re13laceEI 
from time to time(2-.b.) The county shall not increase the amount of the 
transportation impact fee payable under section 23-92 to replace any revenue not 
collected due to discounts granted under this subsection. 

(Jf) The BCC may adopt administrative regulations and guidelines to 
implement subsection 23-98(b) and to ensure that a housing unit which is granted 
a discount remains affordable. 
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Sec. 23-99. Review of article. 

This article shall be reviewed by the BCC at least every five (5) years. The 
review shall consider ADT, o/o NT, ATL. PTF, and LADF, as all are defined in 
Section 23-93 of this Code, and actual construction and right-of-way acquisition 
costs of work contracted for by the county and the state department of transportation 
within the county. The purpose of this review is (i) to analyze the effects of inflation 
on the actual costs of transportation facility improvements; (ii) to review and 
revise, if necessary, the improvements listed in the projected transportation 
network; and (iii) to ensure that the fee charged new land development that 
generates_traffic will not exceed the new development's pro rata share for the 
reasonably anticipated expansion costs of transportation facility improvements 
necessitated by the new development. 

Sec. 23-100. Economic impact determination. 

The BCC does hereby detennine and find, pursuant to section 30-2(b)(2) 
that sufficient infonnation has been provided for the BCC to assess the economic 
impact of this article on the development of real property in the county. The BCC 
does hereby detennine and find that no further economic impact statement or 
economic impact infonnation is required in this matter. If the ongoing planning 
studies and periodic review reveal a detrimental economic impact, this article shall 
be reviewed and revised accordingly. 

Sec. 23-101. Penalty. 

Violations of this article shall be punishableed as provided in section 1-9. 
Additionally the county may obtain an injunction or other legal or equitable relief 
in the circuit court against any person or entity violating this article. 

Secs. 23-102-23-120. Reserved. 

[Rest of page intentionally left blank] 
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Section 3. Effective Date, Notice of increased impact fees. 

(a) This ordinance shall become effective on October 2, 2020. 

(b) Pursuant to Section 163.31801 (3)(d), Florida Statutes, the Clerk of the Board of County 

Commissioners shall publish a legal notice in The (Jr/ando Sentinel on or before October 2, 2020, stating that the 

Board has adopted this ordinance imposing new and increased impact fees, effective January 2, 2021. 

ENACTED THIS DAY OF _______ , 2020. 

ATTEST: Phil Diamond, CPA, County Comptroller 
As Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners 

By: _____________ _ 
Deputy CI erk 

ORANGE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
By: Board of County Commissioners 

By:_~~-~------­
Jerry 1 .. Demings 
Orange County Mayor 
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I. 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: 

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

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

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

• Fee reductions for affordable/workforce housing; and 

• A tool 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: 

• Be supported by a study demonstrating that the fees are proportionate in amount to the 

need created by new development paying the fee; and 

• Be spent in 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. 
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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: 

• HB 227 in 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. 

• SB 360 in 2009: 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 (FOOT) 

to conduct studies on "mobility fees," which were completed in 2010. 

• HB 7207 in 2011: Required a dollar-for-dollar credit, for purposes of concurrency 

compliance, for impact fees paid and other concurrency mitigation required. 

• 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 (S)(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 veh icle mobility and primary priority to ensuring a 

safe, comfortable, and attractive pedestrian environment, with convenient 

interconnection to transit. 
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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 t raditional 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. 

• 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 residentia l and commercial 

construction. 

• 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. 

• SB 1066 in 2020: Added language allowing impact fee credits to be assignable and 

transferable at any t ime 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. 

• HB 1339 in 2020: Required reporting of certain impact fee data within the annual 

financial audit report submitted to the Department of Financial Services. 
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The following paragraphs provide further detail on the generally applicable legal standards 

applicable here. 

Impact Fee Definition 

• An impact fee is a one-time capital charge levied against new development. 

• An impact fee is designed to cover the portion of the capital costs of infrastructure 

capacity consumed by new development. 

• 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 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• An impact 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 t ransportation 
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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 trave l 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 t rips 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 reasonab ly 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: 

• Trip generation rate 

• Trip length 

• Percent new trips 

Cost Variables: 

• Roadway cost per added lane mile 
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• Roadway capacity per lane mile 

Credit Variables: 

• Equivalent gas tax credit (pennies) 

• Present worth 

• Fuel efficiency 

• Effective days per year 
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II. 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. 

• Number of daily trips generated 

• Average length of those trips 

• 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 

{10th edition). The Florida Trip Characteristics Studies Database is included in Appendix A. Th is 

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. 
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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 (l/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 1-4, 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 tota l Orange County VMT was calculated 

for all trips with an origin and/or destination within the county for all roads, including limited 

access faci lities, located within Orange County. The l/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 on ly 

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 (10th edition, re leased 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 101h 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 LUC 221 (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 10th 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 Yz 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/15t Floor Commercial: ITE 10th includes this new land use for consideration 

with two tiers: 

o LUC 231 (mid-rise residential with 151 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 151 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 

September 2020 9 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1784



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 with in 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 build ing 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 HCWs 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 9 th Edition to ITE 101h Edition. While the 9 th Edition included a 

"daily'' TGR, the 10th 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 
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hour-to-daily trip rates for other recreational uses in ITE 10th 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 9th Edition to ITE 10th 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 document1 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 9th Edition to ITE 10th 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 9th Edition to ITE 10th 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 9th Edition to ITE 10th 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. 

1 Nicholas, James, et. al., A Practitioner's Guide to Development Impact Fees, 1991 
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Ill. 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/CE!. 

Design 

Design costs for county roads were estimated at approximately $340,000 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, Tab le 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/CE! 

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: 

• Rouse Rd from Lake Underhill Rd to SR 50 

• Clarcona-Ocoee Rd from SR 429 to Clark Rd 

• Holden Ave from John Young Pkwy to Orange Blossom Tr 

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

• John Young Pkwy from SR 528 to FL Turnpike 

• Econlockhatchee Tr from SR 408 to SR SO 

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

• Reams Rd from Delmar Ave to Taborfield Ave 

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

• Lake Underhill Rd from Goldenrod Rd to Chickasaw Tr 

• International Dr from Westwood Blvd to Westwood Blvd 

• Porter Rd from Avalon Rd to Hamlin Groves Tr 

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

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

• Hamlin Groves Ph. I 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 CEI costs. Based on a review of data from other jurisdictions, CEI 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 CEI 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 CEI) 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 .

1 Lane M1 e 

Design111 $340,000 

Right-of-Wa/2l $1,200,000 

Construction/CEl (3l 

Total 
1) Source: Appendix B, Table B-1 

2) Source: Appendix B, Table B-3 

3) Source: Appendix B, Table B-5 

Vehicle-Mi/es 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 

County Roads 

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. As shown 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 

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) 

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: 

• Vehicle acquisition tied to new routes 

• Bus stops, shelters, and benches 

• 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 t ransit 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. Additiona l 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 uti lized 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 equiva lent credit of 0.3 

pennies. 

County 

As shown in Table 4, Orange County allocates $35.2 million per year or the equiva lent 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 mill ion 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. 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 17 
Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1792



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 mill ion 

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, wh ich 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 tota l 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 

Contribut1on1
•1 per Gallon151 Contribution1

•
1 per Gallon151 

City Revenue11) 
Fuel Tax $516,000 $2,512,000 

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 

County Revenue12l 
INVEST $26,591,000 $26,591,000 

Pro . Fair Sha re $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 

State Revenue13l 
Various $61,500,000 $100,889,000 

State Total $61,500,000 $100,889,000 $0.140 

Total 

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 
S) 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. 

F; / £:'fji · . - "' VMT . "'l VMTVehicle Type J Ue '.IJ lCtenly - L..J 1 R0tidwayT;pe -:- L..J 
MPG Vehicle T;pe 

R0<1dwayType 

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 calcu late, 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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V. Fee Variation by Geographic Area 

Currently, Orange County has two impact fee areas: the urban area with a multi-modal fee, and 

the remainder of the unincorporated County, with a roadway-based transportation impact fee. 

The urban fee district includes areas with higher densities and transit accessibility and surrounds 

the City of Orlando core. 

This update study presents two fee variation options for consideration: 

Option 1: Continue with the current adopted fee districts (Urban and Non-Urban); and 

Option 2: Expand the urban area and create suburban and rural fee districts. 

Option 1 

Map 1 presents the current adopted transportation impact fee districts. 

Fee District Variation 

A consumption-based impact fee rate is based on the adopted level of service (LOS) standards, 

which are exception standards, requiring no road to be in worse travel condition than the 

adopted standard. Consistent with the methodology used by many Florida jurisdictions, 

transportation impact fee calculations use adopted LOS standard as a countywide average, which 

suggests half the roads will be worse than the adopted standard and the other half will be better. 

However, in many cases, the actual countywide or subarea average LOS is better than the 

adopted standard. In other words, under the current methodology, even with the full impact 

fee, unless local governments use other revenue sources, the current achieved LOS for the 

system will deteriorate and more congestion will be experienced. As such, the standard 

methodology used for transportation impact fees results in revenue levels that slow down the 

degradation of the system but do not generate sufficient revenues to maintain the existing 

conditions when they are better than the adopted LOS standard. 

When the current system performance conditions are better than the adopted standards, local 

governments have the option to base the fees on achieved LOS or at least to a LOS level that is 

in between. This approach was also supported by HB 319, when the bill allowed for adoption of 

an area-wide LOS not dependent on any single road segment function . The LOS for each road 

segment correlates to the volume-to-capacity (V /C) ratio. The V /C ratio measures the number of 

vehicles on the road versus the number of vehicles that the road can handle based on its 
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functional classification (arterial, collector, freeway, etc.) and design characteristics (number of 

lanes, signal spacing, etc.). A low V /C ratio suggests less congestion and delay and better average 

speed/performance. 

The current achieved V/C ratios in Orange County are as follows: 

Countywide :::: 0. 77 

Urban area :::: 0.80 

Non-urban area:::: 0.75 

The impact fee rate for the urban area is calculated based on the adopted LOS standards and 

allows degradation of the system to a V/C ratio of 1.00. However, as long as current achieved 

V/C supports it, the County may adopt a policy to base the fees on a better V/C ratio than the 

adopted standard to limit or slow the degradation for geographical subareas of the County, 

creating a fee differential. This approach is used in the case of fees calculated for the non-urban 

area of the county. 

As illustrated on Map 1, Orange County currently has two separate fee districts. As mentioned 

previously, the multi-modal fees in the urban area are based on the adopted level-of-service 

standard (V /C of 1.00), reflecting the higher level of congestion in this area. 

The roadways in the non-urban area are performing better than the urban area, and in an effort 

to maintain the higher levels of performance, a differential capacity option was developed. Th is 

option uses a V /C of 0.90 for non-urban area. Recognizing the higher quality of service currently 

provided in the non-urban area, the County can elect to c~arge a higher fee in this area 

(compared to the urban area) to help preserve this higher achieved LOS. These adjustments are 

applied to the average VMC per lane mile added for each fee area. 

Urban = 9,000 * 1.00 = 9,000 

Non-Urban = 9,000 * 0.90 = 8,100 

In the non-urban area, the full 10 percent reduction would only be applied to residential, office, 

and industrial land uses. These land uses generally demand longer trip lengths and receive 

significant benefit from the high service levels, whereas retail land uses attract more local travel 

with shorter trip lengths and the benefit they receive is more limited. Therefore, the retail uses 

are estimated to receive a capacity decrease of five (5) percent. 
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Map 1 - Current Transportation Impact Fee Districts 
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Option 2 

As part of this update, the existing urban fee district boundary was reviewed for a potential 

expansion. Additionally, the remaining unincorporated county was reviewed, recognizing that 

there are sub-urban/transitioning areas and rural areas with different demographic and travel 

characteristics. More specifically, as part of this analysis, Tindale Oliver reviewed the following: 

• The County's Concurrency Alternatives Evaluation Report, Multi -Modal Corridor Plan, 

which addresses potential boundary changes for the urban district; 

• Current and projected travel conditions, measured in terms of V /C ratios; and 

• Type and level of development (single use/mixed use, already developed/vacant, etc.). 

Based on this analysis, as well input from Orange County staff, the following changes to the 

existing fee districts were considered. 

Urban Fee District 

As mentioned previously, during the 2012 study, a multi-modal transportation impact fee was 

developed for the urban area to allow for flexibility in spending impact fee revenues on multiple 

modes in an area of the County where pedestrian/bicycle and transit improvements were needed 

to accommodate the dense development patterns around the City of Orlando. It is proposed 

that, consistent with the 2017 Concurrency Alternatives Evaluation Report2, the urban fee district 

be extended to the northeast to capture the University of Central Florida, Full Sail University, and 

Valencia College communities (see Map 2), along with additional adjustments based on input 

from the County representatives. Though much of this area consists of single use residential 

classification, the area is mostly built-out, with only a limited number of the vacant residential 

parcels available for new development, as illustrated in Map 3. Therefore, this area is likely to 

be dominated by redevelopment projects in the future, which will increase the densities and 

urban character of the area. The urban expansion should also extend to the southwest to include 

the International Drive corridor which houses many tourist accommodations and multi-modal 

amenities, as shown in Map 4. 

Additionally, as shown on Map 6, Orange County staff has recommended additional adjustments 

to the urban area, based on the similarities of types and level of existing development, road 

facilities, and future land use designations. These changes are as follows: 

Existing southern boundary at Sand Lake Rd was moved further south to SR 528 

2 Concurrency Alternatives Evaluation Report, Multi-Modal Corridor Plan - Phase Ill, VHB 2017 
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Added the area east of Orlando with SR 408 to the north and the FL Turnpike to the west and 

south 

Added the Winter Park Estates near the Orange County northern boundary 

Added the area southwest of the SR 408 and SR 417 interchange, within the border of SR 417 

Greeneway, SR 408 East-West Expwy, and the SR 528 Beachline Expwy 

Removed the area west of Orlando surrounding the intersection of Pine Hills Rd and SR 438. 

This area will be included as "suburban" for impact fee purposes. 

Suburban/Transitioning Fee District 

The proposed transitioning area/suburban boundary is based on the existing Urban Service Area 

(USA) boundary and the western portion of the county. The Orange County USA includes the 

central part of the county surrounding the City of Orlando and extending to the county's northern 

and southern boundaries. The area to the west is primarily smaller cities and includes the future 

Horizon West development area, while the area to the east includes largely rural, preservation, 

and parks/recreation land. As shown on Map 5, this proposed transitioning area is much more 

congested than eastern rural area and exhibits different travel conditions. 

As previously mentioned, a portion of the existing urban area (west of Orlando near the 

intersection of Pine Hills Rd and SR 438) will now be considered "suburban" for impact fee 

purposes as shown on Map 6. 

Rural Fee District 

As previously mentioned, the area to the east of the Orange County USA is primarily rural 

farmland with pockets of preservation area and a large portion of park/recreation land that are 

not developable. As shown in Map 5, this area is labeled as "rural east" and comprised of the 

unincorporated land east of Orlando that is outside of the USA. The roadways in this area of the 

County experience a very favorable level-of-service with little to no congestion, as shown on Map 

5. 

Map 6 illustrates the proposed fee district boundaries. 
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Fee District Variation 

As previous discussed for Option 1, the proposed fee district rate variation is based on the LOS 

levels observed for each sub-area, which are measured in terms of V /C ratios. 

The current achieved V /C ratios are as follows: 

Urban (expanded area):::: 0.81 

Suburban :::: 0. 76 

Rural:::: 0.58 

The multi-modal fees in the urban area are based on the adopted level-of-service standard (V /C 

of 1.00), reflecting the higher level of congestion in this area. The roadways in 

suburban/transitioning area are performing slightly better and roadways in the rural area are 

performing much better, and in an effort to maintain the higher levels of performance, a 

differential capacity option was developed. This option uses a V/C of 0.90 for 

suburban/transitioning area and a V/C of 0.80 for rura l area impact fee calculations. Recognizing 

the better travel conditions/higher LOS currently provided in the transitioning and rural areas, 

the County can elect to charge a higher fee in these areas (as compared to the urban area) in an 

effort to help preserve this higher achieved LOS. These adjustments are applied to the average 

VMC per lane mile added for each fee district: 

Urban = 9,000 * 1.00 = 9,000 

Suburban = 9,000 * 0.90 = 8,100 

Rural = 9,000 * 0.80 = 7,200 

As discussed previously, the full reduction wou ld only be applied to residential, office, and 

industrial land uses. These land uses generally demand longer trip lengths and receive significant 

benefit from the high service levels, whereas retai l land uses attract more local travel with 

shorter trip lengths and the benefit they receive is more limited. Therefore, the retail uses are 

estimated to receive a more limited capacity decrease of five (5) percent (for Suburban Fee 

District) and 10 percent (for Rural Fee District) . 

Projected Future V /C Ratios 

Using the 2040 SEData projections from the OUATS.40 model, future traffic volumes for each 

classified roadway in Orange County were projected. The SEData population projections are 

comparable to low/medium average figures from the latest BEBR population projections3. Using 

3 Bureau of Economic and Business Research; Volume 52, Bulletin 183, Apri l 2019 
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these projected volumes and future improvements identified in the County's LRTP Cost Feasible 

Plan, future V/C ratios for each fee district were estimated. 

Urban Fee District: 

Average annual population growth= 4,007 persons 

Average annual population growth rate= 1.15 percent 

Projected 2040 V /C = 1.09 

Suburban Fee District: 

Average annual population growth = 6,164 persons 

Average annual population growth rate= 1.27 percent 

Projected 2040 V /C = 0.96 

Rural Fee District: 

Average annual population growth = 159 persons 

Average annual population growth rate:: 0.56 percent 

Projected 2040 V /C:: 0.65 

Given these higher congestion levels estimated for 2040, the current and projected V/C ratios 

should be re-evaluated with each subsequent transportation impact fee update to ensure that 

new development is not being charged for a higher level-of-service than is being achieved. 

Additionally, changes to capacity-expansion revenues (such as an increase in transportation 

impact fee rates) can greatly alter the number of future projects that can be funded, affecting 

the estimated future V /C ratios. 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 27 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1802



Map 2 - Proposed Northeast Urban Expansion · Orange County: Concurrency Alternatives Evaluatlon Report, Multi-Modal Corridor Plan Phase 3 

Figure 1 - Altemati\·e :?A: Map 1 (No11heas1 Map) 
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Map 3 - Vacant Parcels In Northeast Urban Fee Dist rict Expansion Area .. 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 29 

-'I.,! -

N 

A 

~ .... ---· 

Existing Use 

.. Vacant Residential 

.. Vacant Commercial 

Current Urban Fee District 

i 
l 

Orange County 
Transportation Impact Fee 

1804



Map 4 - Proposed 1-0rive Urban Fee District Expansion - Orange County: Concurrency Alternatives Evaluation Report, Multi-Modal 

Corridor Plan Phase 3 

Figure 1- Alternative 2A: Map 2 (Southeast Map) 
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Map 5 - Future Congestion by Segment -OUAT5 2040 Needs Plan 
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Map 6 - Proposed Orange County Transportation Impact Fee District s 

Suburban Fee District 

Rural Fee District 
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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: 

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

• Total impact fee cost; 

• Annual capita l improvement credit; 

• Present value of the capital improvement credit; 

• Net transportation/multi-modal impact fee; 

• Current adopted Orange County impact fee; and 

• 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] I 2) x (1-lnterstate/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) I 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 t he following paragraphs, along with the 

actual input s used in the calculation of the fee for the single-family det ached residential land use 

category (2,000 sq ft): 

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

• Assessable Trip Length= the average t rip length on collector roads or above, for the category, 

in vehicle-miles (8.28) (excluding 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 (8.28 + 0.50 = 8.78) 

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

• 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 

• Interstate/Toll Facility Discount Factor = discount factor to account for travel demand 

occurring on interstate highways and/or toll faci lities (36.1%) 

• Cost per Added Lane Mile = unit cost to construct one lane mile of roadway, 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) 

• Suburban Adjustment= 9,000 x 0.90 V/C ratio= 8,100 

• Rural Adjustment= 9,000 x 0.80 V /C ratio = 7,200 

• 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 

• Urban= $4,540,000 I 9,000 = $504.44 per VMC 

• Suburban = $4,540,000 I 8,100 = $560.49 per VMC 

• Rural= $4,540,000 I 7,200 = $630.56 per VMC 

• 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 faci lity life, the uniform series present worth factor is 15.6221 

• Effective Days per Year= 365 days 
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• $/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 mult i-modal (including 

roadways) 

• Ad Valorem Credit= the amount of ad valorem taxes used toward transportation capacity, 

calculated based on the average property value of each land use 

• 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) * ($4,540,000 I 9,000) = $10,422 

Annual Cap. lmprov. Credit= ([7.81*8.78*1.0] /2) * 365 * ($0.197 /18.92) = $130 

Total Capital Improvement Credit= $130 * 15.6221 = $2,031 

Ad Valorem Credit= $173 

Net Multi-Modal Fee= $10,422 - $2,031 - $173 = $8,218 

Non-Urban/Suburban Fee District (Roadway Fee) (Table E-3): 

Total Impact Cost= ([7.81 * 8.28 * 1.0] /2) * (1- 0.361) * ($4,540,000 / 8,100) = $11,580 

Annual Cap. lmprov. Credit= ([7.81*8.78*1.0] /2) * 365 * ($0.135 /18.92) = $89 

Total Capital Improvement Credit= $89 * 15.6221 = $1,390 

Ad Valorem Credit= $52 

Net Impact Fee= $11,580 - $1,390 - $52 = $10,138 

Rural Fee District (Roadway Fee) (Table E-4): 

Total Impact Cost= ([7.81 * 8.28 * 1.0] /2) * (1 - 0.361) * ($4,540,000 I 7,200) = $13,028 

Annual Cap. lmprov. Credit= ([7.81 * 8.78 * 1.0] /2) * 365 * ($0.135 /18.92) = $89 

Total Capital Improvement Credit= $91 * 15.6221 = $1,390 

Ad Valorem Credit= $52 

Net Impact Fee= $13,028 - $1,390 - $52 = $11,586 
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VII. Needs-Based Fee Analysis 

As previously mentioned, the Orange County impact fee rates are calculated using a 

consumption-based methodology. For comparison purposes, this section presents an example 

of an impact fee calculation using a needs-based methodology. 

A needs-based impact fee is calculated based on a list of improvements over a certain time period 

and associated growth over the same time period. As the list of improvements changes, the fee 

tends to vary. In the case of Orange County, the needs-based scenario is based on the Needs 

Plan improvements from the Metroplan 2040 LRTP. 

Needs-Based Fee Calculation 

Demand Component 

Under the needs-based approach, the demand component for each land use is also measured in 

terms of VMT (the product of trip generation, trip length, and percent new trips, less the 

interstate/toll facility discount). 

Cost of Needs 

The cost component for the needs-based analysis is based on the cost of building a set of 

improvements. The set of projects and total cost were based on the list of County road 

improvements included in the Metroplan 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan. The cost 

estimates include adjustments for year-of-expenditure and use a 2040 cost equivalent for all 

unfunded needs plan improvements. The total estimated cost of improvements is approximately 

$2.15 billion. 

Non-Impact Fee Revenue 

The needs-based impact fee is based on the total cost of improvements less the non-impact fee 

revenue contributions. Therefore, fuel tax contributions are removed from the calculation. As 

shown in the Metroplan 2040 LRTP, fuel tax revenues are estimated at approximately $201.1 

million. The remaining cost of improvements used in the impact fee equation is now 

approximately $1.95 billion. 
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VMT Added 

The net cost per VMT is calculated based on the 2040 volumes for county roads in Orange County. 

Using the OUATS 2040 Transportation Model, approximately 5.69 million VMT will be added 

between the model base year {2009) and 2040. The VMT added represents the volume added 

to all county roads, not just those that were improved and excludes interstate/toll facilities. For 

t he impact fee calculation, the VMT was adjusted to 3.85 million VMT to account for the 

difference in timeframes between the model timeframe (2009-2040) and the needs plan (2020-

2040). The total cost of improvements net of available funding was then divided by the total 

VMT added for all county roads to determine a net cost per VMT of approximately $506 for the 

needs-plan approach. 

Needs-Based Transportation Impact Fee Calcu lation 

Using these inputs, a net impact fee can be calculated for the single-fam ily residential detached 

{2,000 sf) land use category as follows: 

Needs Plan: 

Net Impact Fee = ([TGR * TL * PNT] / 2) * {1-1/T Discount) * Net Cost per VMT 

Net Impact Fee= ([7.81 * 8.28 * 1.0] /2) * (1 - 0.361) * $506 = $10,454 

The resulting needs-based fee is approximately 15 percent more than its consumption-based 

counterpart, calculated below: 

Consumption-Based (roadway ONLY, V/C 1.00): 

Total Impact Cost= ([7.81*8.28*1.0] /2) * (1 - 0.361) * ($4,540,000 I 9,000) = $10,422 

Annual Cap. lmprov. Credit= ([7.81*8.78*1.0] /2) * 365 * ($0.135 /18.92) = $89 

Total Capital Improvement Credit= $89 * 15.6221 = $1,390 

Ad Valorem Credit= $52 

Net Impact Fee= $10,422 - $1,390 - $52 = $8,980 

Asset-Based Fee Calculation 

An additional analysis was completed to measure the level of investment made by the existing 

development in Orange County's transportation system. This exercise provides a general sense 

of a fee per dwelling unit that would have been required to construct the existing transportation 

network. The total asset value of the county road system was estimated using the total lane 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 37 
Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1812



miles in the roadway inventory (::::3,173) and the cost per added lane mile from Table 1 

($4,540,000). This results in an estimated asset value of approximately $14.4 billion in roadway 

infrastructure. 

The asset value was divided by the current population (1,386,080) and then multiplied by the 

persons-per-household (2.48) to determine an asset per household of approximately $26,000. 

However, this does not account for the portion of non-residential development that would pay 

impact fees. Based on historical impact fee collections, residential development has generated 

approximately 60 percent of the county revenues. Therefore, the asset per household was 

reduced to 60 percent resulting in an estimated fee of $15,600 per household. 

As discussed previously, consumption-based transportation impact fees are calculated based on 

adopted LOS standards, and do not reflect historical investment levels in a community. Rather, 

they are conservative fees that slow down the degradation of the transportation system. 
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VII I. Transportation Impact Fee Rate Comparison 

A comparison of calcu lated fee schedule to the current adopted fee by land use is presented in 

Table 5 for select land uses. 

A summary of the calculated impact fee rates for all land uses is presented in Appendix E, Tables E­

l through E-3. 
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Table 5 

Single family (2,000 sf) du $8,218 $10,138 $11,S86j $3,898j S3.J61 •-••-•1 ,_,. ·-1 n•ul u,-.~ •- ,.,,. 'I _.,_ •-............ .,.,, 
1,000 sf $3,117 $3,857 $4,410 $2,163 $2,088 $3,863 $3,728 n/a $2,727 to $4,129 $3,997 so, 

so $8,132 $10,037 $11,473 $5,574 $5,374 $9,953 $9,596 S5,058 $5,374 to $8,127 $935 to S2,531 $5,700 
$10,052 $11,763 $12,529 $5.477 S5,246. $9,780 $9,368 $5,270 $8,090 to $9,7U~ $1,095 to $2,964 S23,295- S5,641 to $8,813 
s 14,a68 s11,511 s18,119 s11,s25 su.0501 szo,581 s19,733 s23,331 s12,924 1o s15,893 s818 to s2.213 s10.135 s12.130 to S15,s82 
$74,592 $86,876 $92,547 $38,463._ S36,8091 $68,684 $65,731 $3$.791 556,660 to $68,158 $818 to S2,213 Sl4,00S $40,950 to $50,978 

Represents the portion of the m1ximum calculated fee for e1ch rupectlve county that Is actually charaed . Fees may hive been lowered/increased throuch annual indexing or policy discounts. Does not account for mor1toriums/suspensions 
du • dWelllna unit 
Source . Appendix E, Tobie E-2 
Sour<» Appendix E, Table E-3 
Source Appendix E, Table E-4 
Source Ora,.• County Pl•nn1nc OtY1soon; Community, Environment & Oevefopmenl Servoces Department. Fees were adopted ti 42 percent In 2012 and Increased to 56 percent on 2014 
Source °'""'"County Pfannlnc OMsion; Commlllllty, Environment & Development Servoces Department Fees shown at the maximum calculated notes 
Source Brevard County Plann1,. and Development Department 
Source Hlflsboroush County PubllC Worts Department 

101 Source; Lake County Economic Growth Department Small retail rate ls shown for bank and fut food fond uses 
UI Source. O.Ceola County Commu01ty Development Department Non-mixed use fees ore shown. Single family fee shown Is th« non-rural rate and the bank with driw·thru land use is measured per lane 
121 Soure»: Pasco County Central Plonning Department 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Transportation Impact/ Multi-Modal Fee Comparison 

du S70S to SUSS 

Light Indust rial 1,000 sf $3,117 $3,857 $4,410 $2,163 $2,088 $3,863 $3,728 $855 $519 to $873 Sl,980 $2,497 $2,270 to $2,391 
Office (50,000 sq fl) 1,000 sf- - $8,132 $10,037 ._ $11,473 $5,574 $5,374 $9,953 $9,596 $2,356 $1,545 to $2,598 $3,900 $4,753 $4,352 to $4,576 
Retail (125,000 sq ft) 1,000 sf $10,05Z $11,763 $12,529 $5,477 $5,246 $9,780 $9,368 $3,536 $1,821 to $3,062 $6,260 $4,847 $5,742 to $6,038 
Bank w/Drive·Thru l 000 sf $14 868 $17,571 $18,719 $11,525 Sll,050 $20,581 $19,733 $3,S36 $5,756 to $9,680 $9,560 $9,608 Sl2,069 to $12,7161 
Fast Food w/Drive-Thru 1,000 sf $74,59Z $86,876 $92,547 $38,463 $36,809 $68,684 $65,731 $3,536 $9,426 to $15,852 $46,450 $23,156 $41,265 to ~43,3971 ---·---1 
1) Represents the portion of the ma.icimum calculated fee for each respective county that is actually charged. Fees m1y hive been lowered/lncre111d through annual indexing or policy discounts. Does not account for moratorfums/suspenslon.s 
2) du: dwelling unit 
3) Source: Appendi• E, Tobit E·2 
4) Source: Append!• E, Table E·3 
5) Source: Append,. E, Tlble E-4 
6) Source: Oran&• County Plannin1 Division, Community, Environment & Development Services Department. Fees were adopted it 42 percent In 2012 and Increased to 56 percent in 2014 
7) Sourcit: Oranc:e County Plannln.101vtslon; Community, Environment & Development Services Depanment. Fees shown at the maximum c1lcul1t•d r1tes 
8) Source. Polk County Bulldonc Oepartmtnt 
9) Source: Seminole County Development servi<:es Department 
10) Souroo; Volusio County Growth and Resource M1n11ement Department 
11) Source· Oty of Ocoee Plonninc and Zon1111 D1v11ion 
12) Source: Oty of Orlondo Tronsportatoon P11nn1rc Division 
13) Source. Qty of Winter Gorden Community Otvtlopment Otpartmont 
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IX. Economic Growth Model 

In addition to calculating the transportation impact fee levels, this study also includes an 

economic growth approach to impact fee calculations, which takes into account the existing 

development's ability to absorb new growth and calculates the levels of possible policy discounts 

without reducing the level-of-service used in the full roadway/multi-modal impact fee 

calculations. 

As presented in Appendix C, in addition to impact fees, other revenue sources such as fuel tax 

and INVEST funds are also being used to fund the countywide transportation system. In terms of 

the economic growth calculations, it is important to note the following: 

• As discussed previously, consumption-based impact fees that are based on either the 

adopted LOS standard or a service level that is lower than achieved LOS do not generate 

sufficient revenues to maintain the existing conditions. 

• The economic growth strategy calculations are based on the future estimated fuel tax and 

other funding toward countywide transportation capital capacity projects. The 

calculations exclude any funding dedicated toward paying the debt service since the 

dollar amount cannot be available for absorbing the growth. If other revenue sources 

become available, these calculations will need to be revised. 

• Based on the socio-economic data and projections obtained from the OUATS 2040, an 

average annual growth rate of 1.2 percent was calculated for unincorporated Orange 

County between 2017 and 2040. This growth projection is used in the calculations 

associated with the economic growth strategy. 

• As shown in Appendix C, the County allocates $35 million of non-impact fee dollars per 

year toward capacity expansion of county roads. In addition, the State invests 

approximately $62 million per year on transportation capacity in Orange County. 

Although impact fee calculations already account for the portion of this revenue that is 

generated by new development, a larger portion of the revenue is generated by existing 

population and can be treated as a "buy-down" fund. In other words, as long as the 

County limits the buy-down amount to the level of non-impact fee investment, the equity 

requirements of impact fee will be met. 
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• Given that any impact fee discount results in revenue loss, it is recommended that the 

discounts are applied to select land uses consistent with the County's Comprehensive 

Plan and economic development goals and policies. Examples would be high wage 

creating jobs, industries/sectors important to well-being of the residents (such as 

housing, education, safety, etc.). 

• Similarly, the County could reduce impact fees on residential land uses more than non­

residential land uses. 

It is important that the County track the impact fee discount amounts and compare them to the 

non-impact fee capacity funding programmed in the five-year Capital Improvement Plan to 

ensure that the discounted amounts do not exceed funding provided by other sources. This 

process should be documented in an annual report. 

As mentioned previously, the level of discount is more of a policy decision and could be at any 

level between no discounts and the maximum level of non-impact fee investment per year (or 

any amount the County dedicates from non-impact fee revenue sources). Any additional 

discounts would either need to be applied to all land uses or to be bought down with the General 

Fund or another revenue source. 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 43 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1818



X. Impact Fee Benefit Zones 

As part of the update to the impact fee program, the existing impact fee benefit zones illustrated 

in Map 7 were reviewed. Currently, Orange County has four road impact fee benefit zones, and 

four sub-zones for the alternative mobility area. Benefit districts dictate where impact fee 

revenues can be spent to ensure that fee payers receive the associated benefit. Typically, 

boundaries for benefit districts are based on land uses, growth rates, major roadway boundaries, 

and major geographical/environmental boundaries. Impact fee revenues collected within each 

district are deposited into separate trust accounts upon receipt. These revenues can only be used 

for capacity expansion improvements. 

As previously discussed, the County may potentially expand the urban area to the southwest and 

the northeast. As shown in Map 8, these expansions will become part of the urban sub-areas within 

each larger transportation impact fee benefit district. The boundaries of the four main districts will 

not be altered. 
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Map 7 - Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Existing Benefit Zones 
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Map 8 - Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Benefit Zones with Expanded Urban Area 
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XI. Indexing 

In many cases, impact fees are reviewed periodica lly (every three to five years} as opposed to an 

annual review. If no annual adjustment is applied to the impact fee rates a situation can arise 

where major adjustments to t he fee schedule become necessary due to the time interval between 

update studies. The need for significant adjustment also creates major concern in the development 

community. To address this issue, the calculated fees in Appendix E, Tables E-1 through E-3, could 

potentially be indexed annually for construction and land cost increases, as appropriate. The 

method for developing t his index is detailed in this section. 

Land Cost 

As shown in Table 6, between 2014 and 2019 the total just property value for all vacant residential 

land in unincorporated Orange County increased by an annual average of 7.1 percent. This index 

was applied to the ROW component of the transportation impact fee. 

Table 6 

Just Value Trend - Unincorporated Orange County 

Just Value (Vacant Land ONLY) 

Vear 
Unincorporated 

% Change % Change 
Countywide cw Un inc. 

2014 $2, 794,876,391 $1,701,638,886 - -

2015 $2,999,055,112 $1,835,656,636 7.3% 7.9% 
2016 $3,356,603,868 $2,014,490,714 11.9% 9.7% 
2017 $3,624,185,916 $2,156,930,154 8.0% 7.1% 
2018 $4,014,053,192 $2,304,108,899 10.8% 6.8% 
2019 $4,170,277,690 $2,399,591,893 3.9% 4.1% 

Average 8.4% 7.1% 
Source: Florida Department of Revenue 

Roadway Construction Cost 

The Florida Department of Transportation provides historical inflation factors for transportation 

project costs, which are presented in Table 7. It is recommended that these factors be used for the 

design and construction components of the transportation impact fee indexing. As shown in Table 

7, the average index is approximately 2.0 percent based on the past 5 years. 
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Table 7 

FOOT Project Cost Inflation Index 

I 
Inflation 

Fisca Vear 
Rate 

2014 3.0% 

2015 0.0% 

2016 0.0% 

2017 3.0% 

2018 4.0% 

Annual Avg. 

Source: FDOT Office of Policy Planning 

Transit Capital Cost 

As previously noted, the transit capital cost for the multi-modal fee in the urban fee district is not 

included in the unit construction cost used to calculate the impact fee due to the insignificant 

impact on the cost per person-mile. Therefore, there is no indexing adjustment for capital costs 

related to transit investment. However, an index should be applied to the transit capital cost once 

the investment reaches a significant level, as determined in a future update study. For this 

component, the Engineering News-Record (ENR) Building Cost Index is recommended. 

Index Calculation 

Table 8 presents the indexing application for the transportation impact fee rates. 

Table 8 

Transportation Indexing Application 

Cost per Percent of Annual 
lndex14l Phase 

Lane Milefll Total Cost121 lncrease111 

Design $340,000 7.5% 2.0% 0.2% 

Right-of-Way $1,200,000 26.4% 7.1% 1.9% 

Construction $3,000,000 66.1% 2.0% 1.3% 

Total Cost $4,540,000 - -

Total Applicable lndex151 ~~~u" 
1) Source: Table 1 
2) Cost phase (design, ROW, construction) divided by the total cost 

3) Source: Table 6 for ROW; Table 7 for design and construction 

4) Percent of total cost (Item 2) for each phase multiplied by the annual increase (Item 3) 

S) Sum of the index components (Item 4) for all phases 
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Index Application 

This section provides an indexing application example using the total application index of 3.4 

percent: 

Single Family (detached): 

o Urban Area= $8,218 x (1 + 3.4%) = $8,497 

o Non-Urban/Suburban Area = $10,138 x (1 + 3.4%) = $10,483 

o Rural Area = $11,586 x (1 + 3.4%) = $11,980 

This index would be applied to the fees for each land use at the end of the first year after adoption 

and implementation of the updated impact fee schedule. Given the recent fluctuations in land and 

construction values, it is recommended that the indices be re-evaluated at the end of the first year 

of implementation. At the end of each subsequent year, the index would be re-calculated and 

applied to the current adopted fee schedule. This approach provides the opportunity to base the 

index on the most current data available. 
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XII. Incentives for Affordable/Workforce Housing 

Similar to many other Florida jurisdictions, Orange County is concerned about availability of 
affordable/workforce housing supply in the county. As part of the transportation impact fee 
study update, technical and policy-based methods avai lable to the County to mitigate the adverse 
effects of higher impact fees are reviewed along with practices used by select Florida 
jurisdictions. This section starts with methods available to the County and continues with case 
studies. 

• Technical basis: This approach requires the technical documentation indicating that 
affordable/workforce housing has lesser impact on a given infrastructure. One approach 
is to tier the single family category by size, which reflects fewer trips generated by smaller 
homes. A t iered approach is included in the fee schedules shown in Appendix E for the 
County's consideration. 

In the case of transportation impact fees, data also supports that smaller single family 
homes (less than 1,500 square feet) with lower income levels generate even fewer trips, 
and therefore, could be charged less. These categories reduce the impact fee by 
approximately 30 percent to 40 percent compared to an average home with higher 
income. This approach would require a monitoring process to track income levels of 
occupants/owners. 

• Policy discounts: Some jurisdictions discount fees for affordable/workforce housing 
through the following programs/approaches: 

o Deferral Programs: Fees for affordable/workforce housing are deferred until 
homes are occupied by households that do not qualify under 
affordable/workforce housing criteria. This requires an annual monitoring 
process to ensure the homes did not change owners and/or rental rates do not 
exceed certain limits. Once the homes are no longer occupied by qualifying 
households, impact fees are collected. 

o Buy-down Approach: Some jurisdictions, including Orange County, set aside a 
certain dollar amount from the General Fund, SHIP funds, or another fund to buy 
down the fees for affordable housing or other targeted uses. This ensures that 
the impact fee program remains whole and those who paid the fee receive the 
associated benefit in terms of related infrastructure. However, HB 7103 that was 
signed by the Governor following the 2019 legislative session eliminated the 
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need to backfill lost revenues when impact fees for affordable housing are 
waived or reduced. In other words, local governments can now waive/reduce 
fees for affordable housing projects without having to offset the revenues. 

HB 7103 defines qualifying unit s as " housing that is affordable, as defined in 
section 420.9071, Florida Statut es." F.S. section 420.9071 provides the following 
definitions: 

• Section 420.9071 (2) "Affordable" means that monthly rents or monthly 
mortgage payments including taxes and insurance do not exceed 30 
percent of that amount which represents the percentage of the median 
annual gross income for the households as indicated in subsection (19), 
subsection (20), or subsection (28). 

• Subsection (19)- " Low-income person" or "low-income household" means 
one or more natural persons or a family that has a total annual gross 
household income that does not exceed 80 percent of the median annual 
income adjusted for family size for households within the metropolitan 
statistical area, the county, or the nonmetropolitan median for the state, 
whichever amount is greatest. With respect to rental units, the low­
income household's annual income at the time of initial occupancy may 
not exceed 80 percent of the area's median income adjusted for family 
size. While occupying the rental unit, a low-income household 's annual 
income may increase to an amount not to exceed 140 percent of 80 
percent of the area' s median income adjusted for family size. 

• Subsection (20) provides t he definition for "moderate-income household," 
where the household income is limited to 120 percent of the median 
annual income. 

• Subsection (28) defines "very-low-income household" at SO percent of the 
median annual income. 

o Geographic Discounts/Exemption Areas: Some jurisdictions implement discounts in 
more disadvantaged areas, such as Community Redevelopment Areas {CRAs). In some 
cases, these areas are entirely exempt from impact fees. Given that affordable housing 
supply tends to be more easily available in these lower cost areas, this approach supports 
affordable housing as well as other development in exempt areas. 

o Alternative Incentives/Requirements: Research conducted by Tindale Oliver suggested 
that jurisdictions interviewed use a combination of programs to incentivize 
affordable/workforce housing as opposed to relying only on impact fee discounts. Some 
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of the common incentive programs include density bonuses, expedited permitting, 
flexibility in design/parking requirements, and home purchase/construction assistance. 

In some cases, local governments implemented an inclusionary zoning program with an 
in-lieu fee as well as a linkage fee, which tend to result in a larger supply of affordable 
housing compared to voluntary incentives. 

Case Studies 

Tindale Oliver conducted a statewide research to understand methods used by other Florida 
counties to mitigate effects of impact fees on affordable/workforce housing. In addition to 
impact fee incentives, this research also addressed other methods discussed by the jurisdictions 
in helping them increase the supply of affordable/workforce housing. A table summarizing these 
methods for counties for which the information was available is included at the end of this 
section. 

After this initial review, more detailed case studies were prepared for the following jurisdictions: 
• Broward County 

• Collier County 

• Miami-Dade County 

• Palm Beach County 

These jurisdictions are selected primarily because they started experiencing challenges in 
providing affordable/workforce housing prior to many other counties and three of them have 
large populations similar to Orange County. 

Broward County 

With a population of almost 2 million residents, Broward County is the second most populated 
county in Florida. It is also one of the most developed counties with very limited vacant land 
availability. This high development levels coupled with waterfront properties make it difficult to 
maintain the necessary supply of affordable/workforce housing. The County provided the 
following statistics to explain their challenges: 

• 87 percent of households cannot afford the median home price in the county ($350,000). 

• 14 7,000 renters use more than 30 percent of their income for rent. 
• 78,000 renters use more than half their income for housing cost. 
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• The County estimates that almost 90,000 jobs will be created within the next eight years, 

which will be primarily service sector/low wage jobs, creating even a bigger need for 
affordable/workforce housing. 

To address these issues, Broward County developed several initiatives. 

Impact Fee Structure and Discount Levels 

Broward County collects impact fees for roads, parks, and schools. As presented in Table 1, the 

total adopted residentia l fees for the selected residential development types range from $2,368 
for a two-bedroom high rise unit to $9,037 for a three-bedroom single family home. Of these 

fees, roads and parks impact fees are bought down for very low and low income households by 
the County, while the School District buys down school impact fees for very low and low income 

households. 

Table 9 provides a summary of adopted fees and discount levels for affordable/workforce 
housing development and includes a select number of residential categories to provide examples. 
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Table 9 

Broward County, Impact Fees for Affordable/Workforce Housing 

Impact Fee Program Discounted Amount121 I To,.llmp•«F~'" 
Unit Adopted Fee111 Very low (50% low Income Very low (50% low Income Area 

AMI) (80%AMI) AMI) (80% AMI) 
Discount Level 100% 100% 

Single Famly Home (3 bedrooms) 
Road du $1,653 $1,653 $1,653 so $0 
Parks du $496 $496 $496 $0 $0 
Education du $6,888 $6888 $6,888 SQ SQ 
Total - $9,037 $9,037 $9,037 $0 $0 
Townhouse, Duplex, and VAia (2 bedrooms) 

Road du $1,653 $1,653 $1,653 $0 $0 
Parks du $387 $387 $387 $0 $0 
Education du $3,974 S3.974 $3,974 SQ SQ 
Total - $6,014 $6,014 $6,014 $0 $0 
Garden Apartment (2 bedrooms) 

Road du $1,653 $1,653 $1,653 so $0 
Parks du $354 S354 $354 so $0 
Education du $4,393 $4 393 $4,393 so SQ 
Total - $6,400 $6,400 $6,400 $0 $0 
Mid-Rise (2 bedrooms) 

Road du $1,653 $1,653 $1,653 so $0 
Parks du $354 $354 S354 $0 so 
Education du Sl.153 $1.153 $1,153 SQ SQ 
Total - $3,160 $3,160 $3,160 $0 $0 

i !cllh-Rlse (2 bedrooms) 
Road du $1,653 Sl,653 Sl,653 so $0 
Parks du $354 S354 S354 $0 so 
Education du $361 S361 $361 SQ SQ 
Total - $2,368 $2,368 $2,368 $0 $0 
Mobile Home (2 bedrooms) 

Road du $1,653 $1,653 $1,653 $0 $0 
Parks du $350 $350 $350 $0 $0 
Education du $3103 $3103 $3,103 SQ SQ 
Total - $5,106 $5,106 $S,106 $0 $0 
1) Source: Broward County Planning and Development Management Division, Zone 1 road impact fee is shown. 
2) Source: Broward County Planning and Development Management Division and Broward County Public 

Schools. 
3) Adopted fee (Item 1) less discounted amount (Item 2) 
Note: AMI = Area median income 

Per Broward County Land Development Code, waivers of impact and/or application fees require 

that the applicant(s) will maintain affordable housing for twenty (20) years for rental housing and 

ten (10) years for owner-occupied housing. Other than this initial requirement, the County does 

not have a formal verification process to ensure these units are in compliance. 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 54 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1829



Funding of the Program 

Broward County funds the discounts for roads, transit, and park impact fees through the interest 

accrued on these funds. The County does not have a limit on annual funding of these discounts. 

The school impact fee discounts are also waived only for very low and low income applicants. 

The program has an annual cap of $375,000 and there is a cap of $50,000 per project. Funding 

is offered on a first-come-first-qualified basis. Since the program started, the discounted 

amounts have not reached the maximum annual amount due both to per project cap and 

discounts being offered only to very low income housing unti l recently. The School District 

representatives believe that the number of projects waived was relatively low because the 

program restricts the developer's ability to sell or rent to those that did not qualify under the 

very low income category. In addition, the application process is found to be cumbersome, 

discouraging potential applicants. With the recent changes, the discounts are now being offered 

to low income housing as well and the cap was increased from $25,000 per project to $50,000 

per project. These recent changes should increase the use of the program. 

Other Incentive Programs 

In addition to the impact fee assistance program, Broward County also has other incentive 

programs in place to promote and preserve affordable/workforce housing. Some of the 

programs availab le are funded with federal, local, and state dollars such as State Housing 

Initiatives Partnership (SHIP), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Broward 

Redevelopment Program (BRP), and the Home Investment Partnerships (HOME). The following 

list provides some examples of the additional programs offered by Broward County. 

• Expedited permitting. 

• Density bonuses for development of market rate units (e.g. four market rate units per 

every one low or very low unit). 

• Transfer of development rights. 

• Allowance of affordable accessory residential units of small size. 

• Reduction of parking and setback requirements. 

• Flexible lot configurations, including zero lot line. 

• Purchase assistance. 

• New construction assistance. 

• Rehabilitation assistance. 

In 2017, Broward County adopted certain changes to its Land Use Plan, called the Broward NEXT 

Plan. These changes require the County and municipalities of more than 15,000 residents to 
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address affordable housing on land use amendments that propose 100 or more additional units 

to existing densities. The Plan requires municipalities to provide evidence to the County of their 

current affordable housing programs, as well as, their current housing profile. The County 

reviews the profile and programs of the City to determine if they are in compliance with the Land 

Use Policy. If compliance cannot be met by the municipality, a 15 percent set-aside or a fee in­

lieu of in the amount of $1 per residential gross square foot is required. 

Given the continuing concerns regarding the affordable housing availability, in 2019, Broward 

County started discussing additional initiatives, including: 

• Linkage fees; 

• A more comprehensive inclusionary zoning program to replace the policy established by 

BrowardNEXT; and 

• Possible revisions to the density bonus program, which would increase the number of 

market rate units per affordable housing unit and extend the required length of 

maintaining affordable housing status, among other changes. 

Of these, implementation of linkage fees was denied by the Broward County Regional Planning 

Council. Some of the other proposed changes are still being considered. 

Collier County 

Located in southwest Florida, Collier County has a peak season population of approximately 

450,000. Collier County has the highest average income per capita in the state ($91,000) while 

the median income is approximately $61,000, indicative of lower paying jobs along with wealthy 

population residing in the county. The County has the highest impact fee levels and 2nd lowest 

total millage rate among Florida counties. With a median housing price of $399,000, the County 

has been concerned about housing affordability for lower income families and workforce. 

Impact Fee Structure and Discount l evels 

Collier County collects impact fees for community parks, regional parks, libraries, roads, EMS, law 

enforcement, correctional facilities, government buildings and school facilities. The current 

adopted residentia l fees presented in the following table range from $10,602 for a condo, duplex, 

or single family attached unit to $22,360 for a single family home of 2,000 square feet. Collier 
County has an impact fee deferral program, available to first time homebuyers and renters with 

household income less than 120 percent of median income of the county. The program was 
initia lly adopted in 2005 and was in operation for a few years before it was shut down during the 

housing recession. In 2016, Collier County re-instituted the program. 
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Impact fees are deferred on owner-occupied units until the owner either sells, refinances, or 

moves out of the home. At that time, the fees are due (with interest) and this process is secured 

by a subordinate lien until the fees are collected by the County. Rental units' impact fees are 

deferred for a period of 10 years, after which the fees are paid. This requirement is secured with 

a first position lien or a subordinate lien with a Tri-party Agreement. The County has a limit of 

225 rental units receiving deferrals each year. 

In addition, the County implemented a pilot program in the lmmokalee area, allowing payment 

of impact fees by an installment program through the property tax bill, as an alternative to paying 

the fees in a single, up-front payment. This is a 20-year installment program, secured with lien 

on the property. The purpose of the pilot program is to provide the Board of County 

Commissioners an opportunity to review if the option of paying impact fees through installments 

results in additional economic development in the area. 

Finally, the County had a voluntary affordable housing contribution program, which involved 

agreements at zoning stage and/or through PUD commitments. Under this program, developers 

paid $1,000 per home and $0.50 per square foot of non-residential development. In return, they 

obtained future credits against affordable housing impact fee, which was anticipated to be 

implemented at the time. There have been $6 million of commitments and $600,000 was 

collected. However, this revenue was never spent since the affordable housing impact fee was 

never adopted. Eventually, the Board of County Commission repealed the program, removed 

commitments and refunded the collections. 
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Table 11 
Collier County, Impact Fees for Affordable Housing 

du I S9341 S9!!i-
du - -- S2.694 S2.69' 
du I S7,444I S7.444 =t - Et - EI 
du I S1421 Sl42 SOI SO I SOI 

Schools I du I S8,790I SS.790; SOI SO I SOI 
Governmen1 8uoldl~ I du I S934I $934! SOI SOI SOI 
Libraries du S336 $336 
Law Enforce_ment - - du S587 $587 ·-· .. .,._.._ I sol soi sol so so S01 sO 

du $499 499 • ·- • --"'-
S22,360 $22,360 

sol $J>l sol sol 
so sol - so1 -- so 

Attadlod 

du 
du 
du 
du 

I~"'"'"'• I du 

10Sloril0 

du 
du 
du 
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$4551 $4551 $455 so 
51,2301 $1,2301 $1,2301 so 
$4,8451 $4,8451 $4,845 $0 

$681 5681 5681 $0 
S2,8441 52,8441= S2,844 

$444 $444 S444 

SI0,602 

-"··-·• ••• ., du $455 $455 $455' $455 $455 SO SOI ,JI ,JI 
RqioNl_P•rU _ _. du , _ 51,230 51,2)()._ $1,230, $1.230 51,230 SO~ SO - -
Ro•"'-- _ du 55.542 SS.542~ ss.s.o2_~ SS.S42 ___ s~2 ,_ so soi 
EMS du S68 S68 S68 S68 S68 SO SO 
sc11oo'h~-- - - - ~ --du s2.144 Sl.844 s2.144 _ s2.144 s~ so so _ -
Gownwnent lluil6nn du S444 S444 S444 S444 S444 SO SO SO . SO 
ltbrarlti du $160 $160 S160 $160 $160 SO SO SO I SO 
Law Enlorument du $297 S297 S29i S297 S297 SO SO SO · SO 
n~ du S.22~ S229 p~ H2' S2l9 c;, ~ c:n SO 

..0. - - ,__ - -- sn:z-; Sll.269 Sll.2i9 _ SU,269 S11,2i9 f -- • SO SO _ 

dlJ 
dlJ 

du 

S716 
S2,145 
S7,444 

$114 

S716 .£!?: S716 S716 so so so 
S2cl45 SZ.145 S2.145 S2.145 so so so 
S7,444 S7,444 - S?,_444 ,_ , $7_,444 so SO SO 

$114 $114 S114 S114 so so so, 
du $7,238 $7,238 S7,238 S7.238 $7,238 SO SO SO 

Government 8Utldonss du $749 $749 $749 $749 S749 SO SO SO 
~rants = _ du $270 $270 $27~,_ , S270 _ $270 - - SO - SO - ~ 
Law Enfortoment du $457 S457 $457 S457 ~ $457 SO SO SO 

SOI 
SOI 
SOI 
SOI 
sol 
so 
so 
so 

IJail du "" il2Z «• ""' <>Q7 SO SO SQ >UI 
Total - S19,530 $19,530 $19~30~ __ $19LS~O ___ m.~_O ________ JO, . so $0 sol 
1) Source: Collier County Growth Management Department 
2) Source: Collier County Impact Fee Administra tion 
3) Adopted fee (Item 1) less discounted amount (Item 2) 
Note: AMI = Area median income 
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Funding of the Program and Results 

Collier County sets aside 3 percent of prior year' s impact fee collections to pay for the deferral 

program. The cap of 3 percent of collections ensures that the revenue loss is de-minimis. 

Historically, this level of impact fee deferrals has allowed the program to defer fees on 

approximately 100 homes per year, which has been typically less than the demand for the 

deferrals. The deferrals are primarily used by Habitat for Humanity and other builders of owner 

occupied and rental housing. 

The pilot program in the lmmokalee area has not been used yet, except for one participant for a 

mobi le home development. 

Other Incentive Programs 

In 2016, Collier County contracted with the Urban Land Institute (ULI) to address concerns over 

housing affordability for an evaluation and recommendations through an interdisciplinary 

Advisory Services Panel. Some of the suggestions of this effort included the following: 

• Expanding the County's current impact fee deferral in the following manner: 

o Increase deferral period for rental development to 30 years 

o Forgive owner-occupied deferrals after 15 years 

o Increase the eligibility to household with up to 140 percent of median income 

o Add additional fund ing by increasing the allocation from 3 percent of revenues to 

4 percent or 5 percent of revenues. 

• Mixed income ordinance with enhanced density bonus and multiple in-lieu options. 

Under this ordinance, the goal is to encourage development with diverse types of housing 

units for residents with a range of income levels, including households with income levels 

that are 50 percent to 140 percent of the median income. The development would 

receive 30 percent density bonus if it allocates 5 percent of units for each income level 

(low, moderate, gap). There wou ld be multiple options to providing units, such as land 

donation, partnerships, and a fee-in-lieu of $127,000 per unit. This option was viewed as 

a means to create affordable housing without public subsidy. 

• Linkage fee for commercial development. 

• Increase density through the requirement of inclusion of residential development as part 

of Activity Centers and by allowing higher densities in these areas. 

• Transportation-re lated initiatives: 

o Evaluate existing transit routes for accessibility to housing and major job centers 

o Explore multi-modal alternatives within gated communities 
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o Consider land development regu lations requiring an ungated central internal 

roadway with connection to major roadway 

o Require development to accommodate transit (route, bus stops, bus pull outs, 

etc.) 

o Establish a transit system with peak and non-peak hour schedules with higher 

frequency during peak hours. 

Collier County Board of County Commissioners have not yet adopted many of these suggestions 

but is considering some of them for implementation in the future. 

Miami-Dade County 

Introduction 

Miami-Dade County has a variety of implemented programs in place as a result of a persistent 

shortage of housing for certain sectors of the community. The County currently has an array of 

various incentives in place to encourage the development of affordable and workforce housing 

units. The Affordable Housing Development Programs and the Impact Fee Waiver program for 

affordable units have been two of the most popular incentive programs. 

Impact Fee Waiver Program 

Miami-Dade County collects impact fees for parks, police, fire, education and road facilities. The 

current adopted residential fees for these impact fee areas range from $10,810 - $11,992 for a 

1,200 sf multi-family unit to $15,275 - $17,326 for a 2,000-square foot single-family home. 

Qualified affordable units are 100 percent exempted from payment of impact fees for road, park, 

police, and fire. The County defines affordable housing units as a unit occupied by very low­

income and low-income person when monthly housing costs do not exceed 30 percent of the 

household income. Affordable housing income levels include SO percent (for very-low income) 

and 80 percent (for low income) of the median adjusted gross annual income for the households 

within the primary metropolitan statistical area (PMSA) for Miami-Dade County as established by 

HUD on a monthly basis. The discounts offered by Miami-Dade County reduce the total impact 

fees by approximately 92 percent to 96 percent, depending on housing type. 

Table 12 presents a summary of adopted fees and discount levels for affordable housing in 

Miami-Dade County for a select number of residential categories, provided as examples. 
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Table 12 

Miami-Dade County, Impact Fees for Affordable Housing 

Impact Fee Program 

Area 
Unit Adopted Fee11J 

~«°'""'Am°'""' I Torallmp•" Fo•'' 
Very low (50% low Income (80% Very low (50% low Income 

AMI) AMI) AMI) (80% AMI) 

Discount Level JOO" J~ 

Sin&le Family Home Detached (2,000 sf) 
Road du $9,237 - $9,no $9,237 - $9,770 $9,237 - $9,770 $0 $0 
Fire du $440 $440 $440 $0 $0 
Police du $575 $575 $575 $0 $0 
Parks du $2,575 - $4,093 $2,575 - $4,093 $2,575 - $4,093 $0 $0 

Education du $2.448 ~o ~ $2.448 $2.448 
Total - $15,275 - $17,326 $12,827 - $14,878 $12,827 - $14,878 $2,448 $2,448 
Apartment (Rentals) (1,200 sf) 

Road du $6,486 - $6,860 $6,486 - $6,860 $6,486 - $6,860 $0 $0 
Fire du $440 $440 $440 $0 $0 
Police du $575 $575 $S7S $0 $0 
Parks du $1,595 - $2,403 $1,S95 - $2,403 $1,595 - $2,403 $0 so 
Education du $1,714 ~o ~ $1,714 Sl.714 
Total - $10,810- $11,992 $9,096 - $10,278 $9,096 - $10,278 $1,714 $1,714 
IHllrh-Rlse (Over l Floors) 1 200 sf) 

Road du $4,054 - $4,288 $4,054 - $4,288 $4,054 - $4,288 $0 so 
Fire du $440 $440 $440 $0 so 
Police du $575 $575 $S75 $0 $0 
Parks du $1,59S - $2,403 $1,595 - S2,403 $1,595 - $2,403 so $0 
Education du Sl.714 ~ ~ Sl.714 Sl.714 
Total - $8,378 - $9,420 $6,664 - $7,706 $6,664 - $7,706 $1,714 $1,714 
Condo, Townhome, Duplex (1,200 sf) 
Road du $5,656 - $5,981 $5,656 - S5,981 $5,656 - S5,981 so so 
Fire du S440 S440 S440 $0 $0 
Police du $575 $575 $575 $0 so 
Parks du $2,366 - $3,462 S2,366 - S3,462 $2,366 - $3,462 so $0 
Education du Sl.714 ~o ~ $1.714 Sl.714 
Total - $10,744- $12,172 $9,030 - $10,458 $9,010 - $10,458 $1,714 $1,714 
Mobile Home (1,200 sf) 

Road du $4,816 - $5,094 $4,816 - $5,094 $4,816 - SS,094 $0 $0 
Fire du $440 $440 $440 $0 $0 
Police du $575 $575 $575 so so 
Parks du $2,575 - $4,093 $2,575 - S4,093 $2,575 - $4,093 $0 so 
Education du Sl.714 SQ ~ $1.714 Sl.714 
Total - $10,120 - $11,916 $8,406 - $10,202 $8,406 - $10,202 $1,714 $1, 714 

1) Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning. Road impact fees shown represent a range 
consisting of the UIA and Non UIA districts, parks impact fee shown represents range of districts 1 through 3. 
Fees shown exclude the administration fee. 

2) Source: Miami-Dade County Department of Planning and Zoning. Road, police, fire, and park impact fees are 
exempted 100% for very low and low income households. 

3) Adopted fee (Item 1) less discounted amount (Item 2) 
Note: AMI = Area median income 

Qualified units that have accepted t he impact fee exemption are required to declare a restrictive 

covenant on the property. Information from the Miami-Dade Impact Fee Section suggested that 
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the source of funding for waived impact fees is government programs; however, Tindale Oliver 

was unable to confirm what type of government programs are used to compensate the waived 

fees. 

Workforce Housing Development Program 

Implemented in 2016 with Ordinance 16-138, the Workforce Housing Development Program is a 

voluntary program providing density bonuses and other incentives in exchange for the provision 

of workforce housing units. Criteria for the program includes families whose incomes are within 

60 percent to 140 percent of the area median income (adjusted for family size). If a development 

has more than 20 dwelling units, it may receive a density bonus and qualify for the maximum 

intensity standards as outlined per type of residential land use in Section 33-193 of t he Code of 

Ordinances. In order to participate in this program, the development is required to provide at 

least 5 percent of the total resident ial units as workforce housing units. Additional density 

bonuses are granted as the percentage of workforce housing units of the development increases. 

However, the development must still comply with the County's Comprehensive Development 

Master Plan (COMP) and must not exceed the maximum number of units permitted. Table 13 

provides details on the percentage of workforce housing units in relation to density bonuses. 

Table 13 

Voluntary Workforce Housing Units 

Designated Workforce Density Type of 
Housing Units Bonus Designation 

5% 5% Mandatory 
6% 9% Bonus 
7% 13% Bonus 
8% 19% Bonus 
9% 21% Bonus 

10% 25% Bonus 

Source: Miami-Dade County Regulatory and Economic Resources 

Alternative Mitigation Strategies 

Miami-Dade County Code of Ordinances, Section 33-193.8 specifies alternative strategies from 

on-site construction of workforce housing units for developments. Alternative methods include 

off-site construction of workforce housing units within a 2-mile radius, monetary contributions 

in lieu of construction, rehabilitation of existing property for workforce housing units within 

certain geographic boundaries, land conveyance, or a combination of the listed mitigation 

strategies. The standard formula for calculating the in-lieu fee per unit is based on countywide 

median sales price within the Urban District Boundary (UBD) subtracted by the affordable 
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purchase price for a family of 4 at 60 percent of median family income for the County. Fees range 

from $51,500 to $121,300 for single family homes and from $45,000 to $114,800 for multi-family 

units. Fees may be adjusted if the development is in a Minor Statistical Area {MSA) where the 

median sales price within the UBD is lower than the Countywide median sales price under the 

standard formula. In lieu fee payments are deposited to the County's Affordable Housing Trust 

Fund. 

If the development has fewer than 20 residential dwelling units, the development may utilize the 

density bonus and intensity standards if the development either: designates 100 percent of the 

proposed units as workforce housing or opt for an alternative method of mitigation listed above. 

The program also offers a 2-year deferral program for workforce housing units for road impact 

fees. The workforce housing units must remain affordable for twenty {20) years. A restrictive 

covenant is required on the development at the time of zoning approval, and a workforce housing 

agreement prior to plat or building permit encumbering individua l units. Residents of qualified 

workforce housing units must provide annual documentation of income criteria as an on-going 

monitoring process. 

Addit ionally, the County has a mandatory lnclusionary Workforce Housing program for all 

residential or mixed-use development that are either located within the Core or Center Sub­

districts of an urban center district. Since this area already allows for higher densities, additional 

density bonuses are not provided. The program specifies residential developments that have 

more than four residential units are subject to designate 12.5 percent of the total units as 

Workforce Housing Units. 

Other Incentive Programs 

In addition to the impact fee assistance and workforce housing programs, Miami-Dade County 

also has other incent ive programs in place to promote and preserve affordable/workforce 

housing. Some of the programs available are funded with federal and state dollars such as State 

Housing Initiatives Partnership {SHIP). The following list provides some examples of the 

additional programs offered by Miami-Dade County. 

• Expedited permitting: 

o Expedited review process available for all affordable housing projects. 

• On-going Review Process. 
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o An ongoing process for review of local policies, ordinances, regulations and plan 

provisions t hat increase the cost of housing prior to their adoption. 

• Inventory of county owned land suitab le for affordable housing. 

• Transfer of development rights program. 

• Purchase assistance. 

• Rehabilitation assistance. 

• Rental development: 

o Gap financing available for-profit and non-profit builders/developers. 

• Replacement housing assistance. 

• Emergency repairs assistance. 

• Foreclosure prevention and mitigation. 

• Allowance of affordable accessory residential units of small size. 

• Reduction of parking and setback requirements. 

• Flexible lot configurations, including zero lot line. 

• Water and Sewer Capacity: 

o Reservation of infrastructure capacity for housing for very low and low-income 

persons. 

Palm Beach County 

Impact Fee Structure and Discount Levels 

Palm Beach County collects impact fees for parks, libraries, public buildings, schools, fire rescue, 

law enforcement, and road facilities. The current adopted residential fees range from $6,140 for 

a mobile home of 1,200 square feet, $7,237 for a multi-family unit of 1,200 square feet, and 

$10,684 for a single family home of 2,000 square feet. The County pays 100 percent of the road, 

public buildings, and parks impact fees for very low, low, and moderate income households (up 

to 140 percent of the area median income, adjusted for family size). The discounts offered by 

Palm Beach County reduce the total impact fees by approximately 54 percent for single family 

homes, 53 percent for multi-family units, and 43 percent for mobile homes (for the sizes 

mentioned previously). In addition, there is no cap per project other than the total funding 

available. Table 14 presents a summary of adopted fees and discount levels for 
affordable/workforce housing in Palm Beach County for a select number of residential categories, 

provided as examples. 
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Table 14 
Palm Beach County, Impact Fees for Affordable/Workforce Housing 

Discounted Amount121 

I 
Total Impact Fee131 

Impact Fee Program Adopted 
Unit 

F~~o~ 
Very low low Income Moderate Ve ry low low Income Moderate Area 

(50%AMI) (80%AMI) (14{)% AMI) (50%AMI) (80%AMI) {140%AMI) 

Olsa>unt Le~/ 100%/ °" 100%/ °" 100%/0% 
Slnste Famly Home (Detached, 2.000 sf} 
Parks du $860 $860 $860 $860 so so $0 
libraries du $243 so so $0 $243 S243 $243 
Public Buildings du $223 $223 $223 $223 so so so 
Schools du $4,237 $0 $0 $0 S4,237 $4,237 $4,237 
Fore Rescue du $276 $0 $0 $0 $276 $276 $276 
law Enforcement du $128 $0 $0 $0 $128 $128 $128 
Road du $4.717 $4 717 $4,717 $4,717 so SQ SQ 
Total $10,684 $5,800 $5,800 $5,800 $4,884 $4,884 $4,884 
Mu•Famly (1,200 sf) 
Parks du $734 $734 $734 $734 so so $0 
lobranes du $186 $0 $0 so Sl86 Sl86 $186 
Public Buildings du S171 S171 $171 $171 so $0 so 
Schools du $2,962 so so so S2,962 S2,962 S2,962 
Fire Rescue du $185 $0 so so S185 $185 $185 
Law Enforcement du $70 $0 so so $70 $70 S70 
Road du S2.929 $2 929 $2 929 $2 929 SQ SQ SQ 
Total . $7,237 $3,834 $3,834 $3,834 $3,403 $3,403 $3,403 
Mobile Home 11,200 sf) 

Parks du $734 $734 $734 $734 $0 $0 so 
libraries du S186 $0 $0 so $186 S186 $186 
Public Buildings du $171 $171 S171 $171 so so so 
Schools du S2,962 $0 so so $2,962 S2,962 S2,962 
Fire Rescue du S276 $0 so so S276 $276 S276 
Law Enforcement du S70 $0 so so $70 $70 S70 
Road du Sl.741 St 741 il.lli $1.741 so ~o so 
Total . $6,140 $2,646 $2,646 $2,646 $3,494 $3,494 $3,494 

1) Source: Palm Beach County Department of Planning, Zoning, and Building. Multi-Family (Sor more units) land 
use is shown for Fire Rescue and Law Enforcement. 

2) Source: Palm Beach County Department of Housing and Economic Sustainability. County pays the impact fees of 
roads, parks, and public buildings (no limit per project) until total funding is exhausted. 

3) Adopted fee (Item 1) less discounted amount (Item 2) 
Note: AMI =Area median income 

The County requires rental housing units to produce annual reports/certifications of income and 

rental affordability and must maintain affordability for a 20-year period. Owner-occupied homes 

require a 15-year affordability period from date of sale. Additionally, if there is a change of 

ownership within the 15-year period, and the unit is sold to another qualified owner, a new 15-

year affordability period begins. In both instances, affordability is secured by Declaration of 

Restrictions recorded against title to the property. 

Property owners are requ ired to repay the County upon a property owner's voluntary withdrawal 

or default prior to the end of the Declaration of Restrictions placed against the property. For 

rental housing and for-sale housing units, developers shall submit to the County a repayment 
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totaling the amount of assistance, plus 3 percent interest per year commencing with the 

recording of the Declaration, plus an administrative fee of $1,500. For owner-occupied housing, 

the entire amount of assistance provided shall be repaid to the County. 

Funding of the Program 

The County utilizes interest earnings from impact fees. Funds are segregated by impact fee type 

from which they originated: roads, parks, and public buildings, and payment of fees by the County 

cannot exceed the funds for a particular program area. As of 2019, Palm Beach County has 

approximately $1.8 million of impact fee funding assistance available, including: $1.7 million for 

roads, $92,000 for parks, and $69,000 for public buildings. Funding is available on a first-come­

first-qualified basis until the tota l available funding is depleted. 

Program Results and Lessons Learned 

The County provided historical results of the impact fee program for affordable/workforce 

housing between 2015 and 2019. During this time period, the County has paid approximately 

$2.54 million of impact fees for 1,177 units. The majority of units built have been multi-family 

homes which amounted to $1.97 million of the total impact fees paid for 1,058 units. Single 

family and townhomes made up the remaining impact fees paid, amounting to $275,000 for 57 

units and $296,000 for 62 units respectively. 
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Table 15 
Palm Beach County, Impact Fees Paid (2015 - 2019) 

2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
T8'll 

Average perYr.141 $55,025 $59,110 $393,480 $507,615 

1 

__ 

1 %orTota1151 10.8% 11.6% 77.6% 100.0% 4.8% 5.3% 

1) Source: Palm Beach County Department of Housing and Economic Sustainability 
2) Source: Palm Beach County Department of Housing and Economic Sustainability 
3) Impact fees paid (Item 1) divided by total units (Item 2) 
4) Average of 2015 through 2019 
5) Portion of total impact fees paid and total units (Items 1 and 2) 
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The County representatives felt that the impact fee program has been popular amongst 

developers. However, the County indicated that the most successful program in developing 

affordable/workforce housing has been the County's inclusionary zoning program. More 

information on the County's inclusionary zoning requi rement is provided below. 

Other Incentive Programs 

In addition to the impact fee assistance program, Palm Beach County also has other incentive 

programs in place to promote and preserve affordable/workforce housing ((WHP) program 

details provided below). Some of the programs avai lable are funded with federa l and state 

dollars such as State Housing Init iatives Partnership (SHIP), Community Development Block Grant 

(CDBG), and the Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) program. The programs are made 

available to eligible households with income ranges between 60 percent and 140 percent of the 

area's median income, adjusted for family size. 

The following list provides some examples of the additional programs offered by Palm Beach 

County. 

• Expedited permitting. 

• Density flexibility which allows greater density levels that would encourage the creation 

of affordable housing (addit ional information related to the County's Workforce Housing 

Program (WFH) is provided below). 

• Transfer of development rights program. 

• Purchase assistance. 

• Rehabilitation assistance. 

• Replacement housing assistance. 

• Emergency repairs assistance. 

In addition to the above, the County adopted changes to their WHP program in August of 2019. 

The County's WHP program includes the following incentives and policies to maintain and 

increase the workforce housing stock. 

• lnclusionary zoning requirement: Developments of 10 or more units are required to set­

aside a number of workforce housing units. The development has the option of providing 

the units on-site, off-site, restriction of existing housing units off-site, make a cash 

contribution in the form on an-lie fee, donate land of equal value to the in-lieu fee, or use 

the exchange (off-site) builder which allows for required units to be sold to another 

developer and be built elsewhere. 
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o The County requires a 15-year recurring affordability period for owner-occupied 

units and 30-year period for rental units. In both cases a restrictive covenant is 

placed on the unit to ensure eligibility. 

• The County' s in-lieu fee was recently increased from $81,500 per owner-occupied unit 

and $50,000 per rental unit to $120,000 for a single-family unit, $100,000 for a 

townhouse, and $70,000 per multi-family unit. Discussions with County staff indicated 

that the fee was developed by negotiation of a group of stakeholders that included 

developers of both for and non-profit, housing advocates, and staff. 

• Optional density bonus in exchange for additional workforce housing units. The County 

approved two options: 

o Limited {minimize obligation) which allows for up to 50 percent bonus or Full 

Incentive {maximize density) which allows for up to 100 percent bonus. 

• Discussions with County representatives indicated the following outcomes of the WHP 

program since inception in 2006. Figures are as of November 2019. 

o Sixty-one projects have been subject to WHP, resulting in 1,423 WHP units, about 

11.5 percent of total units approved in these projects. 

o Nearly 76 percent of WHP units provided are rentals: 893 rental units are 

completed or under development and 187 are in approved unbuilt projects. 

o About 16 percent of WHP units are for sale units, with 205 for-sale units in projects 

that are constructed or under development and 29 in approved unbuilt projects. 

As of November 2019, 43 units have been sold, and 31 are under contract. 

o To date, 20 developments have paid in-lieu fees for 99 units (approximately 7 

percent of WHP units), totaling $7,669,500. The BCC has approved that these 

funds can be used to provide purchase assistance for the buyers of the WHP for­

sale units. 

o Four approved unbuilt developments have not yet indicated how their workforce 

obligation will be met, accounting for 10 WHP units (1 percent of WHP units). 

• Lastly, to comply with HB 7103, the County hired an economic consultant to assess 

whether the incentives available under the WHP program fully offset the costs to 

developers, for the same prototype projects. The consultant determined that the 

County's incentives more than offset the cost of compliance with the WHP requirements. 

Table 16 provides additional example from other communities in Florida. 
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Tenant Ba~ed Rental Aulstcince 

Affordibltt housln& stock loi.t 10 development requires a 1 
to 1 unit replacernem on she (or off.site In c11se of proven 
hirdshlp} or i piyment to the Housln1 Trust Ft.1nd 

Allowi1nce Of ilffOrdiblt: "'CCl!HOry fC!iid•ntlil unit.S of 

~mill Sil@ 

Oen~ty fleJ11b•hty {Bonus) 
Devetopment of Hou1m1 Trust Fund and Mulptfon ~n.lt 
(Allowi. funds to 00 colh:c:u:d •nd utilltitd fOf houslna 
nmegles) 
fllpedited Ptrm.ttin1 

~fleJUb~~~!_~_nfi~!~I~__!_... 
~e street requ•reme-'!t 

x i - • 
x 

Table 16 

Affordable Housing Programs/Incentives Matrix 

lndustonary tonina rtqu•~t A l-
1n--t1e1i1 fH f0t Hn~tl' botlo.1s 

Low •ncomt f\ouW\I til• crtcf.t to as'"st non profit 
orpmat10f'IS With rNld\tfll tvnds ~ to aicq.,,,. 
aecht fund11 

l.Jlllf"I& of wwentory of publtdy oWfMd '•nd 1u1t1bte for 
affofd•b~ houi.11 

t.4u.tb Modid lr•ru.p<WUtton ObtrlCU Al~W' lor fM,;1b1hty 

'" OestCf'I of Strttu, P•r""'c. ele.. fot AffOfd•ble 11'\d 
Wort:fo.-ce HouMna 

Ongo1n1 ~ Prow--;;-An ·~ .;oc•H '°' r.Yiew 
'of IOQI polidn. ordinances, t~a1t0n1 and plan 
proVistons thu increase the cost of houslnc prlOr to their 

Th.e Support of Ot'velopment Nt~r T11nsPort1tlon Hub), 

Employment C4Jntcrs ind Miited Use Developments 
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Table 16 (Continued) 

Affordable Housin1 Pro1r•ms/ lncentlves M•trix 

IDemo•ruon/re<onst:ructiOI\ •n,st•f\Q 
Otwster mrtrpillon Hwst1.nce 
Fortdo•ure pr~nt.on 1u1s~nce 

i New constN0.1on ind/or reconi:truak>n 1ntst.1nce I I .. I t --~ ... .. .. .. • ,. 

Rtntal sewuty "nd/ or utilities deposu ;i»iSt;}nct 

Tenant Based Rental Anbt•nc1 

Affordable housinc: stock lost to developmeflt requires a l 

to 1 unit u:plo1crment on sitt! tor otf siu1 In C.H of prov•n 
hardship) or a p1yment tu tl'le Houstna Trust Fund 

Allow;}nce of Jffordabh! ~cxitssory 1es,dentU1I unlu of 
smill s.lze 
Dens~ fle)ub1llty (Bonus) 

Development of Hclusmc Trust Fund and M4hpt1on &.Ink 

IAltows funds to bt totteatd and ut1l1t~ for housln& 

I.ow uKome hous1nc UA u-echt lO iUdt non-p1of1t 
OfpntUl.IOns -.1th nwtc:h•ot fund\ needed to «quHe 

at01t fund1 

Lrst1rt& of ln\ftf\lOfY of pub1idy o#Md 1•"'9 '"it.1bte •or 
1nord1ble hous•f"ll 
M~fb.~1 Tr.-n~stoc:uAffowfOf n.";,b.tJty 
1n ~en ot Street~ r1'rt;na. etc. for Affon:h~• ind 
~_orkfonr f10u)1n1 
rOncoinc ~ew Pr~ss · An onaotnc pn>c:e)S for review 
of local pottdH, ord•nlncitS, rtp;1att0ns •Ml plan 
PfOVtStons that 1nae1sc the cost of h.ousu'C pr.or to tMtr 

l~tiO"-n---------­
Pi1~nd~o.1bil1ty 
Rcs.ervatton of inha:i.truc:t1.1rc ai>a01·1 

Tht Support of Devtlopment Ne.lt Tr1n.spotutlon Hubs, 
Emptoy1nent Ccnteri 1nd MhiCd use Ocvclopmoenu 

Transf~f-~~tlop_r:n~n~ _r1_gh~~ 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 

x 

71 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1846



1) Source: Alachua County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan {LHAP) for the years 2017-2020 & Alachua 
County Growth Management Department. 

2) Source: Brevard County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Brevard 
County Planning & Development Department. Municide - Brevard County Sec. 62-6304. - Housing trust fund 
and unit mitigation bank. 

3) Source: Broward County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Broward 
County Planning and Development Management Division. 

4) Source: Charlotte County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan {LHAP) for the years 2017-2020 & Charlotte 
County Community Development Department. 

5) Source: Collier County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan {LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Collier County 
Capital Project Planning, Impact Fees, and Program Management Division. IF Deferral - Article IV. 

6) Source: Duval County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2018-2021. 
7) Source: Escambia County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022. 
8) Source: Flagler County SH IP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Flagler County 

Code, Chapter 17. 
9) Source: Hillsborough County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & 

Hillsborough County Permits and Records Department & Housing Trust Fund Project. 
10) Source: Indian River County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan {LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Indian 

River County Planning Division. 
11) Source: Lake County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Lake County 

Planning and Zoning Office. 
12) Source: Lee County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2017-2020 & Lee County 

Community Development Department. 
13) Source: Leon County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2017-2020. 
14) Source: M anatee County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Manatee 

County Administration Depart ment. 
15) Source: Martin County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2017-2020 & Martin County 

Growth Management Department. 
16) Source: Miami-Dade County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan {LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Miami­

Dade Regulatory & Economic Resources Department & Housing Trust Fund Project. 
17) Source: Monroe County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Monroe 

County Building and Permitting Department. 
18) Source: Nassau County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan {LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Nassau County 

Board of Commissioners' Planning and Economic Opportunity Department. 
19) Source: Okaloosa County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022. 
20) Source: Osceola County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Osceola 

County Community Development Department. 
21) Source: Palm Beach County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Palm 

Beach County Administration Division. 
22) Source: Pasco County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Pasco County 

Central Permitting Department. 
23) Source: Pinellas County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2018-2021 & Pinellas 

County Code of Ordinances Sec 150-40 & Housing Trust Fund Project. 
24) Source: Polk County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2017-2020 & Polk County 

Building Department. 
25) Source: Sarasota County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Sarasota 

County Planning and Development Services Department. 
26) Source: Seminole County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Seminole 

County Development Services Department. 
27) Source: St. Johns County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2017-2020 & St. Johns 

County Growth Management Department. 
28) Source: St. Lucie County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & St. Lucie 

County Planning Division. 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 72 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1847



29) Source: Sumter County SHIP Local Housing Assistance Plan (LHAP) for the years 2019-2022 & Sumter County 
Planning Division. 
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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 Faci lity Discount Factor 

Table A-1 presents the interstate and toll facility discount factor used in the calculation of the 

roadway/mu lti-modal impact fee . This variable is based on data from the Orlando Urban Area 

Transportation System 2040 Mode l (OUATS), specifically the base year 2009 vehicle-miles 

of travel. It should be noted t hat 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 l/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 

Facility Type 
Total 

VMT % 

Interstate/Toi I 10,339,058 36.1% 

Other Roads 18,331,972 63.9% 

Total 28,671,030 100.00.16 

Interstate/Toll 10,339,058 .. '"-"" 
Source: OUATS 2040 (base year) 

Single Family Trip Generation Rate Tiering 

As part of this study, the demand component for single family homes is t iered 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 

Bedrooms Persons Vehicles 
Buildings Persons per Vehicles per 

(Units) Housing Unit Housing Unit 

Oto 1 360 247 218 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 .1'.:.:, -.... ,9.:ft ·~}1 .. ~.:·:·!~., 1Jl4 
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 simi lar 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 

Item 
Uninc. Orange 

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 z.as 
Vehicles Available (Owner/Renter Occupied) 434,506 
Units in Structure 278,932 
Persons per Housing Unit 1.56 
Source: 2014-2018 S·yr ACS Estimates for Tables 825033, 825044, and 825024. Census tracts 
designated as " incorporated" or "unincorporated" based on a GIS review 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 A-2 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1851



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 

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 101h 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 

2.05 1.15 
3 2.70 7.16 1.49 

4+ 3.39 8.98 1.81 

ITE 10th Avg Trip Ends(S) 2.65 
AWVTE = Average Weighted Vehicle Trip Ends 
1) Source: Table A-4 
2) PPHU (Item 1; PPHU) multiplied by the ITE 10th average trip ends per person (Item 5; 2.65) 
3) VPHU (Item 1; VPHU) multiplied by the ITE 10th average trip ends per vehicle (Item 5; 6.36) 
4) Average of AWVTE based on persons and AWVTE based on vehicles 
5) Source: ITE 10th 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. 
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Table A-6 

Trip Ends vs. Bedrooms vs. Square Footage 

Av 
Bedrooms 

erage Unit 

ze (Sq Ft)(11 Si 

0to1 850 
2 1,160 

3 2,160 

4+ 3,210 

Avg. Weighted 

Vehicle Trip Ends 

per Housing Unit'21 

5.55 
6.37 

8.32 

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 
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Square Footage 

Using the resulting best-fit equation (as shown in Figure A-1), the trip generation rates for various 
square footage tiers were calcu lated. As a final adjustment, the resulting trip generation rates 

were adjusted to account for the differences between the national ITE 101h 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 

Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less 

Single Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf 2,000 
Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf 3,500 

Single Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf 4,000 
1) Calculated using the sq ft inputs and the line of best fit from Figure 1 
2) TGR (Item 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) 

210 du 6.15 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 7.81 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 9.63 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 10.07 

Table A-9 

Calculated Single Family Tiered Fee Rates {SUBURBAN) 

ITE 
LUC Land Use Unit Trip Rate Net Impact Fee 

210 Single Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf 

210 Single Family (Detached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf 
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Table A-10 

Calculated Single Family Tiered Fee Rates (RURAL) 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - 1,200 sf or less du 6.15 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - 1,201 to 2,000 sf du 7.81 

210 Sin le Family (Det ached) - 2,001 to 3,500 sf du 9.63 

210 Sin le Family (Detached) - greater than 3,500 sf du 10.07 

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 10th 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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TableA·ll 

210 S.nlfle Fam1IVIOet.lchedl • 1,200 sf 0t leu du I 25-85 20.36 ·21" Sinale Family TGR t1erin1 rw vtuan~ foota~ added 
210 Sml!le Familvf0euc:Md1·1,201to2,000s.f du I 25 SS 2S 8S 09' Sin1lt> Fam•I TGR t1enn2 b'll sau<1re footi!H added 
210 Sm•te familv{Oeuchedl 2.001 to l,SOOd du I 2585 ll.88 2~ Sin1le FamitvTGRbe"n1b\lsauare foot.ate added 
210 S.n.te fam.1lvl0Kac:hedl ·•reaterthan 1.SOOsf du I 25 SS 33H ~ Sinll'le Fam1tvTGll h@r1n2bvsauare foot.a.are added 
220 Muld-Famll Hous1-nownh0Yst (Low-IMe, 1·2 tloorsl du 16.83 18.67 11" Re-.lu!nment of multl-fatThtv land uses'" ITE 10th Edition 
221 MoJltJ-Fam1I Housll'W lMid-Ri~ 3-10 Rootsl du 16.83 ll.87 -LR Re--aih•runent etf mult1-bm1lv land uses .n IT£ l°'h Edition 
222 MulU-fan11I Housi- 1st >10 ftoo<s) du 10.66 IUS 6% Re-alt111runent of mulU--faM1lvla.f\d usesu'l llt 10th Ed1lion 
~ Studtrtt Hou\oln• tAd iM:tnt to C,rn.ousl bedroom 4.02 - Unit chaM~ {prevlousty •pet d u"), TGR Ir Tl upd.ie. Stt Table A 12 and A·ll 

22S Student Hou'°'l'la lOver 112 mile from Clrnous1 t>.droom 7.60 - UM chai~e lorev1ouslv •Dtr d u"l. TGR & Tl update, Stt Tables A·12 and A·ll 
231 M·d·Ri~ Rtiidentillt w/1St tloor Commt>fcial du 8.n · New lail'ld us.e 
232 Hlth·RiRRes•dmtialw/lsttloorCommercial du S.ll · New land use 

240 Mob1le Home Park du 9.S9 9.S9 °" No cha"8.e 

2Sl 
Senior Adult Housinc Oet.ached lRetirem~t 
Commun1t11/ "'""·Restnd@d S.n•le-F11mlf111 

26S Time Shaire 

110 Hotel/Touti~I Ho1el 
370 Mottl 

00 Goff Cou rse 

07 Bowlin• All""' 

491 ft:vnuet Oub 

492 tteatth/f1tt1es.s Oub 
n/a l oance Studio (~rtlail Ans/Music L.Hsons> 

S22 Sc::ftool 
S60 Public Assembl 

S90 Ubfaini 

MO An"1\al Hospital/Veoterina~ Chnic 

du 

du 

du 

I 
I 

l,OOOsf 
1000<1 
I OOOsl 

l.OOOs' 

I LOOO" 
I t.OOOsf 
I LOOO .i 
I t.OOOsf 

I bed 

I 1.ooosr 
I 1.000sf 

8.48 9.49 12% TGR update. see Taible A· 12 

1.23 

U.91 17.U 239' TGR update, see Table A· 12 

ll.141 11.471 ·ll"ITGR undate see Table A· l2 
9411 s60: ..tOW.ITGR uodat e see Table A· l 2 

LS.01 11.14 ·26" TGR \IDdale, see Table A-12 
77 24 JOU ·611' TGRuadate, see TableA-12 
762S 8019 
3396 &ll'll TGR uodaite, see Ta~e A·12 
1971 8JS1 S9' TGR uodate. see Table A·12 

JOSS • Hew laind use 

52 85 26.711 -49'WllTGR. TL & PNT uodate Sff hblff A·12. A·U and A·14 
l04 12.231 -6S"ITGR, Tl& PNT uDdate SH Table A·U A·ll aMA·l4 
SS 62 36.nl -l4~1TGR uodaite. see fabte A·ll 
9122 116.861 2"' TGlt update, SH Table A·12 

JO 10 51.631 
2.86 7.651 167" TGR uodaite s.ee Table A·l2 

6797 16.'9! -16" TGR& n update, see TablesA-12 and A· ll 

I 

J 

710 Get1oeral Offlc. SO 000 5' or leu 1,000sf 37.07 25.661 
710 Genet"al otfloe 50.001 100.000 st 1,0COsf 31.60 ?S.141 -~ TGR uodate see Table A·l2 
710 General Offlce 100 001·200,000 sf 1,000sf 26.9' 24.6lf -9% TGR uMate. see Table A·l2 
710 Ge~•I Office 1rc.1ter th.an 200,000 sf 1.<XX>sf 22.98 24.12 S" TGR uodate see Table A· 12 
no Smal Medical/Dental Offite l 10,000 ua ft or less) 1,000sf 85.~ sa.ss -31" TGR undate see Table A-12 

1.CXX>sJ as.~ 84.27 ·2" TGR uodate see Table A·ll 
732 Post Offioe 1,000sf 136.Sl llLlS ..f" TGR uc>date see TM>le A·LZ 

115 Free-Staindlt\a Discount StOfe 1.000st 46.02 .t2.71 ·"' TGR ul"lllate, see Tlble A·12 
816 Hitdwaite/P:.i.nt SIOl'e 1.000.r 26.86 4.19 ~ TGR uodate, see Tllble A·ll 
820 Reta1l(fourtst Retail!. SO 000 st.I.a or less tOOOsfmla 4S.32 3930 -1~ TGR uodate, see Table A·l2 

Ret<llll{fourb.t Retaill . S0,001·100,000 ttrla l ,OOOsfafa 48.21 -11~ TGR uDdate, see Table A·12 
820 Ret111l(foumt Retail I. 100 001-200,000 sfl'la 1tvns1rb 42.84 3872 -1"" TGR undlte, SH Table A·ll 
820 Retall/Tourbt ftet.111. 200,cxn-100,000 sf.ia 1,0CXhlf.1 4U6 3784 .,. TGR uDdate, see Taible A·12 
820 40.28 37.lB -8% TGR urxhte, see Taible A·12 

Reta1l{Tounst Ret.1111_ 400 001-SOO,ooo sf•a lOOHlla ]9.87 · 7'\ TGRuodate,seeTaibleA-12 
820 Jteta1l(foorist A.etail_ S00.001·1,000,000 shl.a 41.0l 38.93 S~ TGR uixhte, see Table A·12 
820 Re-ta1!/Tounst lletall: i .000,001-1.>m ooo sf.t.J. l<XXH I.a 4l.66 3972 •S" TGR \lodite, see Taibte A·12 
820 Retail/Toorist Retail; RrHter th an 1 200000 sf.ta lCO:h la 42.52 40.~ 4 TGRuDd.Ate,seieTabteA·12 

840/8"1 New/Used Auto Sales 1.ooost 47.971 4466 1'C. TGR uodate, Stt hble A·12 
850 I OOOsl 60.211 62.11 ~ TGR \lricbte, see TabJe A-12 
8S3 Con"enience Market w/Gu PumM 1.000sf 163861 132-39 1~ TGA \Iodate. see b bie A·12 

l.OOOsl 24.71 l"!TGR u pdate, SH fllble A-12 

l OOOsl 12.JO 21.49 7S•!TGR, TL & PNT update, SH Tabte-s A-12, A-13 al'ld A·l 4 
380/881 Oro• Store 1.ClOO s( 85811 ]4.73 .6(N!TGR, TL&PNTupd.ate,SttfablesA·12 A·U andA·l4 

911 8a"lc/Savirwo Walk-tn 1,000 sr 33.60 · New laind use 
90.IS 58.'9 -~ TGR u odaite. see Table A·12 

925 Onnkin• Place t 000 sf J0.96 59.48 92" TGR, n& PHTurwfa1te.seeTablesA·l2 A·ll andA·I' 
931 Qualirv Restaurant 1 000 sf UCU3 104.00 6% TGR uoda1e, see Table A· l2 
932 Hillh-Turnover Restaut11nt t 000 sf 13122 119.58 -9% TGR update, see Table A·ll 
934 FastFoodRtitarurantw~Thru 1.000sf 286.86 "'" TGfl uodate, see Table A·l2 
942 Auto Service 1,000 sf 52. 17 36.74 -~ TGJ\, TL & PNT uMaite see hbles A·12 A·ll and A.J4 
944 Gais St.auon W'lth or w/o conven~ce M.i(ket <2 000 Ml ft "'" 01». 36.83 37.58 2" TGP. uodate, see TibleA-12 

44.87 · Newland use 
S0.17 • New land use 

947 Self-SeMce Car WHh waish station 80.05 80.05 Ok Nochaf\l,e 

110 Gen eral Lu1ht ll'ldustnlll t,<XX>sf 16.St l l.7S -29" TGR uOda.tt see Ta.bl• A>L2 
1,000sf 9.05 9.11 3" TGR ucdate, see Table A 1l 
1.ooosf 8.0 4.U .. s1" TGR uodate, Stt Taible >...tl 

l.07 2.41 ·21" TGR & TL undate, Sff Tablts A·12 aind A·ll 
1S4 i J£ .... -Cube Trainslo.ad aind Short-Term Stora- warehouse 1000.r 3.32 • Ntwl.lnd use 

Gross VMT = TGR • Tl ' PNT / 2 
Individual Input variables are shown in Tables A-12 through A· 14 

The t rip length values used to calculate t he GVMT do NOT include the TL adjustment factors that are applied in the impact fee rate calculations. The Tl 
shown in Table A-13 provide a compari son to the 2012 report of the unadjusted TL values 
See Appendix E for addition.al information 
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Table A-12 
Percent Change in Trip Generation Rate of Impact Fee Land Uses 

210 ~nde F.m1tv (Oetachedl • 1,200 sf or less 

210 Stn!Ele Famlfv <Ottachedl 1.201 to 2.000 sf 
210 S1l'lide F1.tn1ly (Dt1ached) • l 001 to ) soo d 

210 ~nirle Fam1ht lOeuchedl • •reate-r t han l ,SOO sf 

220 Multi•Familv Hous1nlll'/Townhouse (l.ow·Rise, 1•2 floofS) 

221 Multl-Famllv Housln1: rMtd·Rlse l·lOflOO<Sl 
222 Mufti.fam1lv Hous1n1. fHi lh-R1se, >10 floofSI 

22S Student Hous1n11 {Ad1acent to Cam1>ud 

ns Student Houslnt {t>.itl' 1/2 mite from Camous) 

231 Mid-Rise Resident•~ w/lst floor Commercial 

m H1irh 0R1se Residfllt1al w/lst Aoor CommetClal 

2'0 Mobile Home Park 

251 
Senior Aduh Housing 4 Detached (ftetJrement 

Communitv/ &-..RHtricted Sin&le-FamiJv> 

2$2 
Sen101 4dult Hou.su°'c Attadled !Retirement Community/ 

4H·Res:trkted S4nlde..famllvl 

26S Time Share -
310 HoteVrourist Hotel 

320 Motel -430 Golf course 

437 BoW'fin•Alf.v 

443 Movie Theater 

491 R.l~uetClub 

492 HHhh/fitness Club 

•I• Oiincc Studto (Martial Arts/Music t.Ae-ssons} 

S22 Sd>ool 

560 Public Auemblv 

565 DJ11Care 
$90 library 

610 Hos.oil.al 
620 Nun.in•Home 

640 AnomJI Hospltal/Veterinary Cllnl( 
_, 

710 General Office 50,000 sf or l~s 

710 General Office so.0014100 000 sf 
710 General Office 100.001-200,000 sf 

110 General Office areaiter thar. 200.000 sf 

720 Small Medical/Dental Office j 10.000 so ft or less> 

720 Medi<al/Dental Office 

732 Pon Office - · 81$ Free-Stand1n1: Qsc:ount Store 

816 Hardware/hint Store 

820 IRetall/Tourls:t Retail- S0.000 sf1la or leu 

&20 Retail/Tourist Retail. SO 0014100,000 sfgla 

&20 Ret11l/Tounst RetJ•I 100,001 200.000 if.ta 

820 Reu1l/Tour1st Retail: 200 0014)00 000 sfda 

820 ftetail/Tounst A.etail: 300.001~.000 sfda 
&lQ i Retall/Tour'tSt Retai l· 400,CXH·SOO.OOO sft.la 

&10 Retall/Tounst fteta1I. 500 00141,000,000 sfata 

820 !Retail/Tourist RetJ11-1,000.001•1.200,000sf la 

820 Reuil/Tour.st Aeuut .rreater than l 200 IV\I\ s:fl'la 
84-0/&41 NewNsed Auto SaSH 

850 Suoetmafket 

8Sl Convenience Market w/Gas Pumos 

862 Home fmi><ovemen t Suotrstore 

861 Electronics Superstore 

880/881 Orua Store 

911 Bank/Savinirs Wallt-ln 

912 aank/Silvin1:s Ori!Jt-ln 

92S Orink1nll Place 

911 Quality RHtaurant 

932 Hta.h·Turnover Rf!t.taurant 
914 Fast Food Restarurant w/Of1ve4Thfu 
942 Auto Service ,,.. G-1s Statton wHh of w/o Convenience Ma<ket <2,000 sci ft 
9"5 Gas 5uuon w/C04wen1ence Martet 2 00041999 so ft 

960 GU Station w/Conven1ence Martel l,000 .. so ft 
9•7 Self·SeMce car WJsh 

110 Ge-n~I Umt Industrial 
140 Manufactunn11 

1SO Warehouse 

ISi Mini~Warehous.e 

1$4 Hl•h.Cube Translo<ld af\d Short-Te-rm StorJge Watehouse 

See Appendix E for additional Information 
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du 7.11 

du 781 
du '81 

du 7.81 

du 6.60 
du 6.60 

du 4.18 

bed1oom 

bedroom 

du 
du 
du 417 

du 3.U 

du 

du 7.01 

'"""' I 6.36 

'"""' I S.63 

.... S.D4 

l,OOOsl 3U3 

l.OOOsl 78.06 

i ooost 14.0) 

1,000sf l2.9l 

l.OOOsf 

I OOOsl I 13.78 

1.000sf I 9.11 
1,000sf I 75.071 

1.000st I 56.24 

bed I 11.811 
1,000sf I 2.48! 

l,OOOsf I 28.66! 

1,000sf IS.6S 
l,OOOsf 13.34 

1.000sf 11..37 
1,000sf 9.70 

1 OOOsf lA.72 
1,000sf }4.72 
1 OOOsf 108.19 

i ooost S7 . .l4 
1,000sf Sl.29 

1.000stll• 86.$6 

lOOOsfltJ 67.91 
1.000 iflPla Sl.28 
1,000 sfllla 46 . .ll 
1,000sf21a 41.80 

1,000sflfa 38.66 
1.000 $f(fa 30.33 
1,000 sf~a 28.46 
l.000 sflll1 26.96 

1.000sf 26.'ll 
1,ooosf 101.38 

1.000sf 77S.14 

1.000sf 29.80 
1nnnsf 4S.D4 
1,000sf 88.46 

1.000sf 

1.000sf 159.34 

1.ooosf 113.40 

l.OOOsf 91.10 

1.000sf 116.60 
l.OOOsf 511.DD 

1.000sf 2$.67 
fuel oos 168.56 

fuel oos.4 
fuel oos. 

wash station 108.00 

1.000 sf 6.97 

1.000 sf 3.82 
1,000sf 3.$6 
l,OOOsf 2.lS 
1.ooo sf 

A·8 

6.ts 
781 

963 

10.07 
7.32 

s ... 
4.•s 
llS 
3.97 
) ... 
2.01 
417 

l.SO 

333 

&.63 

S.SSI 

l.351 

3.74 

13.00 

82 30 
19.70 
34.50 

2131 

20.171 

69$1 

49.631 

72.0SI 

22.l2 
6.641 

2• 201 

108l 
10.61 

IO.l9 
10. 18 

23.83 

lA 12 
103.94 

Sl.12 
9. 14 

7S.OS 

60.12 
48.16 

42.30 

la.58 

lS.92 
28.78 
27.14 

25.84 
24.S8 

10664 
626.25 

l0.74 

41.0S 

104.17 

$9.39 

102.66 
113.60 

86.0l 

106.26 
482 .Sl 

28.19 
172.01 

205.36 
230.$2 

108.00 

4.96 

l.91 
1.74 
1.49 

l.'l) 

·21'lf. Stn&le Fami!y tierlng~uare footaee added 
O"l5'nllt Fam1W benn1: bv souare footue added 

23'1.IS.nale family btnt11 bv t.auarc footaae addtd 

29'1. \Sln•le Fam1I t~ringhv~uue footate .ldded 
11% R~linment of mutti--hmitvland u~s in ITE 10th Edition 

-1"' Re-al1mment of muttt-famltv land uses In ITt ll)(h Edition 
6' Re-alimment of mult1·fam1tv land uses in ITE 10th £d1uon 

·IUDdated TGR 1n ITE 10th Ed1t1on, unit c.han- lnreviouslv · oer du•) 

• Uodattd rGR In 11( 10th Edition, unit d\lf'IH {pfeviouslv ·oer du") 

- Newland use 
0 INew land use 

°' NochanRe 

IN Updated TGR 1n ITE 10th Edmon 

·New I.and use 

23%!Uodated TGR IR ITE lOth Edttlon 

· 13' Additional fLStudlH added and updated TGR in IT£ 10th Edition 
4.tal. Uodated TGft 1n ITE 10th Edition 

·26'KlVodated TGR m fTC 10th £d1tiOn 

·61%·Uod.ned TGR In ITE 10th Edition {peak hour Jdlusted for dalM 
5% Undated TGR tn ITE 10th Edttion 

'0%1Uod"ed TGR in fTE lDth Edition loeak hour aid·usted for da11v• 

5%1Uodiited TGR m rrE 10th Edttlon loeak hour adlusted for dallvl 
• New land us~ 

46%1Undated TGR In rrE 10th Edmon 

·24% Undated TGR in ITE 10th Ed1t1on 

·34% Uodated TGR in ITE IDlh Fd1tion 

28" Uodated TGA In ITE 10th Edition 

89% Uodiited TGR 1n fTE 10th Edition 
168% Undated TGR in fTE 10th Edition 

· 16"' Updated TGA in fTE 10th Edition 

.31 .. Uodated TGft eo~bon 1n ITE 10th Edrtion 

·20% UodHtd TGR eau.atiM In IT[ 10th Cd1tion 
4~ Undated TGR eouaoon In ITE 10th Edition 

S" Updaited TGA equatJOn in ITE 10th Edition 

·31"- New land use fchane shown from the medu:al/deontal otfk.e• 
•2" Updated TGR in rTE 10th Ed1t1on 
44" Uodated TGR In tTE 10th Edition 

·7' Uodated TGR in ITE 10th Edrt1on 

-82'> UDdated TGA 1n ITE 10th Ed1toon 

· 13'< UPdlt~d TGR eauabon in ITE 10lh Edition 
411% Ui>dated TGR eau.at1on In ITt 10th Edition 

I ... UDdated TGR enuat1on 1n ITE 10lh Ed1bon 
49' Uod1ted TGR eauation 1n ITE 10th Edibon 
48% Uodatf'd TGR eau1 t1o n 1n ITE 10th Edll10l'I 

•"" Uodat~d TGR cau1t1on in ITE 10th Ed1t1on 
4S" uodated TGR eauation in ITE 10th Edition 

·5" Uodated TGA Plluat1on 1n ITE 10th Ed1t1Dn 
_." Uodated TGR ~uatton 1n ITE 10th Ed1t1on 
4'°" Uodatf'd TGR in ITE 10th Edition 
3" Uodated TGR in ITE 10th Edition 

"'"' Uc>d1ttd TGR In ITE 10th Ed1tlon 
3" Undated TGR in ITE 10th Edition 

·9% Uodat~ TGR in ITC 10th Cd1t>on 

18" Uodated TGR In ITE 10th Ed~t on 

4 New land use. TGR from fTE 1Dch (PM 4·60m adiusttd for da1lvl 

-36" Undated TGR in ITE 10th Edibon 

0% Updated TGR in ITE 10th Ed1t•on (o.ak hour ad·us:ted for da•M 

~1' Uodated TGFt In ITE 10th EdlhOn 

·"' Add1ttonal Fl Stud•es added and uodated TGR 1n rTE 10th Edttion 
~ U1>dattd TGR in ITE 10th Edition 

10% Updited TGR II'\ IU 10th Edition (peak hour ad1usted for da•IY) 
N Undated TGR in ITE lOlh Edit~n 

4 Ntwland u~ 
4 Newland use 

0% No chantt 

·29'> Uodattd TGR Ir. ITE 10th EditM>n 
11' Undated TGR in ITE 10lh Ed1tw>n 

•Sl" Undated TGR in ITE 10th Ed•tMlf'I 

·l1% Additional flStud~es added 
Newland use 
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TableA-13 
Percent Change in Trip length (Unadjusted) of Impact Fee land Uses 

r-~!~~~~~~~-~:~:~:~: ... ~~~:::~:~~:~:~::~::~: ~!.,~2noo~.,~:~~~~'::;,~',~,~~~--i~--:~:~-1~~6~6::~:r-~-:,~·:-r~--:-+-~~:~::~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-1 
210 Slnilft fl.mdv roetad'\edl • 2001 to 3 500 st du 6.62 6.62 °" Ne> chanait 
210 Sin.it F1milv IDttadadl • RrHtl!'r than 3,500 sf dii.1 6.62 6.62 °"'- No chana 
220 Mi.1lti·hmil Housin•ITownt'iouse fLow-IUse, 1·2 floonl du S.10 S.10 0% No ch1nte 
221 Multl·Famllv Housin• lMld-Rlw :HO ftoord du S.10 S.10 °" NO d'l1nae 
222 Multi•hmily Housina fHillh-Riw, >10 ftoorsl du UO S.10 mr.. NG chana 
2:2S Student Hou~n~ IAdlKent to CamDusl bedroom s.10 2.ss ·50% U.:>C111ed to use 50% of WC 220 
US Student Housln• jc>.t« 1/2 mUe frol'ft CaMOusl bedroom S.10 J_BJ ·25" U0od1ttd to use 75" of LUC no 

f--~23~2~~H~i~h~~i~w~R~Hi~d~•~·•~'•~lw~/~1S~t•~·~··~C~o~m~me~•~d~•'~~~+-~~d~•~-1~~~+-~~S~l=Or-~~-~·~•wo.;:::;l•nd~u~~"-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-1 
240 Mob•le Home Part du 4.60 I EiO °" No ch1n1e 

Setlior Adult Housm1 · 0.tlc:ht:d (Rflirement 

Community/ "--0 estricted Sin.te-.f'lmlM 

~lor Adult Housinc ·Attached (RetlrffMtlt community/ 
IALt-Restriatd Sfo1l..-f1miM 

26S Time Share -110 Hotf:'f/Tourlst Hotel 
320 Motel 

430 GoU Course 

437 Bo-wtin Allev 1,000sf 
443 Mo\!'- Theater lCXlOsf 
491 Ra,.,,uet Club 1,000sf 
492 Kt:a1th/Fitneu Club 1,000sf 
nJa e>.nce Studio IMamal Arts/Musk t.essonsl 1,000sf 

S22 School l,OOOsf 
560 Public As~mbtv lCXlOsf 
S6S OavC.re I 1 OOOsf 
590 Lfbr1rv I 1,000 sf 

I bed 
I 1,000 sr 

MO Animal Hosplt.tl/Veterin.try Clinic I 1,000 sf I 

710 l ,000 s;f 

710 1000 sf 
710 General Office 100001-200 000 sf 1,000 s.f 
710 General om.ct 11rea1er thin 200,000 sf 1,000 sf 
720 l ,OOOs.f 
720 Mcdk.aVOental Office l OOOs.f 

Pos-tOffice l OOOsf 

81S Free-St1ndin1 Discount Store 1,000sf 
816 l ,CXIOd 

Reull/Tourist Retail: S0,000 sfliola or less 1.000 Wla 
Retall/Tourist Retall: SOOOl·lOO 000 sftfa 
Retail/Tourist Re tall: 100 001 ·200 000 st.11 
Retail/Tourist Ret•il: 200,001·300,000 sflla 

820 Rct•il/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sto11 1ooom11 
1 oooshla 

Ret1ll/Tourist Reull: SCIO 001·1 000000 sflla 1,0001'211 
820 Reuil/Toutist Reuil: t 000001·1 200,000 s.'1rf1 1.000s&11 
820 Retlil/Tourist Retail:a teatar thin 1,200,000 sflrla 

840/841 NewNK'd Au10 S.le:s 1.000sf 
1ooosf 
1ooosf 

Home 1mie rovement SU0«store 1,IX)Osf 
l,OOOsf 
1,000sf 

911 81nHS1\111\1S W•lll::·ln 1,000sf 
1,000sf 
l,OOOsf 

931 Qu11itv Rest1ut1nt 1,000sf 
932 H1lh--Turnover Rest1ur1nt 1.000sf 

l,OIX>sf 
942 Auto SeNioe 1 OOOsf 

944 G.u st1tlon with or w/o CM~ience M1rtec <2 000 sa tt fuel oos. 
945 Gu st1tlon w/Convenienoe Mart.et 2,000-2,999 sa ft I fuel Dos. 
960 G.ts Stal ion w/Convcnienot M11ket ),000.- sa ft fuel oos. I 
947 Setf•Seorv1oe Car Wash I wash st11ion I 

S-42 SA2 °" No ch1n1t 

.... • New land use 

3.97 3.97 °" No chanee 

6.62 6.62 0% No ch.tnmt 

5.15 5.15 
2.22 2.2• 1% Uodated weolhted averan alcul1t1on 
s.1s S.IS 0% No th•n1t 
5.l S 5.15 

3.37 • New 11nd use 

7.67 3.311 ·S"' Undated to use 5ml. of stn le family per re¥1ew of u1vel dem1nd mod tis 
7.671 3.911 

2.03 2.031 0%!No th1n,p 
6.621 6.621 

6.621 

2.591 2.59 
s.101 1.90 -6l"IUpdated to use Fl Studies; or...,loustv used 2C04 stud·y 

S.15 5.15 
S.15 S.15 
S.15 S.IS 
s.1s s.is °" No ch1nae 
5.55 5.55 mr. No chan•! 
S.55 5.55 ow. No ct11n1.e 
5.15 5.15 mr. No c:h1n1e 

2.40 2.40 
1.87 1.87 
1.87 1.87 
2.29 2.29 °" No cha nae 
240 2,40 
2.52 2 .. S2 mr. No chann 
2 ... 2.64 ow. No d\I n1e 
2.15 2.75 °" Noch1n1e 
33• UI °" No ch1n1e 
3.57 3.S7 °"No ch-1nu 
3 .80 3.80 mr. No ch1nn 
HO ... ., 
2.08 2.08 

I SI 1.51 °" No ch1nae 
240 2.40 0% No chanH 

127 U7 47" Uodated to <SO<XXI SQ ft ret1 I tier: orevious.lv ui.ed <10,000 sq ft 
388 2.0S ~6" Upd1ted to use R Stud1fl; previously used 2004 study 

• New land use 
2A6 2.46 
1.27 1.87 47" Uod1ted to <SO,IXIO sa ft retail tier; or...,iouslv used <10,000 sa ft 

3.14 OM Noch•nae 
3.17 3.17 0% Ho Chin.ff 

2.0S 2.0S 
7.97 3.62 ·SS" Up\hted to use FL Studies; orftlously used 2004 s.tudv 
1.90 1.90 

1.90 • New l•nd US! 

1.90 • Ntw land use 
2.18 2.11 °" Nochann 

110 General Ught lnd11stri1I I 1,000 sf S.15 5.lS OM No d\1np 

140 Manufaaurina I 1 000 sf I 5.15 5.15 °"No ch1n1te 
150 Warehouse I 1,000 sf I 5.15 S.15 °" No dt1nee 

151 Mlnl·Wlfeho.use I 1;000 sf I 3.10 3.51 13" Uod1t!d to use the m1dooint of offk.e 1n-d ret1il (<50k sq ft) 

15" Hi.ti-Cube Transload ind Short· Term St0ti1ff Warehous! 1 :OOOsf I 5.15 • New land vs.e 

The trtp length value• shown do NOT include the Tl adjustment factors that are applied in the impact fee rate calculations. The Tl shown in Table A-13 
provK:te a comparison to the 2012 repcrt of the raw, unadjusted TL values 
See Appendix E for additional information 
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TableA-14 

Percent Change in Percent New Trips of Impact Fee land Uses 

l10 Sln•le famllv (Det.lched) • 1.100 sf or lt'SS 
210 Sinele Fam1lv lDetacfoiedl 1,201 to 2 000 sf 

210 Stn•I• fam1tv (Detached)· 2.001 to 3,500 sf 

210 Sintle f.lm1ly (Detached)· lf~attr than 3.500 sf 
220 Multi·hmdv Hous.in.t/Townhou$e (Low·Alse, 1·2 floors) 

221 Multi family Hous.n• fMid-Rise, 3-10 floors\ 

m M utti·Fatnd" Hous.in• l"hh·R1se, >10 tloors' 

225 Student Hous;n• (Ad1acen1 to C1mousl 

225 Student Housm• ro....er 1/2 mite from Camousl 
231 Mid Rise Residential w/ht floor Commt"rd•I 

~ ~en.fuse Aes1dent1al w/ln ftoo1 COmmtro1I 
240 Mobile Home Park. 

251 
Stnior Adult Hous.in1 • Detached («teliremenl 

Cotr1munit't.I/ A~·Restr.c.ttd S.nole-~amil ) 

252 
Senior Adult Housing Attached {RetlrHMnt Community/ 
A2e•Restncted Slntle.fam1M 

265 Tune Share 

310 HoteC/Tourist Hotel 
120 Motel 

430 Golf Course 
437 8owtin2 All,rv .. , Movie The11er 
491 R.arnuet Club 
492 Hearth/Fitness Club 

•I• Dance Studi<I (Mani.al Aru/M1.1Sic Lessons} -522 S<hooi 
S60 Public Assembtv 
565 DoavUre 
S90 llbU11'\1 -610 Hosoilal 
620 Nurslnt.Home 
640 Animal Hos11ltaW1L"terinarv Cl Ink 

710 General Office SO 000 sf or lt-s.s 
110 G"1eral Offiot S0,001-100,000sf 
710 General Officie 100.001·200.000 sf 
110 General Offlot areate< than 200,000 s.f 
120 Small MedicaVOrntOfl Offic.e 
no Medical/Dental Offia 
132 Post Office 

815 Frtt Stand1n• Discount Store 
816 ~tdw'11feJPa1nt Sto1e 
&20 Retail/T ou1ist Reta ti: S0,000 sfirla or less. 
810 Retail/fourilt Rc:tait· S0.001·100.000 sflda 
&20 Reta1l/Touns.t Retail: 100 001-200 000 sf ala 
820 Retail/founst Retail: 200.001·300.000 sf.ta 
820 btail/Toutl.st Retlil: 300 001-400,000 dtb 
820 Retail/fou1i.st Retail; 400.001-SOO.OOO sfda 
820 ReUll/fovri.st Retail'. 500.001 l000.000 s f.11f.a 
820 Retail/Tourist Retail; 1,000,001·1 200000 sfal.1 
820 Retail/fouris.t Retail: •teater than 1.200,000 sf.ta 

840/841 New/Used Auto Salti 
850 Suoermarket 
853 tonvt-n1tnce Matlrct w/Gas Pumos 
862 Home lmNoveme-nt Sul'leatore 
86) El-Ktroma Sun#r.slore 

U0/881 Dru•Store -911 8.anli;/SoaVlnti Walk·ln 
912 B.ant/Si-Ana:s Ot'lve-ln 
925 Orinlcin• Place 
9ll QJllity fleSUI U!lnt 

932 Ht•h-Tumo't.ler Rest.1uran1 
9l• FaSL food Restaruranl w/Drive-Thru 
942 AvtoSeMce 
944 Gu Station with or wfo Convenience MJfket <2.000 SQ ft 

945 Gas Stat10n w/Conven1ence Market 2 Q00.2 999 <n ft 

960 Gu Siat1on w/conwn1enee Market 3,000+ sq ft 
947 Setf-Sel'\lice Car Wash 

110 Gentral Utht lndustrlal 
140 Manufacturm• 
150 Warehouse 
151 Mini·WJtehou5e 
154 Hl.tt--Cube Tran.sload and Short·Term St0<a1e Wafeho1.1se 

See Appendix E for additional information 
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du 1-· 

du 100'.J 
du IOOIO.I 
du IOOIO.I 
du I-
du 1-
du 100'< 

bedroom 100% 
bedroom 100% 

du 
du 

du 100'. 

du 100% 

du 

du 100!4 

I room I 66 ... 
I room I 11' 

we -1,000sf -1,000sf 88' 
l,OOOd 94 .. 
l ,OOOsf 94% 

l.OOOsf 

I lOJOsf I 1-
I l.OOOsf I IO<l" 
I l,OOOsf I 7:1% 
I 1.000sf I 49'< 

I bed I 11" 
I l,OOOsf l 89%1 

I 1,ooosf I 91'<' 

1,000sf 92'\ 
1 OOOsf 92" 
1,000sf 9N 
1,ooosf 9N 

1.000s.f 8'}'\ 

l,OOOsf 89% 
t OOOs.f . .,. 
l OOOsf 6,.. 

l.OOOsf 56% 
l,OOOsfllla 56% 
l,OOOs.flla 62'< 
l,OOOsflda 6N 
1.000 s.f.ta 71" 
1,000 sfma 73% 

l.000 sflta 75 .. 

l.OOOsfaJa 81 .. 
lOOOsfala SN 
l ,OOOsfirja Sl" 

1.000 sf 79% 

l,OOOsf 56" 
l,OOOsf 28% 
l,OOOd 67" 
1.IW'lsf 4)% 

l .OOOsf 50% 

l ,OOOsf 

l.OOOsf 46% 

l .OOOsf 4)% 

LOOOsf 11" 
t..OOOsf 71% 

l,OOOsf 58% 

l.OOOsf 51% 

fvetoos. 23% 
fvetoos. 
fueloos. 

wash s:tation -
t.OOOsf 92"<. 

1..000sf 9N 

1.ooost 92" 
1.000sf 92" 

LOOOst 

A·lO 

' 

100% 
100% 

100% 

100% 
100'4 

100'4 

100'4 

100'4 
100% 

100% 

100'4 

1-

100%, 

100'4 

100% 

66%1 

77"1 --87" 
94% 

94% 

85% 

80%1 

-I 
rn•I 
49%1 

78"1 

89%1 

JOKI 

92" 
92" 

92" 

92" --. .,. 
67" 

56% 

56% 
62% 

67" 
11% 
73% 
?S% 

81% 

82" 
83% 

79" 

56% 
28" 

67" 
56% 

32% 

46% 

46% 

56% 
11" 
11% 

58" 
12% 
2:1% 
23% 

23" -
92" 
92" 

92" ., .. 
92" 

CN No chanire 

D"• No chanH 
~Nochant.e 

°"No chan1.e 
OM. No d11n1.e 

(No No change 
0-.. No chann 
0% No chana:e 

0% No d1an12e 
. New land use 
• New land use 

O". No chan&:e: 

0% No <hange 

• New t1nd use 

~ No<han1:e 

0-... Nochanr;e 
O'\.)Nochange 

09' Nochanu 
~ NochaAte 
.1,luodated we1at'l ted a..-eran Qkulauon 
0%JNo chanae 
0%1No chan.ff 

• Newbnd use 

·200.'Uodated; based on office lar1d us.e w/ad ustment 
-10% Uodated, based on office I.ind use 

°" No chante 
CNrNo ch.1nge 

ll)o. Uodated; based on m1dooint of orfi~ and hotel °" No chan1.e 
2S" Updated to uSIL" Fl Studies; previously used 2004 study 

CN No chanae 

°"No chan11e 
0% No chanr.e 

°"No chanae 
~No change 
~Nochanae 

°"No chan11e 

0"'.9 No chan1e 
0% No chan11:e 
°"No chanu 
0% No <h.J.n1e 
°"No chanae 
~ No<han1e °" No chanll'e 
°" No chant:e °" No <han1e °" No chanae °" No chan1e °" No chanH °"' Nochanl'e 
<N No chanae °" No chanH 

30% Uodlttd to <S0.-000 s.a tt 1etail ber; ore't.liouslv used <10,000 sn ft 

-36% Updated to use Fl Studies: pre't.11-ousty used 2004 study 

• New I.and use 
0% No d\.1n1e 

30% Uodated to<SO.OOOsa ft retail tier, ore...touslv used dO.OOOs,.., ft 
()"(. Nochan~ 
aa. No d\anH 
0% No d'llnff 

<!% Uodated to use t l Studies; pte't.liOushr ukd 2004 S-tudv 
0% No chanre 

· New land use 
• New land use 

0% No change 

0-. No chanltfl 
0% No chan.te 
0% No chanre 
0% No chan1.e 

• New l.1nd use 

Orange County 
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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 {10th edition}. In instances, 

when both ITE Trip Generation reference report {10th 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. 

107.0 

Tot.111 S4zr 
ITE 

Bien~~! 
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110 
91 .7 

'450 
LmQ 

i.ns..o 

2007 
2009 
2012 

s 
IS 

Land Use lSl: Mini·Warehouse 

W4!'ght:e:I Pt"c;entHl!wfrl~Avera1.e: 
W(!'l;ghted ~'<'IC Tr1pGln••tion Rltr. 1.47 

A-11 

ITtANerage- TrloGefl«"•EfonRate: I.SI 
•nd of f.:l St.Wies and ITE Avret•e Trip Gefttrttion bite-: l At 
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land Use 210: Single Family · Detached 

Gwlnt1tittCo,GA 11/tl 18/92 S.40 6.10 
Sarasota Co, Fl 16 liJl\-'91 70 70 to Ol 6.00 
Sarasota Co, fl 79 Jun-91 86 A6 9 .77 4 40 

Sarasota Co, Fl US Ju~91 75 75 I.OS S.90 
SiruoQ Co FL 152 Jon-93 63 63 I.SS 7.30 
S.ruou Co Fl 193 Jun-93 123 123 6.AS 4.60 
saruota Co Fl 97 Ju~9l 33 H ll 20 1.00 
saruoui Co Fl 282 
sarasoa Co Fl l93 
Hetnal'ldt>Co fl 76 
HetnandG Co. Fl 128 
Hett1ando Co, Fl 2'2 
Hernando Co. FL JOI 

Charloneco, FL 1lS OCl·97 

Charlotte Co, f l 142 0Ct·97 
Charlotte Co, fl ISO OC:l·97 
Charlotte Co, fl llS Oct·97 

2S7 Oct·97 
Q\arlotteCo R 345 Oct·97 
Q\11rlotteCo R 368 Ocl·97 
Char1otteco fl JU Oct 97 
Char!OttfCO,f-l ... Oct·97 

1169 Ckt·97 
Colllf!l'Co,Fl 90 0«·99 
ColllerCo fl 0«·99 

49 &nr-02 

IAteCo,fl 52 
UOCo fl 126 

P.scoco fl SS AM-02 
Pas~oCo,R 60 Anr -02 
PascoCo,R 10 a ... 02 
Pasco Co, fl 74 

Puc:oC.o,f\ AN-02 
Marion Co R 102 AM-02 
Marion Co Fl 105 ""'-02 
MarlanCO fl Lv-02 
MitrlMCO,fl 132 Aa-02 
Manon Co fl 133 ..... 2 

Citrus Co F\. 111 Oct-03 
Ottus Co Fl 231 Oct.()) 

Citrus CO Fl 306 Oct-03 
Otrus Co, Fl 364 Oct-03 
Citrus Co, Fl 374 OCt-03 
Lakc:Co fl. 42 Oec:-06 
LakeCo Fl St Oec-06 
Lake Co, Fl 59 O.C-06 
Lake: Co, Fl 90 ...... 

239 OK-06 
HernandoCo Fl 232 Aot-07 
He'n<1ndo Co Fl 9S Anr-07 

Hf!l'nandoco Fl 90 A.w-Q7 

HernandoCo fl 58 Alir'.()7 

ColherCo R 74 Mat-08 

Collier Co fl 97 Mar-08 
GolllerCo fl 31S Mar-08 
Collier CO, Fl 42 Mar-08 

Total Sitt 10,180 SS 

207 
148 

205 
182 
264 
HO 
245 
160 
158 
225 
161 
1S2 
516 
19S 
348 
91 
189 
170 

217 
Ill 
106 
188 
188 
261 
167 
169 
170 
171 
209 

21l 
155 
146 

,.. 
122 
346 
144 
194 
385 
S16 
256 
3l8 

503 

512 
1347 
314 

u ,no 

146 
207 

14'1 
20S 
182 
264 

7 76 

1001 
8 17 
724 
893 '»-6• 
S JO 
s .20 
soo 
7.60 9a so 
1.60 9a So 
1.00 
6.60 
8.40 
820 9a·So 
610 9a·SD 

1280 Sa 6D 
780 
6.70 
10.00 7a-6o 
8.50 

6.80 11·60 

7.73 
780 &1-60 

818 
7A6 ..... 
8.02 7a-6o 
723 71-61'1 

6 .04 7a-6o 
7a-6o 

804 7a 6n 
8 .66 
571 
840 
720 7a-6o 
12.10 7ao6c 
11.26 
18.22 
12.07 
912 
7,58 

8.02 
8 .08 
71l 
616 
12.81 
8 .78 
6 .. , 

9.SS 71-60 

8.40 

S.40 

us 
6.03 
s.oa 
3.28 
790 
'10 
1080 
460 
740 
6.60 
S.70 

S.00 
470 
800 
1140 
640 
lO 20 
760 
830 
a.12 
8.75 
6.03 
S9S 
899 
S.10 
1.12 
7.29 

700 
492 
1.10 
4.82 

394 
914 

S.56 
9.46 

10.79 
S78 

891 
8.16 
5.88 
5.86 
8.)9 
J .OS 

11.29 
6SS 
10.98 ..,. 

1111 

. 

. 

. 

Land Use : 220/221/222: Multi-Family Low/Mid/High-Rise 

Marion Co Fl 
Marlon to fl 

Lake Co, Fl 
l.ilkeCo Ft 
t..a~eCo,Fl 

Lak@Co Fl 
Hernando Co fl 
Het'n1ndoCo Fl 

""' co ... 

Hernando Co Fl 
Hefl'lando Co, Fl 

PucoCo. Fl 
PucoCo, Fl 

TotJISitc 

2SO 

151 

169 
226 
312 
176 
164 
108 
l1 
128 
229 

4,.S7S 

l,611 

170 170 
135 1l5 
26S 26S 
212 
JOI 

456 
3l2 

ll ll 

198 198 
JSJ 351 

S.66 
s.n 
S.46 

6.71 
ll.97 
8.()9 

6 .74 
4.()9 

5.38 

•DS 
S.51 
611 
6A7 

4.77 
9a·6 

9• 6 

S.94 
S.11 

262 

600 
217 
S9S 
s 24 

08 
5 18 

3.53 
U7 

l1J2 
3294 
60.1& .,.,. 
47.SO 
62 42 

11 Sl 
1960 
SSS2 
4190 
4'155 
'9.27 
36.49 
29.29 
,1.87 
11.32 
S4 00 
306 
S6.24 
4620 
1762 
4200 

4UO 
l'S.92 
4992 

6834 
7600 
70.SS 
SS 22 

6764 
47D3 
48.67 

67.07 
4090 
5110 
44.0J 

55.09 
l9.S6 
6668 
2752 

ll.10 
65.8 1 

&4.62 
62 61 
171.36 
110.24 

S2.71 
67.69 
65.4' 
0.51 
41.78 

51.68 
39.07 
99.13 
4S.6S 
104.86 

35.76 
1660 
48.54 
14.63 
24.34 

28.19 

30.48 

H.S l 

14.97 

TT£ Awtap Trip GeMnlion lbte (LUC 210: low•t&c>: 
ntA'ltrap Ttfp GenetaUon Rate (LUC 221: t.1id·Rk.e}: 

rn: Alll'tnrp Trip Gene:ratbn •e (\UC Ul: Hfch·Nse}: 
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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 

90% 

80% ············-···-·······-···----·-···--·--·-----·--·£······---··---·-··-····-~---·-···--·., ........... 
70% 

"' .9- 60% ... ~:~~~::~::::::::::::::::~::::::::::::::~~=:::::=-~~~~:::=:~:::~~~:~:::::::: • .... 
~ 50% 
GI 
z 
~ 40% 
GI 
u 
Qi 30% 

CL 

20% 

10% 
Regression Equation: 
y = 0.08141n(x) + 0.243 

0% 

800 

Square Footage 

Source: Regression analysis based on FL Studies data for LUC 820 

0 200 400 600 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 A-16 

1000 1200 1400 1600 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1865



, .. 
iO ... 
1111 

'" )06 
I 116• 
Toti 1',. ,,,_o 
IT( ,&40) '414 
1n:1AU .wi 

tlff'dtidlOUI l,l'4.0 

10 
Tot.ti~- JS I 

ITt J.Qll 
11.o.i!Toal 

lOUIStle 
fl'! 

tlll'Ofid10'.t l 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 

45 
1l .. 
25 

S4 
14 
11 

1271 

111' 

5122 

>U 
liZR 
172 2 
107 

1991 
2001 
200l 
2001 , .. , 
, ... .. ,. 

.. 

land Use 840/841: New/Used Automobile Sales 

,.. 

10•1 
1111 .. ,. 
IS 17 
IU> 

Wt-cMtd Petttt'lt Nf!w lt•P .-....... 11 S 
Wt1fltadAvs11•Tnp<ieNr;UrOft ~b! 

1n: ,.,,_, .. T11pGtn«11UOI' a..11t(WC IAO) 
1n A.Wr1a,. f11pGfMrH01t ... 11t(WCl-41) .,,,d of R Rwdle1 W ntAwer11e Trip GerwrMion hi•: 

l and Use 850: Supermartcet 

We+clited Perunl New fnp ~•ar 56 0 
W•.,,ttd '"'U .. TrlpGen.-ldon ... tr 

1rtiwrtr11tfffp~non1tatr 

llend ot fl. kud ... 11'1411 rrtAWt• fri•&nerMmbt•: 

Land Use 853: Convenience Marl<et with Gasoline Pumps 

IS ..... '°' ... .. .. , .. )U ,. 16 IOI >OS 
ll9 14 , ... '°' ll 1 
U < , ... ,., 
••l 21 , ... Ill ... 

,, .. ,, .. 
1706 
24,sa 

106.16 
106.71 
106 ... 

17 11919 , ... Ii> lll 11219 ICirN Mom&Au.ocuilln 
l) 61046 

" ...... , 
U41 

,. .. 111 ll 7 116..61 ,. .. OU "' 
We.,.'*'ft•ur• Ntw"Trio.......-1" 171 

"'-'It Mp GMel'HOfl litlle' 
llt Awtf'll' Trip CifHfHOfl lb1te •I'd of Fl St""" w'4 m Aw,... Trip GtNf11tiorl ~: 

...... 
624..20 .,..,. 

land Use 880/881: Pharmacy w ith and without Drive-Through Window 

16 

119 

...... , .. 

..... I " 51 
162 
11' 
t•l 
I .. 
70 

so 
1.407 

u 

Wtl&Med Per<•H NfW 1rip _..,, .. 120 
Avttilp Trip G.nerftlon llt11r 

I T[ liY••P T,,p ~U•ort R•tt II.UC HOt 
ITt lw••• Trip G.\lfltiOft Rite (WC lllt 

.... of Fl S.wctit-J "'41 m Awrlip Ttlp CieMtlidoft bllt~ 

lOlOl 
9008 

'°' 1, 
10U7 

land Use 912: Drive-In Bank 

.. 
l9 
11 

1" .. 
" .. ., 

110 

•10 
.. I ... 
SU ... 
"' 141 
S4' 

lt'-" 405 J:6S.J.t 

nrm1.01....,. 
fil!ldlfeOli...,. 

n .. t.oi1 .. 

We~Pirrt~l,...Ttit..,_,.,,,.... 01 

A-17 

VW•rtold ..... a .. Trlt<iew•t»on k.t• 
IU _,..-_,. 1t10 Gerl•doon itai.· 

llend of Fl k~litc Md m: A.witr ... n11t GMerMic>ft bte: 

2'6,56 
100.0l 
102.M 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1866



r" 

etendedtoGI 

Tot11ISl11t 
m 

81cn6cd total 

. sFl 
Marlonco,n 
Marion Co. fl 
Collier Co, Fl 
Collier Co fl 

Hern.andoCo fl 

Her-n:andoCo,fl 

0 Co 
UbCO,fl 
Late Co, fl 
UkeCo Fl 

Pu,oCo R 
PucoCo fl 
P.ucoCO,fl 

Total Size 
IT£ 

Blended tot.I 

91tndf!dtoul 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 

s.s 
s.o 
9.7 
lt.2 
7.0 ... 
7.• 
6.1 
11.3 
7.2 
11 .4 
5.6 
55 
11.3 
10.4 

S9 

•• 
97 

·~ 11.0 

no 

1.60 
4.00 

S,•3 
l.ll 
8 .9) 
2.20 
l.20 
uo 
266 
2.96 
4.42 

1055 

••o 

19-4.9 

2SlUl .... 

41.8 

2W2 
2:49.8 

340 

1989 

2002 
2002 
1996 
1996 
1998 .... 
199& , ... 
1998 
2000 
2000 
7001 
2001 

2008 
20 10 
2013 
2015 

lun·91 

21 
so 

Land Use 931: Quality Restaurant 

WtightedPercentNewlrip~1p: 

ITt ktet1ge Trip Genfofat•on Rite: 
l&endofFlStudiH and ITl Aw,..c TrlpGenerMion!Qt·e: 

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

116 127.88 75.0 

'" 88 &2.•7 312 IT.l 236..11 
182 102 116.97 3.49 S6.0 22911 

US68 
132.32 
1876 
126.40 
12923 
1'7.44 

82.58 

9S.ll 
9806 
9167 
145 .S9 

100.18 

62 12 
31.77 
l47 74 

5269 
l OS..14 
4046 
138.)9 

1.102 UJ 
UJ 

W• 1htfd Per~t New Trip .tN«••~ 70.S 

Wei&f\ted Awr•te Trip Gener1t10R ~te: 
ITt A~•.P Trip Gtnet'ibon Riltr 

llllendofRStudles•nd m:Avet.eTripGertt!fMion Rate: 

110-63 

83114 
16.03 

Tl l"ldJltOll1;et 

Ora 
Ora 
Ora 
Or> 
Or. 
Or> 
Or•n eCoun 

Ora eCoun 

O<a eCoun 

<><• ecoun 

98.67 
112.18 
106.26 

Land Use 934: Fast Food Restaurant with Drive-Through Window 

60 
1S 
66 
118 

136 
168 

376 
171 
188 
100 
486 
168 

1l 4.463 
67 

&65.7& 
114 ••.O nndale011v«" 
32 962 50 091 S33 466.8' nndateOll'lff" 
46 625.00 48hrs. 154 613 S9001 TlndaleOhver .. 1.91 66 7 TindaleOllwr 

•• 117 ll9 Tindal•Ol1wr 
82 111&3 .... 1.68 60 2 JIS.27 TindaleOhv« 

82 547 J.4 .... 159 48.8 42S.04 nl'ldaleOl1v«' 
)7700 o .. Coun 

252 914.JO 250 7'6 1142 ,, TTndaleOllver 
182 65490 47.8 TindaleOl•W!r 

U7 35110 130 7011 826.38 TTndaleOl•vcr 

•6 28112 9a·6o 460 Tindal•OhW!f 
164 StS32 ••-' 2.72 ll7 472.92 TincUleOl1w=r 

120 159 24 9a-.6p U9 71.4 1024.99 TindaleOhv« 
1.11 

Wt:tghttd P"°ctn' New Trip AW!rotl!Y S79 
Weighted AvCl"Ue Trip Generabon R•te: Sl0.19 

ITE Awraae Trip ~c:ntion Rate 470..95 
Blt.nd of rt Studies and m Awnce Trip Geneuition Race: 411.Sl 

Land Use 942: Automobile care Center 

W~&httd l>e"c:entHtwTrip Aver;ip 12.2 

A-18 

Weighted Avet1~ Trip Gener1t1on A1te: 
ITEliwf•~Ttlp Genet•tion R•te (•dfusted)· 

lltftd of fl Studies Md ITEAwrace ll'lpGtneratbn Rate: 

ll 14 

JI 10 
18..19 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1867



land Use 944/945: Gasoline/Service Station with and without Convenience Market 
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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. Th is 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. 
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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. 

• 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 calcu lations 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. 

• 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 X-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 

September 2020 A-20 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1869



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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 
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Table A-15 
Comparison of Mixed-Use Models 

Range of 

Source Reference Internal 

Capture 

11111.m Slldes 

ITE 2nd Edition 
Institute of Transportation 

5-25% 
Engineers Handbook, 2nd Ed. 

NCHRP 684/ITE 3rd Edition 
National Cooperative Highway 

28-41% 
Research Program 

EPX MXD Model v4.0 EPA, Fehr & Peers 8-28% 

ITE 1998surveys (origins) NCHRP 684, PDF pg 19 0-53% 

ITE 1998 surveys (destinations) NCHRP 684, PDF pg 19 0-37% 

Districtwide TGR Study, FOOT, District IV, March 1995 NCHRP 684, PDF pg 20 28-41% 

FOOT Trip Characteristics Study of MXOs, FOOT, District IV, 
NCHRP 684, PDF pg 21(Table8) 7-62% 

March 1993 

Trip Generation for MXDs, Technical Committee Report, 
NCHRP 684, PDF pg 23 25% 

Colorado-Wyoming Section, ITE, January 1986 

Brandermill PUD Traffic Generation Study, Technical Report, 
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% 

I.Dall GCM!fllfllmt Prodlces 
Transportation Impact Analyses (ITE Method) NCHRP 684, PDF pg 11 5-2S% 

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. 

Tab les 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: 

• 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. 

• 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). 

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

capture. 
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• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 NCH RP 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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TableA-16 

Comparison of Mixed-Use Internal Capture 
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"' "" 37" - -°" :I'll llll - 17" 

Sctntrio•l.47 °" °" J2" - JI!< 
Scenatlo•L41 "' S!I '" 41% S:l'JI 
Scenario •l.49 '" S!I 43" 1'11 Slll 
Sctnlrio•LSO 1% 5" - - °" 
Notes: 

Each scenario Includes a different mix or dwelling units, hotel rooms and non-residential development. 

Usina the ITE 9" Edition handbook. AM and PM Peak Hour trip generation rates are applied touch land use and each development scenario. This results 

In the total AM ind PM PHk Hour trips. Using the direction distribution provided In the ITE handbook, the •enterlna• and • e.it1nc• ttlps are determined . 
Tht rtsultln& trip• are entered into the NOiRP internal capture model which outputs the lntemal capture pereentaaes for both AM and PM Peak Hour. 
The 1vere1e Internal capture shown In the tab above reflects the average of the AM ind PM Puk Hour Internal capture. 

The trip distribution Illustrates the proportion of trip that is attributed to each land use In each scenario. The Jcenarlos which include a balanced distribution 
of trip tend to yield hl&her 1ntMnal capture. 
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TableA-17 
Comparison of Mixed-Use Internal capture 
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21% s" 
27" S% 

Scenarloir2.16 
Scen.-io 1t2.l7 

Scenatio•2..L8 
Scenirio #2..19 1.000 1" 
Scenario #2.21 "" 
Scenario #2.23 1.000 
Sanario #2.2t 

Scenario #2.25 1,000 "' Scenario #2.26 1,000 S7" 1" 
Scenario #2.27 1,000 25" 

,,. 
71% 1% 

Scenario #2.28 1,000 19')1 1% "' Scenario #2.29 1,000 
Scenario #2.30 1,000 

Scenario •2:.31 l,000 llll' 
Scena.rio #2.32 '"" Scenariolf2.J3 l,000 
Scenario#2.J4 l,000 3S" 
Scenilrio#2.lS l,000 S2" 
Scen«io#l.36 1,000 

Scenario•l.37 l,000 81" 

Scenario •2.38 l,000 
Scem1rio#l.39 61% 4% 19'1 llll' 
Scen1rio •2.40 1.000 54% .,, 
Sanariol2.41 000 120 49" S% 10% 
Scenario #2.42 1,000 S% 32" 18" 
Sctnario #2..43 21% 18" 
Scenario #2.44 1,000 S% 35" 24" 21% 
S<:en1rio#2.4S l,000 
Scenario #2.46 1,000 

Sc:enano#2.4? 
Samano #2.48 1,000 .,. I" Scenano #1.49 1,000 .,. 

'" 47" 
Sctnano #2.50 1.000 5% -
Notes: 

Each scenario inc.ludes a different mix of dwelling units, hotel rooms and non·l'esldentlal development. 

Using the rTE 9°' Edition handbook, AM and PM Peak Hour trip generation rates are applied to each land use and each development scenario. This results 

in the total AM and PM Peak Hour trips. Using the direction distribution provided in the ITE handbook, the .,enterina:" and .,e)Citing" trips are determined. 

The resulting trips are entered into the NCHRP internal capture model which outputs the internal capture percentages for both AM and PM Peak Hour. 

The average internal capture shown in the tab above reflects the average of the AM and PM Peak Hour internal capture. 

The trip distribution illustrates the proportion of trip that is attributed to each land use in each scenario. The scenarios which include a balanced distribution 

of tri p t<!nd to yield higher internal capture. 
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Table A-18 
Comparison of Mixed-Use Internal Capture 
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Notes: 

Each scenario Includes 1 different mix of dwelling units, hotel rooms and non-residentl1I development. 

Uslnc the ITE 9" Edition handbook, AM and PM Peak Hour trip generation rates ere applied to each lend use and each development scenario. This results 
In the total AM and PM Peak Hour trips. Using th., direction distribution provided In the ITE handbook, the •enterln(' and •exltin1• trips are determined. 

The reJultlna trips are entered Into the NCHRP Internal capture model which outputs the internal capture perctnta1ts for both AM and PM Peak Hour. 

The 1veroce lntern1I c1pture shown in the tab above reflects the 1vere1e of the AM and PM Peek Hour lnternol c1pture. 

The trip distr1but;on illustrates the proportion of trips that is attributed to e1eh fand u.se 1n e1ch scen1r10. The scenanos which include a balanc~ distribution 
of trips ttnd to yield hieher internal capture. 
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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 

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 calcu lations for the cost component of the transportation 

impact fee update. Supporting data and estimates are provided for all cost variables, including: 

• Design 

• Right-of-Way 

• Construction/ CE I 

• Roadway Capacity 

• Transit Capita l 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 CEI; 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 CEI) per lane mile. 
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Table B-1 

Design Cost for County Roads - Orange County 

me From To Year Improvement length 

3017 Rock Springs Rd Ponkan Rd Kelly Park Rd 1996 2 to 4 Lanes 2.10 2 4.20 $1,466,024 $349,0S3 
3038a Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd Hiawassee Rd 2000 2 to 4 lanes S.08 2 10.16 $2,106,461 $207,32~ 
304S Holden Ave JYP OBT 2003 0/2 to 4 Lanes _,_ 1.24 2/4 3.SO $1,29S,324 $370,093 

3096a Kennedy Blvd All American Blvd Wymore Rd 2000 2 to 4 Lanes 2.03 2 4.06 $1,641,0Sl $404,200 
3097 All American Blvd Edgewater Dr Forest City Rd 200S 2 to 4 Lanes 1.06 2 2.12 $1,361,667 $642,296 --SOOla John Young Pkwv SR S28 FL Turnpike 2009 4 to 6 Lanes 2.34 2 4.68 $816,979 $174,S68 
S023 Edgewater Or Clarcona-Ocoee Rd Pine Hills Rd 200S 2 to 4 Lanes l.Sl 2 3.02 $2,107,966 $698,002 

S024a Econ Tr Lake Underhill SR SO 2008 2 to 4 Lanes 2.40 2 4.80 $3,1S0,3SS - S6S6,324 
5027a Texas Ave Oak Ridge Rd Holden Ave 2008 2 to 4 Lanes 1.76 2 3.S2 $1,419,796 - $403,3Sl 
5029a Valencia College Ln Goldenrod Rd Econlockhatchee Tr 2007 2 to 4 Lanes 1.90 2 3.80 $2,1S3,633 $566,746 ,_ 
S059c Woodbury Rd S. of SR SO Challenger Pkwy 2008 2 to 4 Lanes 0.6S 2 1.30 $S38,566 $414,282 
5062a Alafaya Tr Avalon Park Blvd Mark Twain Blvd 200S 2 to 4 Lanes 3.83 2 7.66 $1~879,773 $245,401 
5066a CR 53S SegA Magnolia Park Ct SR 429 2007 2 to 4 Lanes 1.37 2 2.74 $1,003,106 $366,097 
5066b CR S3S Seg C&E Ficquette Rd Butler Ridge Rd 2007 2 to 4 Lanes 1.10 2 2.20 $945,254 $429,661 
S067 CR 535 Seg F Overstreet Rd Fossick Rd 2013 2 to 4 Lanes 0.60 2 1.20 $289,032 $240,860 
5068 Reams Rd Delmar Taborfield 2013 _,_ 2 to 4 Lanes 0.36 2 0.72 $166,519 $231,27! 

508Sa Boggy Creek Rd Osceola Co. Line SR 417 2008 2 to 4 lanes 1.19 2 2.38 $1,614,19S $678,233 
5090b Lake Underhill Goldenrod Rd Chickasaw Tr 2008 2 to 4 Lanes 0.69 2 1.38 $670,883 $486,147 

- - -
S090d Lake Underhill Econlockhatchee Tr Rouse Rd 2014 2 to 4 lanes 1.87 2 3.74 $1,602,S15 $428,480 _,_ 
S091 Wildwood International Dr Palm Pkwy 2011 2 to 4 lanes 1.87 2 3.74 $1,79S,60S $480,108 
SlOl Narcoossee Rd Osceola Co. line SR417 2008 2 to 6 Lanes 3.80 4 lS.20 $820,000 $53,947_ 
S102 Sand Lake Rd President's Dr FL Mall 2001 4 to 6 Lanes 1.00 2 2.00 $896,820 $448,410 
5107 International Or Westwood Blvd Westwood Blvd 2010 4 to 6 lanes 2.20 2 4.40 $1,01S~146 $230,71S 
SllO Taft-Vineland Rd _ ~ntral FL Pkwy John Young Pkwy 2007 2 to 4 Lanes 0.50 2 1.00 $SS5,370 SS55,370 
Slll Wetherbee Rd Balcombe Rd Orange Ave 2010 2 to 4 lanes 1.SO 2 3.00 $958,400 $319,467 
S140 Ficquette Rd Summerlake Blvd Overstreet Rd 2018 2 to 4 Lanes 1.50 2 3.00 $1,368,0SS $4S6,018 

-~ 

Total 99.52 $33,638,495 

Source: Orange County Transportation Planning Division; Community, Environment & Development Services Department and Orange County Development 
Engineering Division. The data shown represent the full detail that was available. 
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Table B-2 

Design Cost Factor for County Roads - Recent Impact Fee Studies 

Year City/County 
City/County Roadways (Cost per lane Mile) 

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). 
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Table B-3 

Right-of-Way Cost for County Roads - Orange County 

$1,893,491 $450,831 
3018a Rouse Rd Lake Underhill Corporate Blvd 2011 2 to 4 Lanes 4.15 2 8.30 $26,918,176 $3,243,154 
3038a Clarcona·Ocoee Rd Ocoee-Apopka Rd Hiawassee Rd 2009 2 to 4 lanes 5.08 2 10.16 $15,082,963 $1,484,544 
3045 Holden Ave JYP OST 2015 0/2 to 4 Lanes 1.24 2/4 3.50 $12,874,389 $3,678,397 
3097 All American Blvd Edgewater Dr Forest City Rd TBD 2 to 4 Lanes 1.06 2 2.12 $11,288,484 $5,324,757 
5024b Econ Trail SR408 SR SO 2015 2 to 4 Lanes 1.376 2 2.75 $1,312,4~ $477,2~ 
5029c Valencia College Ln OOCEA Econlockhatchee Tr 2013 2 to 4 Lanes 0.90 2 l.80 $5,334,487 $2,963,604 
5062a Alarava Tr Avalon Park Blvd Mark Twain Blvd 2011 2 to 4 Lanes 3.83 2 7.66 $723,164 $94,408 
5066a CR 535 SegA Magnolia Park Ct SR429 2011 2 to 4 Lanes 1.37 2 2.74 $2,552,940 $931,7~ - - >--
5066b CR 535 Seg C&E Flquette Rd Butler Ridge Rd 2008 2 to 4 Lanes 1.10 2 2.20 $1,960,704 $891,229 
5067 CR 535 Seg F Overstreet Rd Fossick Rd 2016 2 to 4 Lanes 0.60 2 1.20 $110,485 $92,071 
5068 Reams Rd Delmar Taborfield 2015 2 to 4 Lanes 0.36 2 0.72 $13,884 $19,283 
5085c Boggy Creek Rd North BCID Intersection SR 417 2 to 4 Lanes 0.21 2 0.42 $883,168 $2.102.781 
5089b Destination Pkwy lA International Dr Tradeshow Blvd 2008 2 to 4 Lanes 0.35 2 0.70 $1,758,440 $2,512,05I_ 
5090b Lake Underhill Goldenrod Rd Chickasaw Tr 2012 2 to 4 Lanes 0.69 2 l.38 $30,686 $22,236 
5101 Narcoossee Rd Osceola Co. Line SR 417 2012 2 to 6 Lanes 3.80 4 15.20 $201,064 $13,228 
5107 International Dr Westwood Blvd Westwood Blvd 2013 4 to 6 Lanes 2.20 2 4.40 $22,425 $5,097 

I Total 69.45 $82,961,352 

Source: Orange County Transportation Planning Division; Community, Environment & Development Services Department and Orange County Development 
Engineering Division. The data shown represent the full detail that staff was able to provide 
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Table B-4 

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

Year City/County 
City/County Roadways (Cost per Lane Mile) 

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 s1,208,ooo S3,5oo,ooo 35% 

Average $941,792 $2,297,427 
1 

':' ,,,-:~<> A1Wi 
Source: Recent impact fee studies conducted throughout Florida 
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Construction/CE/ 

The construction/CE! 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 {CEI) costs. Based on the CE l-to-construction cost ratios observed in 

recent impact fee studies throughout Florida {approximately 9 percent), the CEI and construction 

portions of the cost per lane mile figure were estimated. 

• Construction :::: $2, 750,000 

• CEI :::: $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 CEI costs. With CEI 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. 
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Table B-5 

Construction/CE! Cost for County Roads - Orange County 

3018a Rouse Rd Lake Underh ill Rd SR 50 2013 2 to 4 Lanes 1.55 2 3.10 $8,343,305 $2,691,382_ -;-

3038a Clarcona-Ocoee Rd SR429 Clark Rd 2012 2 to 4 Lanes 2.13 2 4.26 $8,608,970 $2,020,885 - -3045 Holden Ave John Young Pkwy Orange Blossom Tr 2019 - _ 0/2 to 4 Lanes 1.24 2/4 3.50 $20,657,990 $5,902,283 
3095 Palm Pkwy/AVR Connector Palm Pkwy Apopka-Vineland Rd 2019 0 to 4 Lanes 1.50 4 6.00 $7,927,03~ Sl,321,172 - -

SOOla John Young Parkway SR 528 Fl Turnpike 2012 4 to 6 Lanes 2.34 2 4.68 $14,108,710 $3,014,682 
5024b Econ Trail SR 408 SR 50 2012 2 to 4 lanes 1.376 2 2.75 $8,805,9~ $3,202,156 - --5067 CR 535 Seg F Overstreet Rd Fossick Rd 2014 2 to 4 Lanes 0.60 2 1.20 $3,586,534 _22,988, 778 
5068 Reams Rd Delmar Ave Taborfield Ave 2017 2 to 4 Lanes 0.36 2 0.72 $3,746,796 $5,203,883 

>--- -
5089c Destination Pkwy 1B/2A Tradeshow Blvd lake cay 2017 2 to 4 Lanes 0.78 2 1.56 $6,714,729 $4,304,313 
5090b Lake Underhill Rd Goldenrod Rd Chickasaw Tr 2013 2 to 4 Lanes 0.69 2 1.38 $7,002.D38 $5,073,941 
5107 International Dr Westwood Blvd Westwood Blvd 2015 4 to 6 Lanes 2.20 2 4.40 $18,435,028 $4,189,779 

Porter Rd Avalon Rd Hamlin Groves Tr 2018 2 to 4 lanes 1.06 2 2.12 $3,118,145 $1.470,823 
Innovation Way 5eg 3B Magnolia Woods Blvd Yellow Jasmine Dr 2018 0 to 2 lanes 0.30 2 0.61 $596,909 $978,539 
Boggy Creek Rd North South Access Rd Wetherbee Rd 2019 2 to 4 lanes 1.29 2 2.58 $9.434,917 $3,656,945 
Hamlin Groves Ph I New Independence Pkwy N. approx 2800 LF 2017 0 to 4 Lanes 0.62 4 2.48 $2,272,939 $916,508 

Total (Construction & CEI) 41.34 $123,359,971 

Estimated CEI Portion111 
$250,~ 

Est imated Construction Portion111 
$2,750,000 

1) The CEI portion was estimated based on the CEl-to-construction cost rat ios observed in several recent impact fee studies throughout Florida, which average 
approximately 9% of the construction costs (per lane mile) 

Source: Orange County Transportation Planning Division; Community, Environment & Development Services Department and Orange County Development 
Engineering Division. The data shown represent the full detail that staff was able to provide 
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~~ 1 Kathleen Rd (CR 3SAI Ph 11 -
Polk 1 a.now Nonhem Conn«tor Ph. I 
IVolusi. 5 Tvmbcr Creek Rd 

P•lm Beoch 4 lin. Rd - -
Palm Beach -~ ~t Atlinttc Ave - ·--- -
Palm l!eKh 4 60th St N & SJ\ llxt -Brevard 5 8obto<k St 
Collier l Collier Blvd ICR 9511 

Marton 5 SW llOth SI - -
Manon 5 NW 35th 51 

Marion s NW 351h SI 
Sumter 5 C·466A Ph. 111 

Collier l Goldon Ga te Blvd 
Brevard 5 St. Johns Heruaae Pkwv . 
Hillsborough 7 Turkey Crook Rd 

Sarasota 1 See Rid .. Rd 

St. Lucie 4 W Midw•v Rd ICR 7121 
Lake 5 N ~ncoct Rd Ext 

Polk 1 _ CR f>SS & CR SS9A 

Volusi a s 
Hlllsborouoh 7 
Polk 1 
Volusti s 
St. luoe 4 
Volusia s 
volusaa s 
Like s 
let ,__ 1 
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Howl•nd Blvd 
Citrus Puk btension 
Ernie C•ldwell Blvd 
tPGA Blvd --W Modw•y Rd (CR 71 ti -HOwl•nd Blvd 

~r~ 

O<•ntt C•mo Rd 
CR 466.t., PllJll~ 
Alocoltd --HOme>tud Rd ----Vin Dyke R.d 

Table 8-6 
Construction Cost for County Roads· lmprovemenu from Other Jurisdictions throughout Florida 

~owavRd Duff Rd 2012 a,d 2 t!.!._ _ Urbin 3.00 
US98 us 17 2012 ,,d Oto4 Ur~n 2.00 
S. of SR 40 N, of Peruv~n ln 2012 Bid 2 to 4 Urbin 0.89 
N of SR 710 N. of Flonda's Turnpike 2012 Bid 0104 Urban 0.70 
W oflyons Rd Startev Rd 201L,_ 9,d 2 to 4 Urban 0.80 
E of Roy•I P•lm Beoch Blvd SR 7 2012 Bid _ 0102 Urban 1.50 
5. of Foundation Park Blvd M•labar Rd 2013 Bid 2to4 Urban 12.40 
Golden G•te Blvd Green Blvd 20!!_ Bid 4 to 6 Urban 2.00 
us 41 SW 200thAve 2013 - Bid 0102 Urban 0.11 
NW 35th Avenue Rd NW 271hAve 2013 81d 0104 Urban 1-0.50 
NW 27lh Ave US441 2013 Bid 2 to 4 Urban 1.30 
US 301 N Powell Rd 2013 Bid 2 to 3/4 Urb;,n 1.10 
Wiison Blvd Desoto Bfvd 2014 Bid 2 to 4 Urban 2.40 
SE of 1·95 Intersection US 192 (Spice Coast Pkwyl 2014 Bid Oto2 Sub--Urb 3.11 
~ -

Dr. MLKBlvd Sydney Rd 2014 Bid _ 2 to4 Urb1n 1.40 
M1un1 Lo• Blvd lon.1 Rd 2014 Bid 2 to4 Urb•n 2.68 
Selv1U Rd South 25th SI 2014 Bid 2 to 4 Urb1n 1.00 
Old SO Gitewood Or 2014 Bid 0/2 to 4 Urbiln 1.50 
Poce Rd & N of CR S59A N of CR 559A & SR 599 2014 B•d t- 2 to 4_ ,_ Urbiln 2.60 -
Courtl•nd Blvd NofSR415 2014 B·d 2 to 4 Urb•n ,_2:08 
Sheldon Dr Countrvwilv Btvd 2015 Bod Oto4 r Ur~n 2.70 
Pine Tree Tr us 17/ 92 2015 B•d Oto4 I Urbin 2.41 
~m_!!'y Ann Dr/ Gr•nd Reserve Derbyshire Rd . 2016 - B·d ,_2 to4 Urbiln 0.68 
:'L.Of South 25th St E. of SJ\ 5 (US ll 2016 Bod_ 2 to4 Ur~n 1.77 
Pro ... tdence Blvd Elkam Blvd 2017 - e ,d .,_2 to4 Ur~n -. 2.15 - -Mlltlll\ld 1-4 in Det..ond 2017 Bod 2 to4 Ur~n 0.75 
Po1n~n~Ave CenturvAve 2011 a.d 2 to4 I Ur~n 042 
Ben HUI Gnffin PINN E of Alroort ~ul Rd 2011 a.d 2 to4 I Urbin I 1.78 
S. of Sunose BIW '" ol Al•b•mo Rd 2018 . B,d 2to4 J Ur~n ~ 
Suncout Pkwy WhirtevAve 2018 bhrNit• 2 to 4 Ur~n 2.05 

Count: I 

8·9 

4 800 
2 1.78 
4 2 _~ 
2 160 -2 30QI-
2 24 80 
2 4 00 
2 0 22 
4 

4 60 
2 
2 2 20 
2 4 80 
2 6 22 
2 2 80 
2 5 36 
2 200 

2/4 500 
2 5 20 

32 

Sl,821,1 
s~~ooo.ooo 
S17 122.640 

S41s.16s 

$8,616,236 Sl,873,09S 

S4 283 842 SI 947 201 
$16 003_,_504 ihl!~ 
$16,763,567 $2,695, 10~ 

S6.166.000 $2,202.143 
Sl4 066,523 

$6 144.000 
$8.185.574 
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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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Table 8 -7 

Metroplan 2040 Long Range Transportation Plan - Cost Feasible and Needs Plan Improvements 

Cout11 IC. .. 'i.11 l\ tunoou .. lld Ml".illlHdllirl•h-' Lff'oht.Bt¥d Wlde1tto6t.a,_ 
Count,,/Otv Ct11'1t1alflDr1cN ltlt.,f\iWh01Ui10i SA 4lJ lnh1t 'l'ou""' "'wv\ Wlde11 lo i tan f'l 
CountMl(Mw lnl«NIOOtUolCJr ~-.. fl ( I ,. .. , Wid1t1tlO it...nft 
Count .. IC.v l\DODll.a'W\ .. aMJld kJt';J'i f.nlOftA .... W'i4.it loilanft 
County/0.y IJlt'Mh•.v l lYd O.CtoWCOllM Sit.ti? Widen to 6..,_,.ft 
COiiflt .. 10 ... ···~i.:.~.iallodlld O..t.notlld l(ilmtittW 'Wuknto61..tonft 
COunt /C:.~ !Wwll'WI-~-·" •lltloft)Wt 'U~CO.liof\e ... ,, N icHn4U.nft 
Coun1 .. 1c,. .. AUfilllOllr liit<ll.ffAtfil'lll Or ~leun<l.,.,.IW Wuknto61.11ft 
Countv/Oty "°°9h Vll\llllan.dltd IColfOrtlld .... , Wuknto6l.f'lft 
Countt/Oty IUwMW.lld "Slt~(Coliof'lial Or) Sil .. f'l!5Urlld Wuknto61.1'1ft 
coun1~10c~ Q\Mf4allCIJld f..-iliOftAft 0.rlene IW W+den to61.4t!ft 
(Oul'lhtlQ, Uno---~• lltwd .... , "'°'nteft.t•A..e W+•n to6l.v+ft 
CowntM'Ck~ c_ ... AotocU pt- ~OJ .,.,.., You-•fll-~ Clrf'1ullo"'omT1 W+dento61M!ft 

COunt1fetty lntHN-ll)r .... , 1Gtt.fft411ftd W+dento6l.v+" 
Colil'!ty/Clty lnlefM!lioOMIOrSov"' Wtnw00481vd Hi....iiJnCt W14en to61.Ml" 
Cowl'lt.,fClh ,,.,1i,, .. u1i.t1W S.11dU.lfo(omrno•'"Bl¥d .... , W+dento6l.v+" 
eou-...10, ""'ltd BHn)nP.to•Bl'ld SU17 W14ento61Mi" 
cow-h'"ltv c .. ,t•ltd Whoctlld SR!O W14ento6Un" 
Co.int1/Clty lJnl-Yllltwd ..... (.ttY~I) W+den to 6 Un" 
Cou"'VfClty Cot11oy•d .. 9"1,tlll'ld h~littOt W+dt:'l to6Un" , .. ·-·, fwli.e~UhM (l!l'll"'"Ol'"Pll- S.nd U lteCom"°"°"" ... W1dt:llto6Un" 
CouMwlClc" Y·Vinfl..ndftd Gon1-W1ncliermeie ltd W"to¥ef "°berh IW Wdt:flto6Un" 
C011.1---1Cl1 A._.IOnftdCflS4S Seidel Rd MttinitNftd w1....,to4Un" 
COUM'f/Clly 0tli.1indA..e T1.1btiSI. . .-. ... W1ffr1104Une\ 
CowMw'(lc~ AwlonftdlCllS4SI Ticle11Rd ~ol\IW W1....,to41Jft~ 

CouM,.ICit AwalonM CJIS4S Mt!Cilnn-M rntten ftd W·d.n to 4 Ul'll\ 
CowM.:.Nit~ IMWl'l-'1-ee Ad o-con• -Clrtofflld tronnUt'ld ... w • ....,1oau ... " 
Couf'llwNit,. .. el-dftd ..... Con10 .. ·Wlrl<Hnner• Ad Woden106Uft~ 

touMy/Cltr ArilOnlW(CflS4SJ J:i.mmpCrctu1nip 81Yd S<riclelftd W·derolo4UI\~ 
eown11·-'"'- Avalonftd latS4S1 \JS 192 H6ft ..... ltd W•dMt04Un" 

""''" 0.f'Con•--Otoftlld t.'flnel-.dltd Hil-\w.IW W d.n106lJAf'\ 

""''" -- 0.N:on• --Ocoftftd O•tli.elW kJ\41\4111Jl'\d M Wod.n106U.-
c.u .. ·.~· llhUn4eri. M (ft IS (ArtdetM!AScClll:IS G• Mon fot;terR.d WiClef'lto•u-
Councy/Oly l~P<19ll fld Sft ~ll fuleuC-ftd WICleftto4Un.... 

""'"' ·- ... "'"' """'1ff'v81tllll Wod.nt04lJn K 

......... Q::o--A-lafld .. fllAIOft!W Wodt'ftto•u-........ ·- ""'"id-W• .. ~temoncAwie Wld.nto4t.J,.... 

Cbunty/Ory i lJftV'ln ... .ndltd lo\"""oc:•1tlqltW•y USM! Wldento4Unt"l 

C-nty{Oty t:cri:.~c~su1 Wtel'l91'MotlW Tr.td~tOr Wlidento•u-
Co..>n•- --· "'° 0.llbndAIOe Wide11to4lJn a 

C-nt - - f<Ot'licWkMolth MTf 1.H\'1<1-1.iiBlvd (l.lt'fYf.otdlW W1"'ento4lanft 

"""'' -·"' OfdWln1 .. '"'cl"" Rd WPrincet:oflSI Widenlo4Una 

Covnly/Oty ........ Sul'ftl'Mff.M•P.-lll¥d Ctllllfll I> Wlftnto4 ... nft 

ec-1~/0itv 9ollJ0Ht lW SR411lGr-w•v> WtlhotfttHM Widtn1o4Wne 
•tMIO.,. SHI« Aw l.JlttCOl.otl1"liftt US.Wl Widento4'--nft 

O<v G.n-s1 llfUf<wd A.,. lowr\foltd Wi4l'nto4t...nft 

' ""''" HMk,._Pt .. r.tlld AOMirMftd W°""to i ._..,ft 

lOll"ltv/Gt.,. ""'-"' MtCo1-i:M ........ WodHll0 4~ft 

OW'lt\1/0.'( ftol.lndt..lteltd s.dletAWI ld)'P~lRd Wl""to 4 Uonf'l 
re ..... ,,,..101v eo-o"*"" """"•"' \M'l<kt•tttlW Wi .... to4Utlft 

(ou.,""'0'"' Ot0tt-A.....,b ftd WeUftd MtCormkl lW Wi6tnt0 4 1..Jft.i. 
cow-.....•o.~ "' ..... ._ .. ....... W111Mftto4l.MIM 
eou.,1.,101., JlonKA_.. us .. 1 l•bCo u~e Wlffn10 4 l.Mla 
Cou,.,t#Oty Clt11h1o4J M(CIU191 LlltePkiiettAd .... Wlllkflto 4 1.M1M 
Coun1· .. 1c;, .. Sloovflld ..... C..n ttM W1cH-n104lMla 
CountM'O• AotltOOftlW WllMl~-eltd ... _.iw W1Mnto4 l.Mlft 
Courot.,JQ, Cl.rh M Cltlton~ll.d Hl<ll>,.....,..• meftd Wideftto4lMla 

County/Otv ~Jmtftd C.n1tr I) CllSJS Wiifeonto4Unft 
Count-.. JO, 5il<W'llftd Cttt~ftd 9owron1ftd W11f.ento 41.Mtft 
co..-../Ot W1ll.c11W b \llowfandltd Or Philll•-.,.,,.. Wi....,to4\Mlft 
(ounNICit t~Sonent.oftd SO.O.rthM ..... WIGfollt0 4 1.tna 

'°""'"'Cit t.ake~irUM PffO.-.I M ~1.t!!MrM WlcNin104l.MIM 
Cout11y/City ~W'l"d brtdi...tellld fl!lymovlt'i SorrMto M WldoM104l.Mles 

'°""'"'Cit Ot--- ·---... ltd ktlleoClou-.0 Wfttltd Wld..nto 4 l.MIM 
co..o---101 Chuh.OHM (tll.4Jei Seminole Co UUF'l<.bott lld WhlMt04l.Mlf'5 
Coumvl(it ~hPtlr\Rd floultd~eM ll'l......,vtt1 'iotrentofW Wldfftto41Moft 
c.ou-...1c;, RJl .. """"\c Aw ......... , Widetato • Llrles 
CouMy/City U~Pl< .. utlld .... i'"'t-111d Wid~to4Un" 
Couftlllwl(i( l.JM>wooclA ... Ju9eo~Vonlld Pft\lalle W1det11to4ll.lftt11 

Coul'll"/Cit flo111SI 'l'Ol.WI Pltl11W ln.nowl101tlld W1dfftto4Uft" 

"" ' Yo1.111 PliwM .. ltt'Mlt •vd Wideo1to4Un" 
Gountv/C11y lowftiru lld/llh.Wllmff AW't \tOf\/'M/Gtn~St IGU•1-HAve Wid~to41Unft 

Ceo;iMy/(ity ..... w ....... ~illJl\d ll'ld Wid.,, to•Unft 
c.u ..... ~-- ~•en.c: .. Coll-tn fi"otlU Mlld £tonlotli.~cc.'hfflo Wldm to4Une 
C-nt.,N'.t w .... ,_,. Or ....... 111-..v 1 ... 11-..1.Jl tftd Wid.., to4t..n.., 

""''" MiteM ""°""t1111mervAw o""'" Wid..,1041.Jftft 

Co..nevfCi1r Windei-merelhf floberwnl:d MJtlllt•l:d Widtft !04LJ" .. 

c.o..nevfCitr Apopli..t-~el•mllW AL>Mimsl:d Cl¥<ONCko .. M WidM I041.Jft" ......... _, 8o• -C1Hll"':I '''"'"""""°' DowdlWlftd Widtft to4lJft@ot 
Coune-/C.1 i.., .......... "'°' lul'lb .tov1 .krnot.,n •w Wid..-i to4l.n"' 
Councw{Crt- ~t-rdll4 S.ndl..lle ltd Ullf•~trltd w1c1., 104Uni"' 

~ncv{Oty Uu..11"°116 8egp ltd ApopUllvcl WMl"" to•uni" 
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""'" 5NoGnftckA-..e io-St WAncltnon k wtdtft to4Uni"' 
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Col.lft1v/Otv 1=~0:.~Wf 1.H"\llm18111d OHl'llil"l'follttVllUfllvd Widen to'""" " 
Cou,.,t\'/Cl'ly OK..,... CO Uftt T°"""(tnlt'o~ WMe11 to l tlnf' 
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'-· .. ·-- U lll M.r•..,ttDr ........ S-.O,...,lh'll Widen to 4 t.Jna 
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__ ,,. 
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Source: Metro pla n 2040 l ong Range Tra nsportation Plan, Tech Me mo #3, Table 9; Needs Plan 

nndale Oliver 

September 2020 B-11 

"' l , .. 
l .. l ua ,., l .. ,., l , .. 
rn ' ... 
U• ' , .. 

1010,4.S ' "'' .,. ' . .. .,. ' l!O .,. ' '" '" ' "' 1.00 ' 200 
Ill ' 2'6 

'·" ' ,,. 
''° ' soo 

'·" ' l.26 

l.'6 ' "' . ., ' I 60 
1.00 ' 200 .,, ' osa 
Lii ' ... 
1.17 ' ... ... l ,,. 
l.12 

' ' "' .,, l , .. 
2.26 l "' U& ' ,,. 
JlS l ... .... l ,,. 
"" ' 

,,. 
1J7 ' 114 
117 l "' I 10 ' ... , 
J!O ' '" , .. l 171 

"' l I 
Ll4 ' 11 

"' ' .... 
U2 ' "' '" l '-" 
"' ' .. 
"' ' u• 
l9S ' ~ .. , .. ' "' U1 2 . _,4 

0 17 ' "' on ' , .. 
LOI ' '" OIO ' '" ' " ' 11• 
"' ' , .. 
"' ' llO .,, l ... , .. ' ... ... l ,,. 
100 ' 100 

"' ' '" ,,. ' ... 
JU ' 2.26 

050 ' '~ , .. ' '"' 12' ' ''° ,., l 5-24 .,, ' 106 .,. ' ... 
'" l ·~ ... ' 12& 

'" 2 214 

011 ' ... 
us ' .... 
0.00 2 ''° .,. ' ... 
o .. ' ,,. 
JOI ' Ul 

"" ' .... 
06' ' ua 

"' ' •• 
"' 2 ... 
Ill ' "' 260 ' "" O.IS l '"' "' l JS~ 
0.7' ' :~ Oil ' 006 ' Oil 

OS& ' 1 161 

I.JO l '"" l.11 l , ... 
uo l ..,..,. ,.., 2 , .. .,, ' O.SI 

in ' J.S•t , .. ' 1 111 ,,. 
' 1'M ,,. 
' ·~ ,.., 2 UM 

0.14 l L41 , .. ' "" "' l "' 1.22 ' , .. 
JO& ' 2 1 

'"' ' "' '" ' rn 
UJ l , ... 
UJ ' .... 
105 ' ;3 "' ' "' 

...... U.91 ~ 
JS,.UOli SJ.91 .... ,,_ ...... SJ,91 .... J7,()I'; .... U,91 11,D'llCl ls.169 
JS.Ill suu 11,09(J 11,618 
JS,AX !il,91 11,(80 l•Z•I 

0 19,160 1'.160 +4.UJ 

"""' !IJ,910 11,0'JO ,,,., 
19,16( '""' l !io.840 UMC 
)5.9.2( SJ.911 11,09C Jl,&JI 
JS,12C \),91 II.<* a•111 
19.160 •S.000 15.U .. ~ 
JS,120 U.91 I 22,lSI 
l9,160 """' '""" 22,0LI 

JS.12C SUlO ""'" 4S.2ZS 

JS,120 \191 ""' 29,487 

l'7,J6C 41.lJO u ... 21.612 
JS,120 \l,910 I l4,4n 

J0,00 0,110 U .J9CJ 15-,,J90 ,.,,.. ...... 16,3'0 '·"' JUlO S1'1 ,.~ "'" JS,120 Sl.91 11~ ll'Dlt 
1S.9l0 '"" 

,..,, nm 
14.o40 >9160 l~ll 16.9)4 

15..9)( Js.12( ,, ... l4S10 

'" ' .. "~ .. .. , .... , s 91() ,. ... """ .... , ,,_ l•IOO 4S927 

ls.t~ JU2C ,,..,, 9,7"4 

l'i.tl •'.' 19.t90. 19.ltl 

"'' s., I 24,7tJ 
11.~ . I 16216 ,.,,. 

"" 
,,_ 

196$6 

U,711 21.Jl6C ::'!:r 21.170 
·~t)I ,)5,12 17101 
14,11'.11 s .... U.ISS 
I "·' as..120 17U7 ..... 

~=;J 
11,090 '"" IS,9Ji l9,l'IO 16.US , .. J\11' 19.190 WO 

"°' 19.1 1$.UO """' 14,[Mj :io.•x '""' 11,15\ 
1UJ1 '"" 19,890 •,716 

tS.9ll lS,11< 19,890 S1.l16 
U,11 21,J6C t t,SIO l4,!>!>S 
tt,Ool >t,1 IS,120 l.SIO 
27Y ... U,8'0 9,919 
U,1' 21.36 tt,SIO i"-n' 
14.J() "·"" "'"" LU• 

"·" "''° tS,120 a,921 
14,Wl SJ<lOO ''""' 

... ,, 
14,)0 51000 "'"" 2uss 

U,181 21,HO 14,SI() ...,,, 
u.o tS.900 UOJO ....... 
14,0.. 19.160 15120 un 
11,190 17,360 , ..... 14,\.AI 

U,11 21,360 "·""' 11..Jn 
1S,9J JS.120 19,890 ,.. .. , 
14,(MO 19.160 1~110 J7.1»6 

'" JS,120 19,890 9,'MS ,,., lS.120 SO!O '~"' 12,1111 21.)60 ,. ... 11ns 
ll.I~ 27,)60 ,...,. )7,964 

ll,1Rl 27.J60 , ... 1111 
14,300 Sl.000 .. ,.. 6S.'9) 
11,170 27,360 ,.. ... 29,41S ,. ... J0.420 , ... o IQ.4U 
tS,930 l!l;,ll( ,, .... u.n.1 
ll,780 ,, .... , ..... '·'"' 151,930 l~.110 , ..... ...... 
lS,930 JS.120 

,,_ U,912 
14.040 29.160 lS.UI l,17l 

U..930 JS,UO ,, ... 19,MI 

l.S,9ll: lS,120 ,, ... ..... , ..... 29.161: '~' 15,421 

""" !9.160 I I t,677 

U.780 17,)M , .... 2Ull 

~~ 
27,)60 ''-'" 2049 
JS,110 ,. .. ..... ,. .... .. , .. I I !UU 

I ,.,. I ll.ISl 

ll.7'90. """ 
,.,.. 2S.95J: 

""" .... ,., IUIC ll.21S 
ll.7'80 ,,, .. 1~ ll.101 
tS9lO , ... ,._ 

1.19) 

'-UIO n ... I"" '°·"' U.910. 
,,..., l•J&C lUJf 

J.U>O Sl.910 
,,_ 

lll6S 
J~.&X> "-" .... 56,019 

IS.,9l0 .... lt,.,. 20,2aa .... ,. 
""" ,."' .... 

SJ,.910' n1"" lt.ltc ll.119 
SJ,910 m»< ,., 11.635 
SJ,.<J IO n ... ILi 112.71' 
U.910 n<" ,., 51.175 

IS,9l0 '" ,. .. 20,lU 
IS.HO '"" '"''' )4,719 
,.h-iJ ...... , .. , ..... 
12.110 27,160 14,.ot .,.,. 
LS,9l0 J~,azo , .. ,, 2-U6' 

=~~ 
•S.000 14,51(1 JU46 
SUtO ""' t9.17S 

)\.&~t ,..,, ,,_ 
411.119 

JS,110 ,., ,.~ 

IS.,9l0 '" "·" 
,.,.,, 

lS.&20,_ 5J..91CI '""' , .... 
12.790'. ,,...., 

'"" '·"" 2£5',•'U 
YMC Add.d "'° .,.,.. Milt; ... 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 1888



Transit Capital Costs - Multi-Modal Fee 

To convert the roadway impact fee into a multi-modal fee, the marginal cost of adding t ransit 

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 (Oto 2 lanes) and lane addition (2 to 4 lanes). With the 

transit infrastructure included, the updated cost per PMC was ca lculated, 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-mi le 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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Table B-8 
Multi-Modal Cost per Person-Mile of Capacity 

Source: 

Vehicle Capacity111 SO 1) Source: local transit is assumed to have 40 seats with a 2S percent standing room capacity equivalent 

Number of Vehicles (20% fleet margin)121 2 2) Cycle time (Item 91 divided by headway time (Item 6) increased by 20 percent to accommodate the requored fleet margin 

Service Span (hours)lll 16 3) Source: Assumption based on current LYNX routes 

Cycles/Hour (aka Peak Vehicles) 141 1.00 4) Headway time (Item 6) divided by 60 

Cycles per Day<SI 16 5) Service span (Item 3) multiplied by the cycles/hour (Item 4) 

Headway Time (minutes)161 60 6) Source: Assumption based on current LYNX routes 

Speed (mph)171 14 7) Source: Integrated National Transit DatabaseAnalysls System (INTDAS). 6-yr average 

Round Trip Length (miles)181 26.0 8) Source: Average trip length of current LYNX routes 

Cycle Time (minutes)191 111 9) Round trip length (Item 8) divided by speed (Item 7) multiplied by 60 

Total Person-Miles of Capacity1101 20,800 10) Vehicle capacity (Item 1) multiplied by the cycles per day (Item 51 multi plied by the round trip length (Item 8) 

Load Factor/System Capacity1111 30% 11) Source: Optimistic assumption based on future goals 

Adjusted Person-Miles of Capacity1121 6,240 12) Total person-miles of capacity (Item 10) multiplied by the load factor (Item 11) 

apital Cost Vari a 

Stops per Mile (w/o Shelter)1131 3 13) Source: Model assumes 3 bench stops per mile 

Shelters per Mile041 
1 14) Source: Model assumes 1 shelter stop per mile 

Vehicle Cost11Sl $600,000 15) Source: Assumption based on local characteristics and industry knowledge 

Simple Bus Stop1161 $10,000 16) Source: Assumption based on local characteristics and Industry knowledge 

Sheltered Bus Stop1171 $30,000 17) Source: Assumption based on local characteristics and industry knowledge 
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T•ble B·-9 
Multl-Mod• I Fee: Tr• nslt Component Model 

Average C111pac11y Added (per m11e)1.., 

VMC/PMC Added (entire >eJmenl)'W 

;,;;;dway Cost per VMC/PMC1~ 
Transit Copocity: 

Adiusunent for Bus Blockage'~ 
VMC/PMC Added (transitdeduction'llt 

VMC/PMC Added (less transit deduction)'° 

PM C Added (tr•nslt addition ONtvi'"' 
~dded (transit ef fect lncluded)1111 

Road/Transit Cost per PMC (Ro•d Caplta1)11ll 

Stops per mlle (both sides ol street)1"' 

Shelters per mile (both sidM of strffl)11-'i 

To~I infrutructure011 

Multi-Modol Cost ~r PMC: 

Road!Tr"ins1t Cost per PMc'11t 

~CNng;n• 
Weigh ltd MultJ.Modo/ Cost~· PMC 

3 2!11.I 

14,9761 20,966 

634,234 

§.W 

640,474 

$368 60 

l .6!11. 

7,488 

460,512 

--
655,200 

$360.32 

10,483 

644,717 

6,240, 

I-
650,957, 

$362 67 

$1,200,000' 

s1,s60,oool 

Sl,560,000 

$4,_!20,000 

$369.30' --, 
L4"' 

Sourw: 
JJ S®rct ; Tabat 1. adJUSl~ to ms1 .. .,._. mtie• 

2) Sourw Aver-ce ie,,cth of l'Oft rcwte 

J) lt~d••Y co~l Pl'f" ,,,. .. (11tm 11 multtptled by the roadway s~1 lengtl\ (Item 2) 

•l source T1b1t 1. ldJusted to <IPl<ltv "per milt" 

S) Roadw•y St'lfMnt l• "Clh (tctm 2) nwlt•ptjed by the 1ve~p CiPiOty 1dded (Item 4) for both VMC •nd PW: 

6) Roadw•v •ttmenl con (Item )) divided bf the VMC/PMC added {Item S) individually 

7) Source. 2010 Hl&hwav Capu1tv Manual, fqu•U•on 18-9 

8) VMC added (Item S) mulhplled by the adjustment tor bus blockaae (Item 7}. for PMC, multtpty thf! VMC by 1.40 per,ons per veh•d• 

9) VMC/PMC added (entire segment) tnem S) le-s.s tl\e VMC/PMC ad ded (transit deduction) (Item B> for VMC and PMC lnd1v1dutllv 

10) Source. hblt 8 ·8, Adjune-d Ptr$0n·M1le~ or C.apacity {Item 12) 

lit PMC 1ddtd (Im tr•n•lt deduction} (Item 9) plus the PMC added (transit addition ONLY) (Item JO) 

12) Road se1ment cost {Item l) d1vtcl1d by the net PMC Jdded (tr1nsil effKt 1ndudtd) {Item 11) 

13) Number of vth~•S Ote r1bt1 8-1, Item 2) muh1phed by the vehide cost (see Table 8·8, Item 15) 

14) Stops otr mll4 (l} mvlUplitd by tht ro1dwiY s.qmeot lencth {Item 2) multlpUed by the cost per stop tT4btt: B 8 lttm 16) 

lS~ SMtttri per mile (1) rnultlptled by lht roadw1ysec:ment lenath (Item 2) multlplied by the wst per shelter tTJbte I I , Item 17} 

16} Sum of b-.iSH nHd~ (lttm U). stops nffded (It~ 14), and shtiters nttded (Item 15} 

17) Sum of tht ~'f s.temtnt con th.em lJ Jnd tht lot•I tr»nsit 1nfru:truaure cost (Item 16) drvtdld bv the net PMC lddtd lhem 11} 

11} ~re.flt d1fft<t'nClt betWHn thit ro.td/trans1t COit pet" PMC (Item 17} and the RoadflYCOSt p~r PMC (Item 6) 

Line M1" Distnbuuon wfTr•ns•t F.c,..t.es1ai 
.Weighted R~ay Cost per PMc'"' • ~ ·-

1-----!IO!ll.='i 19) SourtJt_ httm.1tt b•Md on,.... of Cos:t fH·s•IM Md kMd:s Plin •~ti 

We,ghted Road/Tuns1t Cost ptf PMc' '" 

Wrlphttd Awroge Multl-Modo...!..!!!! ~r l'MC ----

537 5::.:3"""--------

$12• 29 201 rto.dw•y CIOst I* PMC ('lom 61...,lttplied by tho t•••,,...., d.swbut""1 (Item 19) 

S332 37 ll) llold/Trl•"t CIOst I* PMC (he"' 171 fNllt op•led by tho lone molo dostnbutK>n (Item 19) 

Weighted Aver,ase Ro•dw•y Cost pe:r PMC (new road consuucoon •nd l•ne •dd1tJons)u1' S360 32 22J SI.Im of the Wittlf'lttd "*'*IY cost per PMC (Item 20) for new rNd consuuctton and ~iw adicht1ori' 

lw e.ghtl!'d Average Road/Tran.sit Cost per PMC (nN ro•d ;;;;;uctton and ~ne •dd1tions mt S169 90 21) Sum ot the w.•&httd ro.Ml/tnnt.rt con pit< P'MC lltf'ITt 21) for new road construct.on ar\d ~e ackftliOt'ls. 
Percent Cha e1i• .. - - .,_ -- - --- 24) ,.rwnt d1tt1<tne:e btotWMtl tht ~ted aY9f•Je rwd/trans1t cost per PMC (h.em 23) and the wecht.ct averace roadway cou ~ PMC (Ile"' 22) 
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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 (2e/gallon) 

• Tax applies to every net gallon of motor and diesel fue l sold within a county. Collected in 

accordance with Article XI I, 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 (le/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 t ransportation-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 st local Opt ion Tax (up to Ge/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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• 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. 

• 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. 

• Orange 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 2019-20111 
Amount of Levy Total Distribution 

Tax 
per Gallon Distribution per Penny 

Constitutiona l 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 Penny(2l $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: 

• City (Orlando) capital project funding (cash funding) 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 C-2 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1895



• 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) 

• 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 
Source 

1 Penny{2) Pennies13
l Projects Years 

Fuel Tax Expenditures (FY 2019-2023)11) $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 

l!Mll!M!I""""' 

Fuel Tax/Prop. Share Exp. (FY 2019-2023)11! $43,060,482 5 $7,197,179 $0.012 

INVEST, CIP funds(2l $132.953.070 5 $7,197,179 $0.037 

Total $176,013,552 049 
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 (Item 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 

project s, results in a stable credit, as it accounts for the vo lat ility in FOOT spending in the county 

over short periods of time. 

The total cost of the historical roadway capacity-expansion projects: 

• FY 2010-2014 work plan equates to 9.1 pennies 

• 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 

~"'11'1~ 

Historical Work Program (FY 2015-2019)11) $286,550,946 5 $7,197,179 $0.080 

Historical Work Program (FY 2010-2014)121 $328.449. 775 $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 (Item 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 

!'-"11!111!"""'1!1!1 

Total 

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 (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 
Source 

1 Penny141 Pennies(sJ Projects Years 

Fuel Tax/Prop. Share Exp. (FY 2019-2023)11' $53,060,482 5 $7,197,179 $0.015 

INVEST, CIP funds12l $132,953,070 5 $7,197,179 $0.037 

LYNX Capital Contribution131 
$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 
S) 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 equiva lent 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 t hese, 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 expendit ures 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: 

• FY 2010-2014 work plan equates to 13.4 pennies 

• 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 
1 Penny' 31 Pennies'41 Projects Years 

Historical Work Program (FY 2015-2019) 11) $525,208,503 5 $7,197,179 $0.146 

Historical Work Program (FY 2010-2014)12) $483,685,935 5 $7,197,179 $0.134 

Tot al $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 (Item 3) divided by 100 
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TableC-8 
City of Orlando · Capital Improvement Pro1ram, FY 2018/19 to FY 202.2/23 ... 

Yes I Yes Sl00,000 Sl00,000 s100,ooo s100.oool $100,000 
Yes so so S6.481,000 sol so 
Yes ,__ SlOO,OQ!! $100,000 $100,000 $100,0001 -

s100,0001 Yes I Yes Sl00,000 $100,000 $100,000 
Yes S2SO,OOO $0 SS00,000 ssoo,0001 

Total • Roads $300 000 $570 000 $570,000 ss10,oool 
~""" nnol <..snn IVVll s1,so1,0001 $1,320,000i Total · Mu It I-Modal 1 ,.._ ....... , v...-... 1 .......... , ....... _ , , 1 ._ 

Source: Oty of Orl1ndo CIP, FY 2019-2023 
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3073 Kirkman Rd Extension Study Yes Yes Ad Valorem 
3074 International Or Ultimate Tran Study Yes Yes Ad Valorem $1,000,000 

3096 Kennedy Blvd (Forest Cty • 1·41 
Yes Yes INVEST so 
Yes Yes Fuel Tax/Proo. Share $3,500,000 

3097 All American (OBT • Forest Ctvl Yes Yes Fuel Tax/Prop. Share $2,200,000 
5001 John Youn• Pkwv/6·L.ane Yes Yes Ad Valorem SlOO 

5004 Chuluota Rd 
Yes Yes INVEST $619,000 
Yes Yes Fuel Tax/Proo. Share S69,274 

SOOS McCulloch Rd Yes Yes INVEST S796,272 
S006 CR 545 Village H ROW Yes Yes Fuel Tax/Prop. Share $155,920 
5024 Econ Trail Ilk Underhill • SR SOI Yes Yes INVEST $2,500,000 
S027 Texas Ave (Oak Rd• · Ho lden) Yes Yes INVEST $0 
5033 Raleigh St lmpr (Kirkman Rd to Ivey Ln) Yes Yes Fuel Tax/ Proo. Share Sl,2SO,OOO 
S059 Woodbury Rd Study Yes Yes Fuel Tax/Prop. Share SlOO 
S070 l·Orive Transit Lanes Yes Ad Valorem S5,000,000 
5084 Holden Hei•hts Ph. IV Yes Yes Fue l Tax/Proo. Share S50,000 
5085 Bo•ov Creek Rd Yes Yes INVEST $3,731,005 
5089 Destination Pkwv Yes Yes Ad Valorem ,.__2EO.OOO 
5090 Lk Uhill (Chickasaw · Rouse) Yes Yes INVEST $1,950,000 
5095 Pedestrian Enhancements Yes Ad Valorem S600,000 
5109 Le•acv ·Holden Ave IJYP · OBTI Yes Yes Ad Valorem $3,242,748 
S121 Leaacv ·Texas Ave Yes Yes Ad Valorem S4,554,929 
S122 Le•acv • Valenoa Colle•e ln Yes Yes Ad Valorem $48.478 
5139 Reams (Summerlk • Taborfld) Yes Yes INVEST $1,639,700 
5140 Ficquette (Summerlk • Overst} Yes Yes INVEST Sl,000,000 
2720 Sign_a11rls1allat1~n_C:....,_ _____ __ 

--
Yes 

--
Yes Fuel Tax/Prop. Share Sl,760,000 

$34,192,7261 

. Share): I $14,490,394 
$12,635,977 
S.14 666 355 

Total. Multi-Modal: $41,792,726 
Sour'ce : Orange County Transportation Planning OMsion; Community, Environment & Development Services Department 

C-8 

$0 $0 $0~ 
S600,000 ss.000.000 $6,100,000 

$3,000,000 S3,500,000 so 
$300,000 S4,309,688 S400,000 
$500,000 SlOO so 

Sl,228,000 S3,995,600 $3,488,400 
so so so 

$1,946,160 Sl,946,160 S37S,280 
$0 so so 

SlO, 700,000 S9,800,000 S347,669 
S2,479,176 $900,000 so 

so so so 

soi-- so so 
S9,000,000 S4,S32,95S S500,000 

$0 so so 
S4,025,000 S238,727 so 

so so so 
$650,000 $5,500,000 S9,300,000 
S400,000 S400,000 $400,000 

so so so 
so so so 
so so so 

$2,139,700 $4.270,600 $4,364,~ 

S2,000,000 $4,000,000 $5,200,000 
Sl,760,000 Sl,760,000 Sl,760,000 

S8,065,100 S12.S74,788 
$25,768,036 S39,276,613 

ssooooc ill!! 
$34,333,136 $51,851, 501 

$10,065,100 Sl4 S74 788 
$25,768,036 $39,276,613 
S2.m.OOQ ~.ill.Q55 

$45,733,136 $58,784,456 

S.Q~$1,000,0l!2, 
$1,700,000 $13,400,oool 

so s10,ooo,oool 
$0 $7,209,6881 

~'-- $500,200/ 
so 
so 

S3,604,928 

$0 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

$3,900,000 
$400,000 

so 
so 
so 

$12, 160,000 
$4,732,000 
$1,760,000 

$9,331,0001 

$69,27~ 
S8,668;&00; 

$155,9201 
S2U47,669I 

S3,379,176( 
s1,25o,oool 

$100 
$19,032,955 

$50,000 
$7,994,732 

$220,000 
$21,300,~ 

s2.200,0001 
$3,242,748! 
$4,554,9291 

$48,478 

I- $24,574,167 
$16,932,000 

$8,800,oool 
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TableC·lO 
Florida Department of Transportation, District 5 - Oran.e _County\Nor!(_f>rotram FY 2010 to FY 2019, Roadways ONLY .. 
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Table C-10 (continued) 
Florlda Department of Transportation, District 5 - Orange County Work Program FY 2010 to FY 2019, Roadways ONLY 
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Table C-12 
Average Motor Vehicle Fuel Efficiency - Excluding Interstate Travel 

22.3 6.5 
Other Arterial Rural 320,839,000,000 46, 784,000,000 367,623,000,000 87% 
Other Rural 302,342,000,000 31,207,000,000 333,549,000,000 91% 
Other Urban 1,566,682,000,000 95,483,000,000 1,662, 165 ,000,000 94% 

Total 2, 189, 863, 000, 000 173, 474,000,000 2,363,337,000,000 93% 

Other Arterial Rural 14,387,399,103 7,197,538,462 21,584,937,565 
Other Rural 13,557,937,220 4,801,076,923 18,359,014,143 
Other Urban 70,254, 798,206 14,689,692,308 84,944,490,514 

Total 98, 200,134,529 26,688,307,693 124, 888,442, 222 

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway Statistics 2017, Section V, Table VM-1 

Annual Vehicle Distance Traveled in Miles and Related Data - 2017 by Highway Category and Vehicle Type 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics.cfm 

Source: See Table C-13 
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Table C-13 
Annual Vehicle Distance Traveled in Miles and Related Data {2017) - By Highway Category and Vehicle Type11 

Motor-Vehicle Travel: 

(millions of vehlc.le-mlles) 

2017 Interstate Rural 142,445 1,128 1,775 44,928 10,103 52,171 187,373 62,274 252,550 

2017 Other Arterial Rural 228,664 2,661 2,109 92,175 16,814 29,970 320,839 46,784 372,393 

2017 Other Rural 213,923 2,728 1,986 88,419 16,563 14,644 302,342 31,207 338,262 

2017 All Rural 585,032 6,517 5,870 225,522 43,480 96,785 810,554 140,265 963,206 

2017 Interstate Urban 400,339 2,596 2,628 99,803 18,617 43,228 500,142 61,844 567,210 

2017 Other Urban 1,235,430 11,036 8,730 331,253 54,006 41,478 1,566,682 95,483 1,681,932 

2017 All Urban 1,635,769 13,632 11,358 431,056 72,622 84,705 2,066,824 157,328 2,249,142 

2017 Total Rural and Urban 151 2,220,801 20,149 17,227 656,578 116,102 181,490 2,877,378 297,593 3,212,347 

2017 Number of motor vehicles 193,672,370 8,715,204 983,231 56,880,878 9,336,998 2,892,218 250,553,248 12,229,216 272,480,899 
reglstered1' 1 

2017 I Average m iles traveled I 11,467 1 2,312 , 11,521 I 11,543 I 12,435 I 62,151 I 11,484 I 24,335 I 11,789 
per vehicle 

2017 I Person-miles of travel141 

' 3,709,919 I 23,382 I 365,220 I 1,106,303 1 116,102 1 181,490 I 4,816,223 I 297,593 I 5,502,417 
(mllhons) 

2017 Fuel consumed 91,112.165 I 458,429 I 2,350,323 1 37,466, 149 I 15,599,855 I 30,363,561 I 129,118,914 I 45,963,416 I 177,951,081 
(thousand gallons) 

2017 I Average fuel consumption per I 474 I 53 I 2,390 I 659 I 1,671 I 10,498 I 516 I 3,758 I 653 
vehicle (gallons) 

2017 I Average m iles traveled per I 24.2 I 44.o I 7.3 I 17.5 I 7.4 I 6.o I 22.3 I 6.5 I 18 1 
gallon of fuel consumed 

(1) The fHWA estimates national trends by us1na State reponed Highway Performance and Monitoring System (HPMS) data, fuel consumption data (Mf-21 and Mf-27), vehicle reglstratoon data (MV·l, MV-9, and MV-10), other data 
such as the R.l . Polk vehocle data, and a host of rroodellng techniques. 

(2) light Duty Vehicles Short W8 passenger cars, llSht lrucks, vans and sport utility vehicles with a wheelbase (WM) equal to or less ttlan 121 Inches. light Duty Vehicles long WB - large passenger cars, v3ns, pockup trucks, and 
spon/utoloty vehicles with wheelbases (WB) larger than 121 Inches. All light Duty Vehicles - passenger cars, light trucks, vans and sport utility vehicles regardless of wheelbase. 

(3) Sin&le·Unit single frame trucks that have 2-Axles and at least 6 tires or a gross vehicle weight rating exceedif18 10,000 lbs. 

(41 Starting with 2009 VM-1, vehicle occupancy Is estimated by the FHWA from the 2009 National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) and the annual R.L. Polk Vehicle registration data; for single unit truck and heavy trucks, 1 motor 
vehicle mole travelled • 1 person mile traveled. 
(SJ VMT data are based on the latest HPMS data ava_lla_b_l_;e;c...l_t _ma_:.v_n_o_t_m_a_1e_h....:...pr_e_111_·o_u_s-'-p-u_bl-'is_he_d_ re...;s_u_11 ... s. _____________________________________________ _. 
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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: 

• Weighted average, median, minimum, and maximum taxable value per square foot for 

new properties (built since 2009) and all properties within Orange County; and 

• 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 

mill ion per year (roads only)4• As presented in Table D-1, the taxable value of a new home 

($334,000) 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 (S) 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 1st floor Commercial. 

Condominium ad valorem credit (Tables D-5 and D-10) was used for Timeshare. 

4 Addit ional detail can be found in Appendix C, Table C-9 
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Table D-1 

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Single Family Homes - MULTI-MODAL 

Item Figure 

Total Allocation from the General Fu nd FY 2018/19!1! $531,499,459 

County General Fund Millage121 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from l-mi1!3l $119,850,150 

Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity141 $6,160,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(SJ 5% 

Average taxable value of a new home(6
J $334,000 

Annual increase in the countywide taxable values!7
l 5.8% 

$17 $17 

2021 $16 $15 

2022 $15 $14 

2023 $14 $13 
2024 $14 $12 

2025 $13 $11 
2026 $12 $10 
2027 $11 $9 
2028 $11 $8 
2029 $10 $7 

2030 $10 $7 
2031 $9 $6 
2032 $9 $5 
2033 $8 $5 
2034 $8 $4 

2035 $7 $4 

2036 $7 $4 
2037 $7 $3 

2038 $6 $3 

2039 $6 $3 
2040 $6 $3 
2041 $5 $2 
2042 $5 $2 
2043 $5 $2 
2044 $4 $2 

2045 S-4 .$1 
Tot al $239 173 

Interest Rate(aJ 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 (Item 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-2 

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

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(11 $531,499,459 

County Genera l Fund Millage!2l 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from l -mi1!3l $119,850,150 

Ann ual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacit/41 $6,160,000 

Percentage of millage used for t ransportation capacity expansion projects!5l 5% 

Average taxable value of a mult i-family unit!6l $179,000 

Ann ual increase in t he countywide taxable values17l 5.8% 

$9 $9 
2021 $9 $8 
2022 $8 $7 
2023 $8 $7 
2024 $7 $6 
2025 $7 $6 
2026 $6 $5 
2027 $6 $5 
2028 $6 $4 
2029 $5 $4 
2030 $5 $3 
2031 $5 $3 
2032 $5 $3 
2033 $4 $3 
2034 $4 $2 
2035 $4 $2 
2036 $4 $2 
2037 $3 $2 
2038 $3 $2 
2039 $3 $1 
2040 $3 $1 
2041 $3 $1 
2042 $3 $1 
2043 $2 $1 
2044 $2 $1 
2045 .$2 il 
Total $126 90 

Interest Rate(SJ 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 mult i-modal t ransportation 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 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 Al location from the General Fund FY 2018/1911) $531,499,459 

County General Fund Millage12l 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from 1-mil131 $119,850,150 

Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to t ransportation capacity141 
$6,160,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects151 5% 

Average taxable value of a mobile home161 
$67,000 

Annual increase in the countywide taxable values Pl 5.8% 

$3 $3 

2021 $3 $3 
2022 $3 $2 
2023 $3 $2 
2024 $2 $2 

2025 $2 $2 

2026 $2 $2 

2027 $2 $2 

2028 $2 $1 

2029 $2 $1 

2030 $2 $1 
2031 $2 $1 

2032 $2 $1 

2033 $1 $1 

2034 $1 $1 

2035 $1 $1 

2036 $1 $1 
2037 $1 $1 

2038 $1 $1 

2039 $1 $0 

2040 $1 $0 
2041 $1 $0 

2042 $1 $0 
2043 $1 $0 

2044 $1 $0 

2045 S1 .$.Q 
Total $42 $29 

Interest Rat e181 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 (Item 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 

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1! $531,499,459 

County General Fund Millage121 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from l -m i1!3l $119,850,150 

Ann ual ad valorem revenue t hat goes to transportation capacit/41 
$6,160,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 5% 

Average taxable value of a retirement home (per du)161 
$190,000 

Annual increase in t he countywide taxable values Pl 5.8% 

$10 $10 

2021 $9 $9 
2022 $9 $8 

2023 $8 $8 

2024 $8 $7 

2025 $8 $6 

2026 $7 $6 
2027 $7 $5 
2028 $6 $5 
2029 $6 $4 

2030 $6 $4 

2031 $5 $3 
2032 $5 $3 
2033 $5 $3 
2034 $5 $3 
2035 $4 $2 
2036 $4 $2 
2037 $4 $2 

2038 $4 $2 

2039 $3 $2 

2040 $3 $1 

2041 $3 $1 
2042 $3 $1 
2043 $3 $1 
2044 $3 $1 
2045 ~ ~ 
Total $140 $100 

Interest Rate(SJ 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 (It em 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 0-5 

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Condominiums - MULTI-MODAL 

Item Figure 

Total Al location from the General Fund FY 2018/19111 $531,499,459 

County General Fund Millage121 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from 1-mi1131 $119,850,150 

Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to t ransportat ion capacity(4l $6,160,000 

Percentage of millage used for t ransportation capacity expansion projects151 5% 

Average taxable value of a con dominium (per du)161 $284,000 

Annua l increase in the countywide taxable values171 5.8% 

$15 $15 
2021 $14 $14 
2022 $13 $12 
2023 $13 $11 
2024 $12 $10 
2025 $11 $9 
2026 $11 $8 
2027 $10 $8 
2028 $10 $7 
2029 $9 $6 
2030 $9 $6 
2031 $8 $5 
2032 $8 $5 
2033 $7 $4 
2034 $7 $4 
2035 $6 $4 
2036 $6 $3 
2037 $6 $3 
2038 $5 $3 
2039 $5 $2 
2040 $5 $2 
2041 $5 $2 
2042 $4 $2 
2043 $4 $2 
2044 $4 $2 
2045 ~ .il 
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 (Item 2) 
4) Source: Avg annual ad valorem revenues for multi-modal transportat ion 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 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 D-6 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1913



Table D-6 

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Single Family Homes - ROADS ONLY 

Item Figure 

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/1911) $531,499,459 

County General Fund Millage12l 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from 1-mil13l $119,850,150 

Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity141 $1,913,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects15
l 2% 

Average taxable value of a new home16l $334,000 

Annual increase in the countywide taxable values1' l 5.8% 

$5 $5 
2021 $5 $5 
2022 $4 $4 
2023 $4 $4 
2024 $4 $3 
2025 $4 $3 
2026 $4 $3 
2027 $3 $3 
2028 $3 $2 
2029 $3 $2 
2030 $3 $2 
2031 $3 $2 
2032 $3 $2 
2033 $2 $1 
2034 $2 $1 
2035 $2 $1 
2036 $2 $1 
2037 $2 $1 

2038 $2 $1 
2039 $2 $1 
2040 $2 $1 
2041 $2 $1 
2042 $1 $1 
2043 $1 $1 
2044 $1 $1 
2045 .$.1 SQ 

Total $70 52 
Interest Rate18l 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 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 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 0 -7 

1-M il Credit Calculation for Multi-Family Apartments - ROADS ONLY 

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/19(1) $531,499,459 

County General Fund Millage!2l 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from l -mi l!3
l $119,850,150 

Annual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity!4l $1,913,000 

Percent age of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects(s) 2% 

Average taxable value of a multi-family unit16
l $179,000 

An nual increase in the countywide taxable values17
l 5.8% 

$3 $3 
2021 $3 $3 
2022 $3 $2 
2023 $3 $2 
2024 $2 $2 
2025 $2 $2 
2026 $2 $2 
2027 $2 $2 
2028 $2 $1 
2029 $2 $1 

2030 $2 $1 
2031 $2 $1 
2032 $2 $1 
2033 $1 $1 

2034 $1 $1 
2035 $1 $1 
2036 $1 $1 
2037 $1 $1 
2038 $1 $1 
2039 $1 $0 
2040 $1 $0 
2041 $1 $0 
2042 $1 $0 
2043 $1 $0 
2044 $1 $0 
2045 S1 ~ 
Total $42 

Interest Rate(s) 4.0% 

1) Source: Orange County FY 2019 Adopted Budget 
2) Total millage assessed to residents w ithin Orange County applied to the General Fund 
3) Total projected allocation from the general fund (Item 1) divided by the County's millage rat e (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 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 2018/19111 $531,499,459 

County General Fund Mi llage121 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from 1-mil131 $119,850,150 

Annua l ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity141 $1,913,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects151 2% 

Average taxable value of a mobile home161 $67,000 

Annual increase in the countywide taxab le values Pl 5.8% 

$1 $1 
2021 $1 $1 
2022 $1 $1 
2023 $1 $1 
2024 $1 $1 
2025 $1 $1 
2026 $1 $1 
2027 $1 $1 
2028 $1 $0 
2029 $1 $0 
2030 $1 $0 
2031 $1 $0 
2032 $1 $0 
2033 $0 $0 
2034 $0 $0 
2035 $0 $0 
2036 $0 $0 
2037 $0 $0 
2038 $0 $0 
2039 $0 $0 
2040 $0 $0 
2041 $0 $0 
2042 $0 $0 
2043 $0 $0 
2044 $0 $0 
2045 $.Q $.Q 

Total $14 

Interest Rate181 4.0"'6 

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 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 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 Allocat ion from the General Fund FY 2018/19(11 S531,499,459 

County General Fund M illage121 4.4347 

Reven ues Generated from 1-mil131 Sl19,850,150 

An nual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacityf41 
Sl,913,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects151 2% 

Average taxable value of a retirement home (per du)16
) S190,000 

Annual increase in the countywide taxable valuesPl 5.8% 

$3 S3 
2021 S3 S3 
2022 S3 S2 
2023 S3 S2 
2024 S2 S2 
2025 S2 S2 
2026 S2 S2 
2027 S2 S2 
2028 S2 Sl 
2029 S2 Sl 
2030 S2 Sl 
2031 S2 Sl 
2032 S2 Sl 
2033 Sl Sl 
2034 Sl Sl 
2035 Sl Sl 
2036 Sl Sl 
2037 Sl Sl 
2038 Sl Sl 
2039 Sl so 
2040 Sl so 
2041 Sl so 
2042 Sl so 
2043 Sl so 
2044 Sl so 
2045 .$1 ~ 
Total $42 $29 

Interest Rate18
) 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 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 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 Calculat ion for Condominiums - ROADS ONLY 

Item Figure 

Total Allocation from the General Fund FY 2018/1911) $531,499,459 

County General Fund Mi llage12) 4.4347 

Revenues Generated from 1-mil13l $119,850,150 

An nual ad valorem revenue that goes to transportation capacity14) $1,913,000 

Percentage of millage used for transportation capacity expansion projects15l 2% 

Average taxable value of a condominium (per du)16
l $284,000 

Annual increase in the countywide taxable values17l 5.8% 

$5 $5 
2021 $5 $5 
2022 $4 $4 
2023 $4 $4 
2024 $4 $3 
2025 $4 $3 
2026 $4 $3 
2027 $3 $3 
2028 $3 $2 
2029 $3 $2 
2030 $3 $2 
2031 $3 $2 
2032 $3 $2 
2033 $2 $1 
2034 $2 $1 
2035 $2 $1 
2036 $2 $1 
2037 $2 $1 
2038 $2 $1 
2039 $2 $1 
2040 $2 $1 
2041 $2 $1 
2042 $1 $1 
2043 $1 $1 
2044 $1 $1 
2045 S1 ~ 
Total $70 52 

Interest Rate(a) 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 {I tem 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 va lue 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. 
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430 Golf Course 

437 8owtin• All•v 
444 Movie The.:iter 

491 Rc1muetClub 
492 Health Club 
n/a Otrnce Studio fMartial Arts/Music lessons) 

522 School 
560 Public Assemblv 
565 Div Care 

590 libn1rv 
~ 

610 Hospital 

620 Nursin• Home 

640 An1mal Hosoital/Veterlnarv Clinic 

~· 

710 General Office SO 000 sf or less 
710 Geoefal Office S0,001·100,000 sf 
710 General Offict 100,001·200,000 sf 
710 General Office 0 reater than 200,000 sf 

720 5m•ll MediuVDent•I Office (10.000 sf or ltssl 
720 Medical/Dental Office 
732 Post Office -815 Free·Stilndma: 01~count Store 
816 Hirdware/Pilnt 
820 Retail/Touri)t Retail: 50,000 sfgta or less 
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,001·100,000 sfola 

820 Retailfrourlst Retail: 100,0C>l·200,000 sf&l'la 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sf ala 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 300,001-400,000 sf•la 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 400,001·500,000sf•la 

820 A.etallfrourist Retail: 500,001·1,000,000 sf.1.la 

820 Retail/lounst Retail: 1,000,001·1,200,000 sf•la 
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 1reater than 1,200.000 sf' la 

840/841 New/Used Auto Sales 
850 Supermarket 
853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumos 
862 Home lmnrovement Suoerstore: 
863 Electronics Sunerstore 

880/881 Pharma9':/0ru_lj!ore with •nd w/o Drive-Thru 
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acre 
l,OOOsf 
l,OOOsf 
J,OOOsf 
lOOOsf 

l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsf 
l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsf 

bed I 

1 OOOsf I 

l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsf 
l,OOOsf 

1,000sf 
1 OOOsf 
l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsr 
l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsf 
l,OOOsf 

1,000 sfgla 
l,000 sfola 

l.000sf2ia 
J,000 sfola 

l,000 sf•la 
1,000 sfola 

1,000 sf•la 
1,000 sf•la 
1,000 sfgta 

l,OOOsf 

l,OOOsf 
lOOOsf 

l.OOOsf 
l,OOOsf 
1,000sf 

Table 0 -11 

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Non-Residential land Uses 

$220,000 $11 $179 $4 
$185,000 $10 Sl63 S3 
$185,000 $10 $163 $3 
$185 000 $10 $163 $3 
$185,0oo $10 $163 $3 
$185,000 $10 $163 S3 

$170,000 $9 $146 S3 
so so so 

$190000 $10 $163 $3 

so so $0 

$16,000 Sil $17 
f-

so --- -

$165 000 $81 $130 $3 
$190,000 $101 $163 $31 

$190,000 $10 $163 $3 
$190,000 $10 $163 S3 
$190,000 $10 $163 $3 
$190 000 $10 $163 $3 
$190,000 $10 $163 $3 
$190,000 $10 $163 S3 
$190,000 $10 $163 $3 

$185,000 $10 $163 S3 
$185,000 $10 $163 S3 
$185,000 $10 Sl63 $3 
5185,000 $10 $163 $3 
$185 000 $10 $163 $3 
$185,000 $10 $163 S3 

$185.000 $10 $163 ,_$} 
f-

$185,000 510 5163 $3 
$185,000 $10 $163 $3 

$185.000 $10 $163 $3 
$185,000 510 $163 $3 
$185,000 $10 $163 $3 
$185 .. 000 $10 $163 $3 
Sl85000 $10 $163 $3 
$185,000 $10 $163 $3 
$185,000 510 $163 $3 

___ m~O<>Q ______ $10~ $163 $3 

0·13 

$65 Cost per aue is Htimated it S220,000 based on the value of vacant commercial land In Orange County 
$48 ~le to Retoll land use ($185 per sq ltl 
$48 Comparable to Retail land use C$185 otr so ft) 
$48 Comoarable to Retail land use '$185 ner sn tO 
$48 Comparable to Retail land use 1$1~~ 
$48 Comparable to Retail land useC$185 oer sa ltl 

$48 Based on tu.ible value of recently built private schools 'Sl?O per SQ ft 
so 

$48 
$0 

SOI .I Estimates an average size o f 100 sq ft per bed (accounting for surroundin1 area) and an average cost of $160 per SQ h 

$48 
$48 

$48 
548 
$48 

~ 
$48 

$48 
$48 
$48 

$48 
$48 
$48 
$48 

$48 
$48 

$48 
$48 
$48 

$48 
$48 
$48 

$48 
$48 

~parable to Reta~l land use (Sl85 per sq ft} 
Comparable to Retail land use (Jl85 per sq_f!l_ 
Based on taxable value of recently bu_]t Retail land uses ($185 per s1 

Based on taxable value of recentl11 built Retait land uses tStSS cier s1 
Based on taxable value of recentl"' built Retail land useiJS18S ner s1 
8ised on tilXible 11•lue of recently built Retail land uses (S18S per sq ft} 

Based on taxable 11alue of recently built Retail land uses t$18S per sq ft) 
Based on taxable value of recentlu built Retail land useSJStBS ner c.n. ftl 
Based on taxable value of rec~ntly built Retail land uses t$18S per sq ft) 

Based on taxable 11alue of recently buill Retail land uses tS18S p~) 
Based on taxabte 11alue of recently built Retail la_~d_!-!_s~_s_{$_18S per SQ ft 
Comoarable to Ret•il Ian<! use 1$185 ner"' ltl 
Comparable 10 Re1a1l land use (Sl8S per sq ft) 

Comparable to Ret•il land use-is1as ner s<t.!!J 

~ble to Retail land ~Sl8iJl.er s'l!!l_ 
Compuable to Retail land usc-fs1ss o~r so ft 

Comparable to Retail land use ($18S oer SQ ft 
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..!!!...__ 'Quetllty Rbt~urint -------- - 1.000sf__ 
_lli__ Hi(f:\·Turnover Mest1ur1nt . _ , .•• - .. 1,000s!_ 
934 Fist food Resuurant w/D"ve--Thru 1,000sf 
942 Auto Servir.'1! l ,OOOsf 
944 Gas Stitlon with or w/o Convenjence M1rtcH <2,000 sa ft fuel oos. 
945 §as Station w/Convenlence Mark1t 2,000-2,999 ''l ft fue! pos I-

Gas Stati~n w/Convenience Marktl 3,000+ Jq h fu•I pos 
Self Service Car w .. h wuh5tn -110 General l1aht lndu~tnal l.OOOsf 

140 M,mulicturinJ 1,000sf 
150 Warehousing l,OOOsf 
151 M1ni-Wiuehouse l OOOsf 
154 Huzh-Cube Trtrnslo•d ind Shon-rerm Storue Warehouse l OOOsf 

I) Source: Based on lnformotion from the Oronae County 2019 NAL parcel database 
2) Present Villue of the 1d v1lorem credit to be applied to th• transport1uon impact fee 
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$360,000 
$360,000 
$440,000 
$150,0<!? 

$15,355 
$15,lli 
$15,355 
560,125 

sso.ooo 
s~ 
575,000 
575,000 
$75.000 

Table D-11 lcontl nued) 

1-Mil Credit Calculation for Non· Resldentlal Land Uses 

lliJ 
'- fil 

$19 
$23 

- S3 s;I 
- Sl 

SI 
$3 

S4 $65 
S4 $65 -
S4 $65 
S4.__ $65 
S4 S6S 

0-14 

~lr~ble to Relld land use ($185 per 
81ffd on 1.x1ble ~•ue of recently bulll R.esuur1nt l1nd us.H {$160 ptr ~ft} 
81sed on t•u!!_e value of rKentJy bu11t Restaurant tand uses {S360 per sq ft) 
•~y~~ ~-~-ttax~ble value of recently built Fast Food Restaurant land uses t~ per sq ft) 
8astd on 11xotble value of recently built Auto Sales/Repair land uses tSlSO p~r sq ft) 

CstlmltH that 1,000 sq ft of space can accommodate 4 rows and 3 fuelm1 pos1t~ns per row 1nd •n IVtrilt cost of 
$18S per ICI ft based on the Retail land use 

er ~ ft bils4id on the R11ail liind use 

Sl $17 Com arable to Manuracturln land use SSO er 
Sl $17 81Sed on tauble value of recently built Manufacturing ........ •uu ,....,... P"'' ... q .. , • . _ --I 
Sl $17 Based on 1axable value of recently built Warehouse land uset ($75 per 1q hj 
St Sl 7 Comparable to Warehousing land use ($75 per sq h) 
$1 $17 Compar1ble to W1rehousln1 l1nd use (575 per sq tt: 
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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). 
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Table E-1 

110 Hoteftot10 1.t Ho:el I SlSJ2 Sl·"' St.9711 Sl .910 SlOll Sl.S191 $Hu.! 

1:::•w::~"";i~i;i!ii;ii:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::~::1~::':'~·"~·~::~"~~,1•1-~~s·~·~11._l~~•·~"~"'f'!-~....,;;s•.._""'.._~••••'•".._l ~•s'~..,-.•1 
1--•~»"-~Goa°""CO<.°""'<w,._~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--"""-~l--~~<:O:·~~·l-~~Sl""'-lj-~-S~Z.~M~Jl--~S~>~l~"ll~--'S~>~M~li----'SJlOI 

4.)7 81),r,111.u A~ 1,000d $10,112 $1UM $11604 S1U91 S7992 S9.1M 

40 McwleThe.,.ter 1.000sf S19.912 S19,10l SU,151 Sl0.691 S20A9S S2«i,.kl 

•'9l tt1'""JirtClul> 1,000\I $9.117 Sa.Jal SS,106 $4'Jll SU 734 S1471• 

•92 Hffltl'l/'F11nessClub tOOOsf S21 J32 S20620 Sl l,t74 Stl.547 S22,•27 SJ 5,ltl 

S6o !\;bile Mstmblrf' 1,000d 

565 DllvC•e tOOOd 

l,OOOd I 

$&.23'9 
Sl1-576 

S21,456 

SJ.90 
St20J3 

Sl0,694 

S.614 

S700 

SU',01SI 

S4,4tl 

S6,70 

Sll,SH 

SJ,114 ...... 
$11714 

SJ.767 

Sll,107 

$]6 2691 

()6()1 

suatl 

...... 

..... 

ii--·~n·L.~~~,..,~..,.~·~-W~"·l!IOl"""!.-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~...i~~!!!!!••:....1.-.'1!!!'M~~u•~.....1"~a~1!ll~ ~~w'""'""""!'" ~~·....,, .. ,~""l.l--~...,"~"'1-1 ~~"""""'~=+-~~"""'"~""i 
1--~"~'-l'k=·~V~~~·~-~~·~_.~,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--''~"'°"""''~1---"s~w~.~~•1--"'~"~"!!l"t-~'~"=·n~s+-~'~"=.aso=t ~~~•~"~· ... =•,_1 __,s~11~.s~11,___,s~1L~'"<l1• 
1--~'u"'-T~~··~'~''"'~""'~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~'~·"'°=--"''~1--~:~~·"'"1-~~'~~·'-'111 t-~~"~·"~'+-~~··~·'=t~l----'S~1'~n='+--"'~"~'~a+-__,S~l9.00'"""'! 
1--~"~'-l'°"~M~•~,..,,,•"'""'"~"~"'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~·~·"'°"""''~1-----'s,,.,>S.•u~•1----'n~•~"'!.l' 1-~'•"="~'+-~'~1•~""'=t~~~"~"~'~~1----''~"~,.."'1-~~"~'~'""l" 
1--~"~'-l'"~·;~~··'~""'"""~""'~~ .. =·~,.~·~·~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1~000"""''~1---"'~~~·"~''1--"n~•~·'~"t-~'~"="~"+-~'~'~~'""""1---""~'~· ... =1-~~•~~~·"'"'l-~~•~"~·•"'l" 

9lfi r1ufoodltttt.Jt,1fMIW~Tt.ru l,IXllhf S6&.W S&S,731 SJl,463 $li.Q $74.S'Jl S86.81 S92.5'7 

1--~"~'-l''~~~·~'""'"""~'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--''~·000"""''~1-----'s~11""'•~1-__.s~11~1"'1~1-~~~n=1+-~•''•~•=t" 1--~~S9~·""'"'!-~~•~11~.>~11j---'s~u~ .... ""i 
i;,-... <=--f°'~'~~='._""'~w•~th~~~~~·~~~·~-:.::::'•~""'~"":::::.:q~t~<~>.OOO""-''-""-"~~~~~~~~~N~"~"°'~l--~~~~U~ll-.-~~$1~.9~S1 1-~~~-'·"''"'I-~--~__,~ l----.~S9•798=!-~~s~11~,.,,:::,.~~S~12~1,:;;i~ 

94\ GMk1ttonw/CofWlll'l'tr1WU.rlltUOIJ0.2,.ttlwtft hielpos. S&.»l }1'57 5',6(ill $U~ S11,7GI !~~~ $.JUl\ 

JL:""!!!R.-J!•~K~lh~·~l!!l!l.'!!1!<-''~!i!!!!i!!!!l!.!!l!!Ellll'~!"!!J!l-· "r....~~~~~ ..... ~~~...!lN~·!J!!!~~i--..~ult.!"!!J-'~-~"'~-· ,.._~ .... u·---~-..... M•""IM~~~· ..... ··"'1-M ~J· .............. ~~ ........ ""IM 
~~::'::;i..,i'i . ..._.iiii~~;:='~:·:·'::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::·:":' «:•:•'°":::::::::•:11:1~:;::::':":·•:i" 1-_.s.10 •. 1.~~~-~ •. ~_,• f--..O:s~>o.~980::::..~~s~,.~,...;:;:i.~~'~"~·•..,,. 
f--~ll~O--f'Goo"""W~>l~U'°"'~'tl~nd~""~N"'-l~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--''~°"'"'-"P~l--~~··""'Alilf--~~S3~,7"Jl8t-~~"~'="'-~~"~·°"=t ~~-""~·1~17j-~="~·~~1j-[ ~~~~·'""!'0 
1--"""'-"-l'M:::•,,•'"''"'="'"''"L------------------~'"'·"'°='''-+---"""'''"'"'l---"""''~"'ll St .l!S $1,14' 1-- "•'.:·"=.:'l--"'s'""°'"''r-:-=<>u=:.i' 

lSO W~st 1.000 ~i sun Sl.'IOJ Sl,107 Sl.Cl66 Sl.OSO S1.M7 Sl,s.&1 

!~ ~·ni·w.wMlfl:...u .. ...t ·T- w tlhotM ~~ = s: =~ t----. ~"'"',:T----"',':=f: l---';;'';>;"1----,, .. '.,.:;;;:,-, --':'.":.,s::~.' 
1) Source: Orange County Transportation Impact Fee Update, Novembtr 29, 2012 
2) Source: Orange County Planning Division; Community, Environment & Development Services Department. Fees were adopted at 42 percent in 2012 and 

increased to 56 percent In 2014 
3) Source: Table E·2 
4) Source: Table E·3 
5) Source: Table E-4 

Highligtit indicates a new land use or re·alignment of uses. Additional e)(planation is provided on page 7. 
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Table E-2 (continued) 

Calculated Multi-Modal Impact Fee Schedule - Urban Fee Dist rict 
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Table E-2 (continued) 
Cakulated Multi-Modal Impact Fee Schedule - Urban Fee District 
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Table E-3 
Calculated Transpo'!a!i()~p_!_ct£e! ScheduJ! .- lllon~Urban/Suburban Fee District 
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Table E· 3 (continued) 
Cakulated Transportation Impact fee Schedule - Non-Urban/ Suburban fee District 
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Table E·l (continued) 
Cakulated Transportation Impact Fee Schedule - Non-Urban/Suburban Fee Dist rict 
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Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 E8 
Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 

1930



du '" 
du .. , 
du 10.0/ 

du '" 
m du s .. 

221 I M"Jhl-1-~I du .,, 

Table E-4 
Calculated Transportation Impact Fee Schedule - Rural Fee District 
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Table E-4 (continued) 
Calculated Transportation Impact Fee Schedule - Rural Fee District 
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Table E-4 (continued) 
Cakulated Transportation Impact fee Schedule - Rural fee District 
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4) The tnp rates 10< olf.ce ind reta;Vshoppong cent•• UH an end-point recrenK>n volue 
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6) The percent new tnps f0< schools was osllmated at 90 percent, bosed on LUC 710, but then odjusted to 80% to provide• c:onservetive lee rete Thos adjustment rellecu the Mture of the elementary and middle school usos wt..ro attendees ore uMblo to d rov e 

and are dropped off by JN>rents on their w1y to 1nother destonllK>n 
• Refer to the Tnp ~r-.cteres:ucs O•t.aba.se 5eetion of Append1.Jt A for add1tlon1I support det.11 •nd bitGkup informatK>n 
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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 traffic impact 

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. 
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Table F-1 

PM Peak Hour Pass-By Rates 
ITE 

land Use 
LUC 

llfSIDEll1W: 
210 Single Family (Detached) 

220 Multi-Family Housing/Townhouse (Low-Rise, 1·2 Floors) 

221 Multi-Family Housing (Mid-Rise, 3-10 Floors) 

222 Multi-Family Housing (High-Rise, >10 Floors) 

225 Student Housing (ITE ·Adjacent t o Campus) 

225 Student Housine: (ITE ·Over 1/2 Mile from Camous) 

231 Mid-Rise Residential w/lst Floor Commercial 

232 Hi11:h-Rise Residential w/lst Floor Commercial 

240 Mobile Home Park 

251 Senior Adu lt Housing · Detached (Retirement Communitv/M.e-Restricted Single-Fami ly) 

252 Senior Adu lt Housine: · Attached (Retirement Communitv/Ae:e-Restricted Sine:le-Familv) 

265 Time Share 

l.ODGING: 
310 Hotel/Tourist Hotel 

320 Motel 

llECllEATIONAL: 
430 Golf Course 

437 Bowline: Alley 

444 Movie Theater 

491 RacQuet Club 

492 Heal th/Fitness Club 

n/a Dance Studio (Martial Arts/Music Lessons) 

INST1Rl110NAl.: 
522 School 

560 Public Assembly 

565 Dav Care 

590 Library 

MEDICAL: 
610 Hospital 

620 Nursing Home 

640 Animal Hospital/Veterinary Clinic 

OFFICE: 
710 General Office 50,000 sf or less 

710 General Office 50,001-100,000 sf 

710 General Office 100,001-200,000 sf 

710 General Office greater than 200,000 sf 

720 Small Medical/Dental Office (10,000 sf or less) 

720 Medical/Dental Office 

732 Post Office 

RETAIL: 
815 Free-Standing Discount Store 

816 Hardware/Paint Store 
820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 50,000 sfgla or less 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail : 50,001-100,000 sfe:la 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail:l00,001-200,000 sfgla 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail: 200,001-300,000 sfgla 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail : 300,001-400,000 sfgla 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail : 400,001-500,000 sfgla 

820 Retail/Tourist Retail : 500,001-1,000,000 sfgla 

820 Retail/Tourist Reta il: 1,000,001-1,200,000 sfe:la 

820 Retail/Tourist Reta il: greater than 1,200,000 sfgla 

840/841 New/Used Auto Sales 

850 Supermarket 

853 Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps 

862 Home Improvement Superstore 

863 Electronics Superstore 

880/881 Drue: Store 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 F-2 

Unit 
%New 

Trips 
% Pass-by 

du 100% 0% 
du 100% 0% 

du 100% 0% 

du 100% 0% 

bedroom 100% 0% 

bedroom 100% 0% 

du 100% 0% 

du 100% 0% 

du 100% 0% 

du 100% 0% 

du 100°,.b 0% 

du lOO°A. 0% 

room 100% 0% 

room lOO°A. 0% 

acre 100°,.b 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf 100°,.b 0% 
1,000 sf 100°,.b 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 

1,000 sf 100°,.b 0% 

1,000 sf l OO°A. 0% 

1,000 sf lOO°A. 0% 

1,000 sf lOO°A. 0% 

bed 100% 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf lOO°A. 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 

1,000 sf 100°1' 0% 

1,000 sf 100°,.b 0% 

1,000 sf l OO°A. 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 

1,000 sf 100°1' 0% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 

1,000 sf 83% 17% 

1,000 sf 74% 26% 
1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 
1,000 sfe:la 66% 34% 

1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 

1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 

1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 

1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 

1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 

1,000 sfe:la 66% 34% 

1,000 sfgla 66% 34% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf 64% 36% 

1,000 sf 36% 64% 

1,000 sf 52% 48% 

1,000 sf 61% 39% 

1,000 sf 47% 53% 
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ITE 

LUC 

911 
912 
925 
931 
932 

934 
942 

944 
945 
960 
947 

110 
140 
150 
151 

154 

8MIB: 
Bank/Savings Walk-In 

Bank/Savinas Drive-In 
Drinking Place 

Qualitv Restaurant 
'High-Turnover Restaurant 

Fast Food Restaurant w/Drive-Thru 
Auto Service 

Table F-1 (continued) 
PM Peak Hour Pass-By Rates 

Land Use 

Gas Station with or w/o Convenience Market <2,000 SQ ft 
Gas Station w/Convenience Market 2,000-2,999 sa ft 
Gas Station w/Convenlence Market 3,000+ sq ft 
Self-Service Car Wash 

General U11ht Industrial 
Manufacturing 

Warehouse 
Mini-Warehouse 

High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse 

Source: ITE Trip Generation Handbook, 3 rd Edition and Orange County 

Tindale Oliver 

September 2020 F-3 

Unit 
%New 

Trips 
% Pass-by 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf 53% 47% 
1,000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf 56% 44% 
1,000 sf 57% 43% 
1,000 sf 50% 50% 

1,000 sf 100% 0% 
fuel pos. 43% 57% 
fuel POS. 43% 57% 
fuel pos. 43% 57% 

wash station 100% 0% 

1000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf 100% 0% 
1,000 sf 100% °" 1,000 sf 100% °" 1,000 sf 100% °" 

Orange County 

Transportation Impact Fee 
1937




