Board of County Commissioners

Workshop Item
Date of Meeting: September 19, 2006
Date Submitted: September 13, 2006
To: Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board
From: Parwez Alam, County Administrator

Vincent Long, Deputy County Administrator
Wayne Tedder, Planning Department Director

Subject: Conduct a Workshop Regarding the Senate Bill 360 Transportation Impacts.

Statement of Issue:

Conduct a workshop to discuss Senate Bill 360 transportation impacts and potential solutions for
addressing these impacts.

Background:

Senate Bill 360, adopted in 2005 by the Florida legislature, has the potential to stop development on
several key roadways in the City and County and drive growth into surrounding counties. Planning,
StarMetro, Public Works, and Growth Management staff from the City and County have been
working to develop some strategies for dealing with these new requirements.

Analysis:

Senate Bill 360 significantly tightens concurrency standards, essentially creating “hard concurrency”.
As it relates to transportation, this means that development cannot proceed unless there is a “cost
feasible” project in the 5-year Capital Improvements Element that would correct any roadway
capacity deficiencies. “Cost feasible” essentially means that funds are committed or planned within
the next 5 years.

Because roadway project costs have increased so dramatically in recent years, neither the public nor
private sector can afford to widen all the roads necessary. Therefore, in order to prevent an indirect
moratorium on growth in some sectors of the City and County, an alternative approach to
transportation improvements must be developed. The two most logical tools for addressing
concurrency issues are the development of one or more Transportation Concurrency Exception Areas
(TCEAs) and Multimodal Transportation Districts (MMTDs). Creation of TCEAs and MMTDs is
optional from the standpoint of the State, but necessary if we want to encourage infill.

THE CHALLENGE

Whale this workshop is intended to review the transportation impacts of Senate Bill 360, several
other major forces are also affecting the way the County will grow and the transportation needs of its
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population. These are discussed below.

Senate Bill 360/Stricter Concurrency

As stated earlier, the new legislation effectively creates “hard concurrency,” such that development
can no longer be scaled down in order to go under the de minimus thresholds. This means that for
all those roads shown in red on Attachment 1, and soon for those shown in yellow and green, no
more development can be allowed until something is done to address capacity deficiencies on those
segments.

The legislation allows local governments to take “proportionate fair-share” from a development
under certain circumstances. This means that the developer can pay his or her portion of what it
would cost to correct the concurrency problem, and then moved forward with the project. However.
the problem with this is that local government MUST have the remaining funds and place the project
in the Five—year Capital Improvement Plan in order to take the proportionate fair-share. As seenin
the following paragraphs, this will prove difficult to do considering the staggering increase in
construction costs for roads. If a local government fails to enact the new concurrency requirements,
or takes proportionate share without having funds to complete the project in a timely manner,
comprehensive plans amendments will be stopped by Florida Department of Community Affairs, and
other monetary penalties may be imposed.

Construction Cost Increases

Since 2000, the cost of most road projects has increased from four to five times, and even more in
some cases. As shown in Table 1, the increase in costs is staggering. The rise is due to several
factors, including higher right-of-way costs, competition for oil, steel and concrete from China, India,
Brazil, and other rapidly growing countries, and hurricane related competition for materials. While
some of these factors such as hurricane recovery may have caused temporary increases in materials
and labor, global competition for oil and other materials is only expected to grow. The obvious
message from these numbers is that the County and City cannot afford to build their way out of this
problem.

Additionally, the state currently has no funding allocated for road projects in the City or County,
although the state may commit to fund Mahan Drive by the end of this year. With such intense
statewide competition for state road funds, a critical factor which put making Mahan Drive in the
running was the Corridor Study which the Planning Department completed in 2005. Florida
Department of Transportation (FDOT) has stated that in order to best use limited funds, it will be
looking to local communities to establish access management, land use, interconnection, and other
policies to preserve the capacities of roadways which the state improves. These policies will be
critical to compete for limited FDOT highway money.
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TABLE 1
Government Roadway Projects
In the Adopted 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan

. Name From To Type Cost (2000) Cost (2006)
Buck Lake Rd Fallschase Entrance |Davis Drive Widen to 4 Lanes $2,702,469 $15,337,000
Buck Lake Rd Davis Drive Pedrick Road Add Turn Lanes $4,749,609 $1,536,000
Tharpe Street Capital Circle NW Ocala Road Widen to 4 Lanes

$7,196053 | $31,000,000

Name From To Type Costz} 1 Cost 06) .

Gaines Street Lake Bradford Railroad Divided Arterial $5,459,424 $20,000,000
{*now to Monroe) [Reconstruction

{*now 2-way, 2-

lane)
Madison Street Meridian Raiiroad One-way 3 Lanes $5,900,639 $2,000,000

(*now to Monroeg) ("now revert to 2-

lane}
FAMU Way Ext. Lake Bradford Road |Railroad Ave New 2-Lane Road $1,132,771 $14,000,000
Pensacola Street Stadium Drive E South Monroe Revert to 2-way $88,488 $4,000,000
Pensacola Street Appleyard Dr.(W of) |Blountstown Hwy [Widen to 4 Lanes $7,001,331
St. Augustine W Stadium Drive E Madison (*now Revert to 2-way $41,741 $2,000,000

Rail

ype Cost (2000) | Cost (2006) |

ame rom (]

Capital Circle NE at Thomasville Rd at Thomasville Rd |Northbound 75,817,316 $162,000,000
Flyover

SR20/Blountstown  [Aenon Church Rd Capital Circle NW |Widen io 4 Lanes $5,465,653 TBD
Hwy
Mahan Drive Dempsey Mayo Rd  (Walden Road Widen to 4 Lanes $4,295,524 $36,000,000
Monroe Street, N =10 Crowder Widen to 6 Lanes $11,960,494
Apatachee Blair Stone Capital Circle SE  |Widen to 4 Lanes $10,600,000 $50,000,000
Crawfordville Hwy. |Buck Miller LL Wallace Widen to 4 Lanes $9,700,000 $20,000,000
Orange Avenue Springhill Adams Widen to 4 Lanes $5,700,000 $32,000,000
Woodville Hwy Gaile Ave, Natural Bridge Rd |Widen to 4 Lanes $25,600,000 $112,000,000

Energy, Rising Oil Prices and Global Warming
Rising gas prices make a shift from the private automobile to transit more rational for many

individuals. Also, as noted in the County’s August 22, 2006 Workshop on Smart Energy Strategies,
approximately 80% of greenhouse gases in the United States are generated by transportation.

In response, at the August 22, 2006 Workshop, the Board directed staff to examine and investigate
changes to the County’s Land Development Code which would “encourage new development to
promote energy conservation and improved air quality.”

Also, the Mayor has signed onto the US Mayors’ Climate Protection Agreement, which deals with
how cities can support the basic tenets of the Kyoto Protocol on greenhouse gases. Included within
this agreement is the commitment to:
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“Adopt and enforce land-use policies that reduce sprawl, preserve open space, and create compact,
walkable urban communities;” :

AND

“Promote transportation options such as bicycles, trains, commute irip reduction programs,
incentives for car pooling and public transit.”

Changing Demographics
For the past 50 years, families with children have driven the housing market, but now the US Census

reports that only 25% of households have children. An aging baby boom and immigration is
responsible for much of this change. Many of these smaller households prefer denser housing closer
to the amenities of a town or village, rather than large lot suburban homes. In fact, the Amencan
Association of Retired Persons (AARP) reports that over 70% of older adults prefer to live within
walking distance of a transit stop.

Comprehensive Plan Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR})

As noted in Attachment #2, transportation was one of the major community issues identified during
workshops held around the City and County. Specific concerns were congestion from increased
population and major developments such as Welaunee and Fallschase, the existence of several
uncoordinated transportation plans, the need for a network of interconnected streets, coordination
with the colleges and surrounding counties, and downtown development were all noted, and
highlighted the need for a Master Transportation Plan. The City and County Commissions also
highlighted the need for a Master Transportation Plan when they accepted the EAR list of major
issues and forwarded it onto the Department of Community A ffairs.

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS

The new state legislation does include several methods for dealing with the concurrency issues,
including a long-term concurrency management system, transportation concurrency management
areas (TCMA’s), transportation concurrency exception areas (TCEA’s), and multimodal
transportation districts (MMTD’s). Another solution, not referenced in the new legislation but
provided for in statutes, is impact fees.

Over the past three months, a technical group from Planning, StarMetro, Public Works, and Growth
Management staff from both the City and County has worked to review these tools and develop
concepts for dealing with the challenges described above. Due to the difficulty in predicting road
construction increases, staff determined that long-term concurrency programs would likely only
delay and potentially worsen the problems of paying for roads. Also, considering the need for a
Master Transportation Plan identified by the community, staff recommends that the City and County
proceed with the following strategies at a minimum.
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Multimodal Transportation District (MMTD)

A MMTD is appropriate for a targeted, limited area where we are able and willing to put specific
Transit Oriented Design measures in place and to set and monitor specific multimodal Level of
Service (LOS) goals. Development with a MMTD is exempt from roadway concurrency
requirements, assuming it meets the standards of the MMTD. An MMTD must have a mixture of
land uses, have an interconnected transportation system, have densities high enough to support
transit, and have design standards to support a safe, attractive pedestrian environment. Staff is
proposing a MMTD be created which includes Downtown, Midtown, FSU, and FAMU. These areas
have major transportation corridors and have higher density zoning (20-150 dwelling units per acre)
to support more intense transit development. An MMTD would require a Comprehensive Plan
amendment, and staff proposes this be submitted in the 2007-2 cycle.

Transportation Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA)

A TCEAC(s) is appropriate for larger areas where we require development to provide certain mobility
improvements (or pay toward larger improvements) in lieu of meeting roadway concurrency. Staff
proposes a TCEA within the entire Urban Service Area Boundary. Over the next few months, staff
will work with the private sector and the community to develop standards developments must meet
in order to qualify for the exception, such as pulling development to the street, providing alternative
parking strategies (such as sharing parking, providing rear parking to bring development to street,
etc.), development of bus shelters, or support of new or more frequent transit lines. Such standards
can vary from location to location, depending on the needs and vision of each area. In order to
support creation of a TCEA, we must show the Department of Community Affairs a strong
commitment in our Comprehensive Plan to support mobility within the TCEA by other means than
road widening, such as through transit, bike & pedestrian system development. Due to the increasing
cost of road widening, and in order to address the concurrency problems across the whole County,
we must have a Master Transportation Plan for the region detailing our priorities and showing how
development will support this multimodal growth. A TCEA would also require a Comprehensive
Plan amendment, and staff proposes this be submitted in the 2007-2 cycle as well.

2060 Capital Region Master Transportation Plan

As stated above, in order to support the concept of a Transportation Concurrency Exception Area
within the Urban Service Area boundaries, the City and County must develop a “comprehensive
strategy to support mobility” in order to meet the requirements of the new legislation. Because
transportation projects can be so costly, and because Tallahassee is becoming a regional employment
and shopping center, a long range planning horizon and coordination with surrounding counties 1s
critical. More detail is envisioned for the first 20-30 years of this plan, with conceptual guidance
expected for later decades. Other cities have adopted similar planning horizons, such as Portland,
Oregon (50 years) and Washington, D.C. (100 years). Although a stronger focus on transit is
necessary, roadway capacity and other large projects will still be necessary. Therefore, in developing
this plan, staff will also review and bring before the Board and City Commission alternative funding
mechanisms, such as impact fees, for these larger projects.
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Initiate Rewrite of the Transportation Element

In order to address all of these challenges (Senate Bill 360, increasing energy and construction costs,
changing demographics, changing housing demand) and to support a more sustainable community,
staff recommends the Transportation Element be rewritten to develop a stronger commitment to
multimodal development. The rewrite would explain the commitment to mobility that is necessary
to support a larger TCEA, and would incorporate recommendations and strategies from the 2060
Capital Region Master Transportation Plan to implement that commitment.

PROPORTIONATE FAIR-SHARE ORDINANCE

City and County Growth Management Departments are currently developing a proportionate fair-
share ordinance for each jurisdiction. These ordinances must be adopted by December 1 of this year
in order to comply with Senate Bill 360. These ordinances establish a methodology for a
development that has a concurrency problem to pay its fair-share towards correcting the problem.

The model proportionate fair-share ordinance (Attachment #3) drafted by FDOT lets development
pay a proportionate fair-share for projects in year 4 or 5 of the CIP, but if a project is already in years
1-3, development may proceed without paying. Staff plans to move that threshold to year one, so
that development will pay a proportionate fair-share for projects in years 2-5 of the CIP. Staff’s draft
proportionate fair-share ordinance is included as Attachment #4.

Because local government must have the balance of the funds to complete the project (i.e., the
project must be cost feasible), even if a development is willing to pay its fair-share, it may not be
able to do so if the project is not included within the 5-year Capital Improvements Plan (CIP).
However, if the City and County work with the Department of Community Affairs and the
Department of Transportation to create a Multimodal District (MMTD) and a Transportation
Concurrency Exception Area (TCEA), significantly more flexibility can be gained. Development
within these boundaries will still be required to contribute_toward mobility, but the stringent
requirement that the project be in the 5-Year CIP is removed. The specific ways development will
contribute toward mobility will be the subject of the Master Transportation Plan, but will likely
include things such as meeting pedestrian oriented design standards or helping to fund transit service.

This flexibility from the strictest concurrency requirements is the reason staff recommends
development of the MMTD and TCEA. It will take until at least January 2008 before a TCEA or
MMTD is fully implemented, which means that during this period, development on overcapacity
roads may not proceed unless a cost feasible project that will help the capacity 1s in (or can be added
to) the CIP. ‘
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Options:

1.
2.

3,

10.

11.

12.

Conduct a workshop regarding Senate Bill 360 transportation impacts.

Direct staff to prepare a Comprehensive Plan amendment for the 2007-2 cycle to create a
Multimodal Transportation District around Downtown, Midtown, FSU, and FAMU.
Direct staffto prepare a Comprehensive Plan amendment for the 2007-2 cycle to expand the
boundaries of the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area to the Urban Services Area,
and develop detailed standards for this Area consistent with state statutes.

Direct staff to begin a rewrite of the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan
which will create a comprehensive strategy to support and fund mobility, particularly within
the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area.

Direct staff to develop the 2060 Capital Region Transportation Master Plan, and begin
coordination with surrounding counties.

Schedule the required public hearings for the Proportionate Fair-Share Ordinance for October
24, 2006 at 6:00 p.m. and November 14, 2006 at 6:00 p.m.

Do not conduct a workshop regarding Senate Bill 360 transportation impacts.

Do not direct staff to prepare a Comprehensive Plan amendment for the 2007-2 cycle to
create a Multimodal Transportation District around Downtown, Midtown, FSU, and FAMU.
Do not direct staff to prepare a Comprehensive Plan amendment for the 2007-2 cycle to
expand the boundaries of the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area to the Urban
Services Area, and develop detailed standards for this Area consistent with state statutes.
Do not direct staff to begin a rewrite of the Transportation Element of the Comprehensive
Plan which will create a comprehensive strategy to support and fund mobility, particularly
within the Transportation Concurrency Exception Area.

Do not direct staff to develop the 2060 Capital Region Transportation Master Plan, and do
not begin coordination with surrounding counties.

Board direction.

Recommendation:
Options #1, #2, #3, #4, #5 and #6.

PA/VL/WT/cb

Attachments:

Traffic Concurrency Deficiencies Map

EAR List of Transportation Issues as Identified in Public Workshops
Model Proportionate Fair-Share Ordinance drafted by FDOT

Staff Proposed Proportionate Fair-Share Ordinance

1

2.
3.
4.
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Approved List of Community Issues

TRANSPORTATION:

The community’s steady growth in population from the 1950s has not been matched by
proportionate growth in capacity, whether road (auto), mass transit, or bicycle-pedestrian
facilities. Because of (successful) Comprehensive Plan strategies to direct growth, this
problem is exacerbated in the Urban Services Area.

Tallahassee’s roadway network is largely radial; the block-by-block grid pattern is limited to
the earliest urban core. This design complicates efficient travel, especially for cross-town
trips that do not need to pass through downtown.

Transportation in Tallahassee and Leon County is guided by multiple plans (the 2030 Long
Range Transportation Plan, the Bicycle-Pedestrian Master Plan, and even the Master
Greenways Plan. While linked, the plans have different purposes and objectives and differing
implementation strategies. Coordination in support of the evolving needs of the Urban
Service Area is critical.

Areas of Tallahassee proposed for redevelopment and intensification of densities and
intensities are not well served by transit or by bicycle and pedestrian facilities typically found
in urban settings. Capacity improvements (for auto) come at the expense of encroachment
upon or loss of the integrity of residential neighborhoods, countering Plan requirements to
protect neighborhoods.

The Universities (and TCC) are significant generator of trips. While the percentage of
university-based transit trips is not trivial, further coordination with the universities is
required to foster nearby land uses that are complementary to the institutions and to maximize
the use of transit and non-auto modes.

Travel patterns are expected to change significantly with major development at the perimeter
of the Urban Service Area (Southwood, Welaunee, Fallschase, and the “Education
Quadrant”) and the existing roadway and transit networks will not provide adequate capacity
for impacts of these major developments.

Focat-transportationneeds-areconfounded by regionatconsiderations-inchuding imcreasmg————————————

inter-county commuting and Tallahassee’s emergence as a regional center.

Sub-areas of the urban core that are targeted for revitalization are exempt from concurrency
requirements. This may foster congestion on selected segments to the detriment of attracting
redevelopment. While part of concurrency could be advanced via design and financial
contribution to altemative modes, this is not currently required.

Issue Summary:

The Urban Services Area (and the Urban Core) of Tallahassee and Leon County require
increased transportation capacity, and roadways alone are unlikely to achieve this objective.
Levels of service have not been established for non-auto modes. Alternative modes and
alternative strategies for using the existing roadway network have not been fully evaluated in
the context of promoting more urban densities and the protection of neighborhoods. The
EAR presents an opportunity to begin setting policies to coordinate all aspects of
transportation, especially for the urban core where support for various modes is feasible.
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Model Ordinance for Proportionate Fair-Share
Mitigation of Development Impacts
On Transportation Corridors

Final] Edition

- February 14, 2006

State of Florida
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PREFACE

Concurrency is a growth management concept intended to ensure that the necessary
public facilities and services are available concurrent with the impacts of development.
To carry out transportation concurrency, local governments must define what constitutes
an adequate level of service (LOS) and measure whether the service needs of a new
development outrun existing capacity and any scheduled improvements in the Capital
Improvements Element (CIE). If adequate capacity is not available, the local government
cannot permit development unless certain conditions apply as provided for in statute,
such as “de minimis” exemptions for developments having only minor impacts or
concurrency exception areas to encourage infill and redevelopment.

The 2005 amendments to Florida’s growth management legislation directed local
governments to enact concurrency management ordinances by December 1, 2006, that
aliow for “proportionate share” contributions from developers toward concurrency
requirements (see §163.3180(16), F.S., in Appendix A). The intent of the proportionate
fair-share option is to provide applicants for development an opportunity to proceed
under certain conditions, notwithstanding the failure of transportation concurrency, by
contributing their share of the cost of improving the impacted transportation facility.

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) was directed to develop a model
ordinance for proportionate fair-share contributions for use by local governments no later
than December 1, 2005. This model proportionate fair-share ordinance is the result of a
collaborative effort between the FDOT, the Center for Urban Transportation Research
(CUTR), a Technical Advisory Committee comprised of transportation and development
professionals with experience in concurrency management, and a cross section of Florida
developers and their consultants.

Tf 1s necessary Tor a local government (o have a Concurrency Management System (LIMS)
in place prior to the adoption of a proportionate fair-share ordinance. The newly adopted
proportionate fair-share requirements would not apply until a deficiency is identified
through the local CMS. Local governments that have yet to establish a CMS will need to
do so prior to implementing a Proportionate Fair-Share Mitigation Program.

Proportionate Fair-Share Programs must be consistent with local concurrency
management requirements. The law permits local CMSs to determine concurrency based
on new capacity to be provided by planned road improvement projects up to the first
three years of the capital improvement schedule. Local governments, at their option, may
adopt more stringent standards that apply concurrency at an earlier stage. To the extent
local governments have adopted more stringent standards, the proportionate fair-share
ordinance must reflect a similar time period, thus providing for proportionate fair-share
options in years one, two or three (consistent with local provisions) of the five-year
capital improvement schedule.

Proportionate fair-share contributions should not be confused with transportation impact
fees. The primary difference is that the proportionate fair-share payment outlined in

iii
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Section 163.3180(16), F.S., is intended as a means to address a specific transportation
concurrency issue - a road segment or segments operating below the adopted level-of-
service standard;, whereas transportation impact fees are imposed on each new
development to pay for that development’s impact on the entire transportation system (as
addressed by the local impact fee ordinance). The model ordinance addresses the need
for local governments to provide transportation impact fee credit for proportionate fair-
share contributions under certain conditions as required by Section 163.3180(16), F.S.

The model ordinance implements the provisions of Section 163.3180(16), F.8., which
establishes conditions whereby developers may satisfy transportation concurrency
requirements through proportionate fair-share contributions. It should be noted that the
developer may elect to use these provisions if the transportation facilities or facility
segments identified as mitigation for the development’s traffic impacts are specifically
identified for funding in the five-year schedule of capital improvements in a Jocal
government’s (CIE) or in an adopted long-term CMS.

Likewise, the local government may elect to allow a development to proceed through the
Proportionate Fair-Share Program if the local government is willing to add the necessary
transportation improvement project to the five-year schedule of capital improvements in
the next annual update of the CIE. If the local government does not have sufficient funds
to fully fund construction of a transportation improvement required by the CMS, the local
government and developer may still enter into a binding proportionate fair-share
agreement authorizing the developer to construct that amount of development on which
the proportionate fair share is calculated. In this latter case, the proportionate fair-share
amount must be sufficient to pay for one or more improvements which will, in the
opinion of the governmental entity or entities maintaining the transportation facilities,
significantly benefit the impacted transportation system.

LUC

over the five year period and long term CMSs must be “financially feasible” as defined in
Section 163.3164(32), F.S. Local governments choosing to add a project to their five-
year capital improvements schedule must demonstrate that additional contributions,
payments or funding sources are reasonably anticipated to fully fund the project.
Updates to the CIE that reflect proportionate share contributions will still meet financial
feasibility requirements if additional developer contributions and other funding sources
needed to satisfy the requirements of the local CMS are reasonably anticipated at least
within a 10-year period.

The definition of financial feasibility in statute further indicates that “the requirement that
(LOS) standards be achieved and maintained shall not apply if the proportionate-share
process set forth in 163.3180(12) and (16) is used.” This provision clarifies that
proportionate share is a pay-as you-go method that does not require immediate resolution
of the LOS deficiency, but transportation projects satisfying the LOS deficiencies on
these facilities must still be programmed for improvement in the five-year CIE or long
term concurrency management system.

iv
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The five-year schedule of capital improvements in the CIE must be reviewed annually
and modified as necessary to maintain financial feasibility. In addition to any locally
programmed facilities, the schedule must include projects in the Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO) Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) (and any privately
funded facilities that have been guaranteed in an enforceable agreement) that are relied
upon to ensure concurrency and financial feasibility in the five-year schedule period
(§163.3177(3)(2)6, F.S.).

If a long term CMS is adopted, the local government must evaluate the system
periodically and at a minimum the next Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) must
assess the progress toward achieving an improved LOS and identify any changes needed
to accelerate that progress. Long term CMS are typically 10 years, but may extend up to
15 years with certain justification. The legislation also called for a long term schedule of
capital improvements to be submitted with the long term CMS plan (§163.3177(3) (d),
F.S.).

Finally, a local government has the responsibility to deny a development that is
inconsistent with the comprehensive plan or land development regulations. This should
occur regardless of a development’s ability to meet concurrency through proportionate
fair share, unless the plan is amended to reflect the necessary changes to accommodate
the developmenit.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ORDINANCE

Sections A and B of the ordinance provide statements regarding the intent of the
Proportionate Fair-Share Program. The basic intent is to establish a process for
mitigating the impacts of development on transportation facilities through the cooperative
efforts of the public and private sectors. Under this process, development may proceed
despite a lack of adequate capacity on the impacted transportation system, provided
applicants contribute their fair-share toward satisfying concurrency for the transportation
impacts of their development projects. A corresponding intent is to strengthen local
capital improvements planning by tying these developer contributions more closely to the
transportation planning and improvement process.

Section C states that the Proportionate Fair-Share Program would apply, pursuant to
certain conditions, to any development that has been denied transportation concurrency
by the local government, other than those specifically excluded by statute or exempted
from concurrency in local ordinance. It would also apply to transportation facilities not
maintained by the permitting local government, provided those facilities are relied upon
for transportation concurrency determinations.

Section D is provided to accommodate regulatory definitions needed to implement the
Proportionate Fair-Share Program. The section advises local governments to reconcile
terms in their proportionate fair-share ordinance with other concurrency-related
definitions in Chapter 163, F.S., and local land development regulations. It also provides
the new definition of concurrency from Section 163.3180(2) (c), F.S.

Conditions for participating in the program are indicated in Section E. Specifically, plans
must be in place to improve the impacted transportation facilities such that capacity will
be available to accommodate the impacts of the proposed development as required by
Section 163.3T80, F.5." Local governments may also choose to add new projects to the
local CIE or a long-term CMS and schedule of projects that incorporate developer
contributions. If no improvement has been included in an adopted improvement
program, then the local government may allow participation in the Proportionate Fair-
Share Program pursuant to the provisions in Section E(2).

Although the emphasis is on major facility improvements to address transportation needs,
Section E would not preclude short-term operational improvements in advance of a larger
capacity project. It would also allow for mitigation in the form of parallel relicver routes,
improved network development and connectivity, transit facility improvements, or other
major mobility improvements. The intent, however, is that any improvement to a facility
be aimed at advancing a planned improvement project or at least be reflected in an
adopted corridor management plan which addresses operational improvements in a
comprehensive manner.

Section F addresses the need for intergovernmental coordination with other affected
jurisdictions and agencies, regarding contributions to impacted facilities that are under
their jurisdiction. Proportionate fair-share contributions should be applied toward the
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impacted facility. Therefore, local governments are advised to work with other affected
agencies to establish a process for applying developer contributions to the impacted
facilities. This could be accomplished through cooperative agreements or some other
method, such as participation in preapplication meetings, as suggested in Section G.

Section G provides a basic application process for proportionate fair-share agreements. It
provides for a short notification to applicants, concurrent with the notice of a lack of
capacity to satisfy transportation concurrency, informing them of the proportionate fair-
share option and referring them to the ordinance requirements. Under this section,
potential applicants would need to attend a preapplication meeting. If the proposed
mitigation would be on the Strategic Intermodal System (SIS), FDOT would be notified
and invited to attend. Including FDOT in the preapplication process is suggested as a
good way to provide for early and ongoing coordination and to meet the requirements of
Section 163.3180(16) (¢), F.S., which requires FDOT concurrence on SIS mitigation.
Although not specified in ordinance, preapplication meetings would also be helpful for
coordinating on proportionate share contributions with other affected agencies that
maintain a roadway within their jurisdiction (e.g., county roadways in city boundaries,
non-SIS state highways).

Section H sets forth the methodology for determining an applicant’s proportionate fair-
share obligation. This section applies the formula specified in statute, which is that used
for multi-use Developments of Regional Impact (DRI). Unlike the DRI requirements,
however, the impact area would be determined by the local CMS and not by the
“significance test” provided in Rule 9J-5 for multi-use DRIs. The process involves
determining each development’s share of a future improvement cost based on the number
of trips that would exceed available capacity under the local CMS. The planned
improvement used as the basis for the contribution would be that improvement specified

pursuant to Section E of the ordinance. The cost used for the proportionate fair-share

calculation should rellect actual costs at the time the improvement is scheduled for
construction as closely as possible. Therefore, a sample method for determining an
inflation factor is provided in Appendix B.

Section 1 establishes that applicants are eligible to receive impact fee credit for
proportionate fair-share contributions, as required by Section 163.3180(16) (b) 2), F.S.
A complicating factor is that impact fees are assessed on a system-wide basis, whereas
concurrency determinations for proportionate fair-share address improvements related to
a specific site. Therefore, the model suggests that local governments first determine the
distribution of impact fee revenues across the transportation system. Under this
approach, applicants would be eligible for impact fee credit only for that portion of their
proportionate fair-share contribution that applies to the same segment that is also being
funded for improvement with their impact fees.

Under Section 163.3180(16) (b) (2), F.S., applicants are not eligible for impact fee credits
on facilities not contemplated in the impact fee ordinance. For example, if the road is a
state road and the impact fee rate is calculated based on trip lengths that include state
roads, then there would be a credit. If the calculation included only trip lengths on non-
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state roads there would be no credit. In addition, impact fee credits would be
administered pursuant to the requirements of the local impact fee ordinance and would be
provided as they are earned and not necessarily at the time of the proportionate fair-share

contribution.

Section J provides a process for executing proportionate fair-share agreements and a
timeline for payment of contributions. It allows applicants to move forward with their
development plans pursuant to an agreement, without requiring payment until prior to
final approval either of the development order or recording of a final plat. However, it
establishes that applicants must apply for a development permit within one year, or as
required by a local government’s CMS. It also provides an incentive for early payment
by establishing that the local government will recalculate the fair-share obligation to
capture any changes in improvement costs where an applicant submits their payment
more than one year after execution of the agreement.

Section K outlines the method for appropriating revenue from proportionate fair-share
contributions. It suggests that revenues be applied to the facilities for which they were
collected, unless the terms of the agreement dictate otherwise. It also establishes
parameters for re-appropriating revenue if an improvement is removed from the CIE.
Specifically, it requires another improvement to be identified and added to the CIE to
mitigate transportation deficiencies within that same corridor or sector. At the discretion
of the local government, proportionate fair-share revenues may be used for operational
improvements prior to construction of the capacity project from which the proportionate
fair-share revenues were derived. Proportionate fair-share revenues may also be used as
the 50% local match for funding under the FDOT Transportation Regional Incentive
Program (TRIP).

Section K also includes an optlonal pl‘OVlSlOl‘l whereby local govemments could establish

capacity in excess of the apphcam § proportionate falr-share obligation. Thls could be
addressed in the terms of proportionate fair-share agreements and/or provided for in the
proportionate fair-share ordinance using the model language provided.

The ordinance concludes with two optional additions to a local government’s
proportionate fair-share regulations. Option A provides an opportunity for a local
government to address the transportation impacts of a proposed development in an
adjacent local government that is at or near its border. Each participating local
government would first enter an agreement to incorporate the provision into their land
development regulations. Where a permitting local government finds a significant
transportation impact may occur across its border, using the methodology provided, it
would inform its neighbor who would determine if the development traffic would cause a
concurrency deficiency in their jurisdiction. If so, the adjacent local government would
determine the applicant’s proportionate fair-share obligation to them and provide that
information to the permitting agency who would condition their approval on the
fulfillment of all proportionate fair-share obligations.

viii
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Option B provides a concept for applying the Proportionate Fair-Share Program toward
mobility improvements within a transportation concurrency exception area (TCEA),
transportation concurrency management area (TCMA), or a multimodal transportation
district (MMTD). Because these areas are intended to incorporate significant multimodal
improvements and often have constrained roadways, an area-wide approach is suggested.
It advances Section 163.3180, F.S., which requires local governments to adopt and
implement strategies to support and fund mobility within these areas, including
alternative modes of transportation.

ix
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1. MODEL PROPORTIONATE FAIR-SHARE ORDINANCE
Introduction

This model ordinance provides a series of options that are intended as a framework for
Proportionate Fair-Share Programs.  The ordinance language sels Jorth the
proportionate fair-share mitigation options in a manner consistent with and as required
by Section 163.3180(16), F.S., and has been crafted io tie lo existing local government
CMSs. Because conditions vary throughout the state, it is not the intent that a local
government would adopt the ordinance verbatim as it does not address all issues that
may arise within a particular context. Rather, the model ordinance is a technical
assistance product that local governments will need to adapt to their situation. The model
ordinance contains some options that a local government may consider depending upon
their needs. Local governments should obtain professional planning and legal assistance
when adapting this model regulatory language to fit local needs.

A. Purpose and Intent
The purpose of this ordinance is to establish a method whereby the impacts of
development on transportation facilities can be mitigated by the cooperative efforts of
the public and private sectors, to be known as the Proportionate Fair-Share Program,
as required by and in a manner consistent with §163.3180(16), F.S.

B. Findings

(1) The [Council/Commission] finds and determines that transportation capacity is a

commodity that has—a value 10 both the public and private sectors and the
[City/County] Proportionate Fair-Share Program:

(a) Provides a method by which the impacts of development on transportation
facilities can be mitigated by the cooperative efforts of the public and private
sectors;

(b) Allows developers to proceed under certain conditions, notwithstanding the
failure of transportation concurrency, by contributing their proportionate fair-
share of the cost of a transportation facility;

(c) Contributes to the provision of adequate public facilities for future growth and
promotes a strong commitment to comprehensive facilities planning, thereby
reducing the potential for moratoria or unacceptable levels of traffic
congestion;
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(d) Maximizes the use of public funds for adequate transportation facilities to
serve future growth, and may, in certain circumstances, allow the
[City/County] to expedite transportation improvements by supplementing
funds currently allocated for transportation improvements in the CIE.

(e) Is consistent with §163.3180(16), F.S., and supports the following policies in
the [City/County] Comprehensive Plan [cross reference policies and
objectives in the comprehensive plan/CIE].

C. Applicability

Commentary: Each local government is required to adopt and maintain LOS on
transportation facilities per Chapter 163, F.S., through a CMS designed to “ensure that
issuance of a development order or development permit is conditioned upon the
availability of public facilities and services necessary to serve new development” (Rule
9J-5.0055 F.A.C.), This model ordinance assumes that each local government has a CMS
in place. Further, this model ordinance is designed to work within a local government's
existing CMS.

The Proportionate Fair-Share Program shall apply to all developments in
[City/County] that have been notified of a lack of capacity to satisfy transportation
concurrency on a transportation facility in the [City/County] CMS, including
transportation facilities maintained by FDOT or another jurisdiction that are relied
upon for concurrency determinations, pursuant to the requirements of Section E. The
Proportionate Fair-Share Program does not apply to developments of regional impact
(DRIs) using proportionate fair-share under §163 3180(12), F.S, or to developments
exempted from concurrency as prov1ded in [reference approprlate sections in

F.S., regardmg exceptlons and de mmlmls impacts].

Commentary: It is important to note that statutory requirements allowing de minimis
impacts for concurrency have been changed to require local governments to maintain
records to ensure that the 110% criteria is not exceeded. This documentation must be
submitted annually with the updates to the local CIE schedule. If DCA determines that a
local government has exceeded the 110% criterion on a particular roadway, then it will
send a letter notifying the local government that further de minimis development
approvals on that roadway are prohibited by state law until the local government
provides proof to DCA that the volume has been reduced below 110%.

D. Definitions
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Commentary: This model assumes that basic terms have been defined in local land
development regulations. Terms in the local government proportionate fair-share
ordinance should be reconciled with definitions of relevance to concurrency found in
Section 163.3164, F.S., Section 163.3180, F.S., and local land development regulations.
In addition, any terms not already defined that have regulatory connotations will need to
be defined. Note that the definition of concurrency has been revised as follows:
“transportation facilities needed to serve new development shall be in place or under
actual construction within 3 years after the local government approves a building permit
or its functional equivalent that results in traffic generation”(§163.3180(2)(c), F.S.).

E. General Requirements

Commentary: This section establishes general requirements for participation in the
Proportionate Fair-Share Program pursuant to §163.3180(16) (b) 1, and (f), F.S. It also
clarifies under what circumstances an applicant may choose to participate in the
Program, as well as, under what circumstances the local government may choose to offer

the opportunity to participate.

(1) An applicant may choose to satisfy the transportation concurrency requirements
of the [City/County] by making a proportionate fair-share contribution, pursuant
to the following requirements:

(a) The proposed . development is consistent with the comprehensive plan and
applicable land development regulations. '

(b) The five-year schedule of capital improvements in the [City/ County] CIE or
the long-term schedule of capital improvements for an adopted long-term
CMS | ion i i i

3.

satisfy the requirements of the [City/County] transportation CMS. The
provisions of Section E (2) may apply if a project or projects needed to satisfy
concurrency are not presently contained within the local government CIE or
an adopted long-term schedule of capital improvements.

Commentary: Pursuant to §163.3180(16) (b) 1, F.S., the transportation improvement in
section (1) (b) above may be a programmed capital improvement that enhances the
capacity of the transportation system to accommodate the impacts of development. For
example, this may involve widening and/or reconstructing a roadway or where the
primary roadway is constrained or widening is no longer desired, this could involve
creating new reliever roadways, new network additions, new (ransit capital facilities
(e.g., bus rapid transit corridor), or other major mobility improvements, such as
expansion of bus fleets to increase service frequency. Local governments may, at their
discretion, wish to make short-term operational improvements in advance of the capacity
project as provided for in section K(1) of the ordinance. If the capacity of the planned
improvement is fully committed, or there is no eligible project in an adopted work
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program, a developer could potentially still participate at the discretion of the local
government pursuant to E(2) below.

(2) The [ City / County] may choose to allow an applicant to satisfy transportation
concurrency through the Proportionate Fair-Share Program by contributing to an
improvement that, upon completion, will satisfy the requirements of the
[City/County] transportation CMS, but is not contained in the five-year schedule
of capital improvements in the CIE or a long- term schedule of capital
improvements for an adopted long-term CMS, where the following apply:

(a) The [City/County] adopts, by resolution or ordinance, a commitment to add
the improvement to the five-year schedule of capital improvements in the CIE
or long-term schedule of capital improvements for an adopted long-term CMS
no later than the next regularly scheduled update. To qualify for consideration
under this section, the proposed improvement must be reviewed by the
appropriate [City/County body], and determined to be financially feasible
pursuant to §163.3180(16) (b) 1, F.S., consistent with the comprehensive plan,
and in compliance with the provisions of this ordinance. Financial feasibility
for this section means that additional contributions, payments or funding
sources are reasonably anticipated during a period not to exceed 10 years to
fully mitigate impacts on the transportation facilities.

Commentary: The last sentence is somewhat redundant, but was added to clarify that
under §163.3180(16) (b) 1, F.S.: ‘“Updates to the five-year CIE which reflect
proportionate fair-share contributions may not be found not in compliance [with
financial feasibility requirements] if additional contributions, payments or funding
sources are reasonably anticipated during a period not to exceed 10 years to fully
mitigate impacts on the transportation facilities.”

(b) If the funds allocated for the five-year schedule of capital improvements in the
[City/County] CIE are insufficient to fully fund construction of a
transportation improvement required by the CMS, the [City/County] may still
enter into a binding proportionate fair-share agreement with the applicant
authorizing construction of that amount of development on which the
proportionate fair-share is calculated if the proportionate fair-share amount in
such agreement is sufficient to pay for one or more improvements which will,
in the opinion of the governmental entity or entities maintaining the
transportation facilities, significantly benefit the impacted transportation
system.

The improvement or improvements funded by the proportionate fair-share
component must be adopted into the five-year capital improvements schedule
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of the comprehensive plan or the long-term schedule of capital improvements
for an adopted long-term concurrency management system at the next annual
capital improvements element update.

Commentary: Item (b) addresses §163.3180(16) (f), F.S. The intent is to allow for major
improvements that significantly benefit the impacted transportation system, rather than
minor incremental projects included to address localized congestion problems. A
ransportation improvement funded under this section does not relieve the local
government from addressing any LOS deficiencies on any remaining links identified as
deficient and impacted by the development. The local government's strategies lo address
any such deficiencies must be incorporated in the comprehensive plan at the next annual
update of the CIE. These strategies may include adding projects fo the Five Year
Schedule of Capital Improvements or longer term solutions such as long term
concurrency management systems, (transportation concurrency exception areas,
multimodal transportation districts, transportation concurrency management areas or
other innovative solutions.

(3) Any improvement project proposed to meet the developer’s fair-share obligation
must meet design standards of the [City/County] for locally maintained roadways
and those of the FDOT for the state highway system.

Commentary: Local governments are responsible for ensuring the financial feasibility of
capital improvements in the adopted CIE pursuant to Section 163.3164(32) and Section
163.3177. Below are recommended policy statements to include in the CIE of the

comprehensive plan:

Policy __: The [City/County] CIE shall be reviewed annually and updated as
necessary to reflect proportionate fair-share contributions.

Policy __: The [City/County] is responsible for ensuring the financial feasibility
of all capital improvements in the adopted CIE.

Pursuant to Chapter 163.3177, F.S., the CIE “must include transportation improvements
included in the applicable MPO/TIP... to the extent that such improvements are relied
upon to ensure concurrency and financial feasibility.” The CIE “must also be
coordinated with the applicable MPO'’s long-range transportation plan...” and should
also include “regionally significant transportation facilities” from an adopted regional
transportation plan. Although not required by statute, local governments outside of
MPOs should include state road improvements from the FDOT Work Program in their
CIE, especially those that are relied upon to ensure concurrency within their community.
It may be necessary 1o amend the CIE for consistency with these requirements. See
Section F for other important considerations related to these provisions.

F. Intergovernmental Coordination
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Pursuant to policies in the Intergovernmental Coordination Element of the

| [City/County] comprehensive plan and applicable policies in [reference adopted
regional plan], the [City/County] shall coordinate with affected jurisdictions,
including FDOT, regarding mitigation to impacted facilities not under the jurisdiction
of the local government receiving the application for proportionate fair-share
mitigation. An interlocal agreement may be established with other affected
jurisdictions for this purpose.

Commentary: Proportionate fair-share contributions should be applied toward the
impacted facility. However, impacted facilities may be maintained by an agency other
than the local government executing the proportionate fair-share agreement (e.g., a
county or state road within the city limits). Therefore, it is advisable for each local
government fo work with other affected agencies to establish a procedure for
coordinating mitigation to impacted facilities that are maintained by another agency. It
may be appropriate to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or interlocal
agreement outlining inter-jurisdictional review criteria and decision time-frames, or to
establish an ordinance provision authorizing deposit of proportionate fair-share funds
into the appropriate project account of the FDOT or other affected jurisdiction.

G. Application Process

(1) Upon notification of a lack of capacity to satisfy transportation concurrency, the
applicant shall also be notified in writing of the opportunity to satisfy
transportation concurrency through the Proportionate Fair-Share Program
pursuant to the requirements of Section E.

(2) Pnor to submlmng an apphcatlon for a proportlonate falr-share agreement a pre-

re:qu:rements potentlal mitigation options, and related issues. If the impacted
facility is on the SIS, then the FDOT will be notified and invited to participate in

the pre-application meeting,.

Commentary: Section 163.3180(16) (e), F.S., requires FDOT concurrency on SIS
mitigation proposals. It is the intent of G (2) that FDOT coordinate closely with the
local government and developer as proportionate fair-share mitigation options are
defined for the SIS in particular. Such coordination is also important on mitigation for
other important state highways. Including FDOT in the preapplication process is a good
way to provide for early and ongoing coordination on this issue. See also number five
below.

(3) Eligible applicants shall submit an application to the [City/County] that includes
an application fee of [$X] and the following:




Attachment #3 —
Page J & of o/

(a) Name, address and phone number of owner(s), developer and agent;

(b) Property location, including parcel identification numbers;

(c) Legal description and survey of property; |

(d) Project description, including type, intensity and amount of development;
(e) Phasing schedule, if applicable;

(f) Description of requested proportionate fair-share mitigation method(s); and

(g) Copy of concurrency application.

Commentary: Presumably some of the above items would already have been submitted as
part of the initial concurrency application, and would simply need to be copied and
resubmitted for this purpose.

(4) The [Concurrency Administrator] shall review the application and certify that the
application is sufficient and complete within (10 business days]. If an application
is determined to be insufficient, incomplete or inconsistent with the general
requirements of the Proportionate Fair-Share Program as indicated in Section E,
then the applicant will be notified in writing of the reasons for such deficiencies
within [10 business days] of submittal of the application. If such deficiencies are
not remedied by the applicant within [30 days] of receipt of the written
notification, then the application will be deemed abandoned. The
[Council/Commission] may, in its discretion, grant an extension of time not to
exceed [60 days] to cure such deficiencies, provided that the applicant has shown
good cause for the extension and has taken reasonable steps to effect a cure.

Commentary: These review timelines are provided for illustration. Local governments .

should establish a fimeline That Is appropriale jor them In the contex! of thewr
development review and concurrency management process.

(5) Pursuant to §163.3180(16) (e), F.S., proposed proportionate fair-share mitigation
for development impacts to facilities on the SIS requires the concurrency of the
FDOT. The applicant shall submit evidence of an agreement between the
applicant and the FDOT for inclusion in the proportionate fair-share agreement.

Commentary: Payments toward mitigation of impacts to the SIS could be transferred to
the FDOT through an interlocal agreement or the local government could apply the
contributions toward advancing improvements identified in a corridor management plan
aimed at reducing local traffic impacts on the SIS.

(6) When an application is deemed sufficient, complete, and eligible, the applicant
shall be advised in writing and a proposed proportionate fair-share obligation and
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binding agreement will be prepared by the [City/County] or the applicant with
direction from the [City/County] and delivered to the appropriate parties for
review, including a copy to the FDOT for any proposed proportionate fair-share
mitigation on a SIS facility, no later than [60 days] from the date at which the
applicant received the notification of a sufficient application and no fewer than
[14 days] prior to the [Council/Commission] meeting when the agreement will be
considered.

Commentary: The appropriate parties for review of proportionate fair-share agreements
would include the jurisdiction maintaining the transportation facility that is subject (o the
agreement, if other than the approving jurisdiction. It is also advisable for local
governments to provide their DCA representative a copy for review and comment.

(7) The [City/County] shall notify the applicant regarding the date of the
[Council/Commission] meeting when the agreement will be considered for final
approval. No proportionate fair-share agreement will be effective until approved
by the [Council/Commission, or pursuant to staff approval for agreements below
a certain dollar amount].

that works in their context. A local government may wish to allow administrative
approval for smaller contributions below a certain defined dollar amount and provide for

i

|

\

‘ Commentary: Local governments should establish an approval process for agreements
|

|

| Council approval of contributions that exceed that specified amount.

H. Determining Proportionate Fair-Share Obligation

Commentary: This section establishes the methodology for determining the proportionate

i ] 1 r g Rl Lol H =

|

|

|
|

! ————————fuir~hore—uhligation—af ~the—applican—Developme i Trps, Foadway—Segmeris—and

i corresponding eligible improvements used for proportionate fair-share calculation in

| this section are identified using the local government CMS, the local CIE, and Section E

| of this ordinance.

(1) Proportionate fair-share mitigation for concurrency impacts may include, without
limitation, separately or collectively, private funds, contributions of land, and
construction and contribution of facilities. [Note: This language is as provided in
§163.3180 (16) (c), F.S.].

(2) A development shall not be required to pay more than its proportionate fair-share.
The fair market value of the proportionate fair-share mitigation for the impacted
facilities shall not differ regardless of the method of mitigation. [Note: This
language is as provided in §163.3180 (16} (c), F.8.]

(3) The methodology used to calculate an applicant’s proportionate fair-share
obligation shall be as provided for in Section 163.3180 (12), F. S., as follows:
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“The cumulative number of trips from the proposed development expected to
reach roadways during peak hours from the complete build out of a stage or phase
being approved, divided by the change in the peak hour maximum service volume
(MSV) of roadways resulting from construction of an improvement necessary to
maintain the adopted LOS, multiplied by the construction cost, at the time of
developer payment, of the improvement necessary to maintain the adopted LOS.”

OR
Proportionate Fair-Share = E[[(Development Trips;) / (SV Increase;)] x Costi]

Commentary: In the context of the formula, the term “cumulative” includes only those
trips from the stage or phase of a development being considered in the application. The
trips expected to reach the failing roadway for this calculation are those identified in the
development’s traffic impact analysis. Logically, one would evaluate concurrency based
on the total trips impacting the peak hour of the failing roadway. Assumptions used in
the proportionate fair-share calculation should be consistent with those used in the local
government’s CMS.

Where:
Development Trips; = Those trips from the stage or phase of development under

review that are assigned to roadway segment “i” and have
triggered a deficiency per the CMS;

SV Increase; = Service volume increase provided by the eligible
improvement to roadway segment “i” per section E;

Cost; = Adjusted cost of the improvement to segment “i”. Cost

shall include all improvements and associated costs, such
as design, right-of-way acquisition, planning, engineering,

—inspection;—and —physieal—devel t ts——direct]
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associated with construction at the anticipated cost in the
year it will be incurred.

Commentary: Under the definition of “development trips,” only those trips that trigger a
concurrency deficiency would be included in the proportionate fair-share calculation.

(4) For the purposes of determining proportionate fair-share obligations, the
[City/County] shall determine improvement costs based upon the actual cost of
the improvement as obtained from the CIE, the MPO/TIP or the FDOT Work
Program. Where such information is not available, improvement cost shall be
determined using one of the following methods:

(a) An analysis by the [City/County] of costs by cross section type that
incorporates data from recent projects and is updated annually and approved
by the [Council/Commission or appropriate entity]. In order to accommodate
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increases in construction material costs, project costs shall be adjusted by
[inflation factor]; or

Commentary: The cost used for the proportionate fair-share calculation should be
today’s cost estimate of tomorrow’s cost. A sample method for determining an inflation
factor is in Appendix B. Upon acceptance by the local government of a proportionate
fair-share contribution, the applicant would not be responsible for any subsequent cost
overruns or inflationary factors associated with the project beyond that date.

(b) The most recent issue of FDOT Transportation Costs, as adjusted based upon
the type of cross-section (urban or rural); locally available data from recent
projects on acquisition, drainage and utility costs; and significant changes in
the cost of materials due to unforeseeable events. Cost estimates for state
road improvements not included in the adopted FDOT Work Program shall be
determined using this method in coordination with the FDOT District.

Commentary: When determining a cost for state road improvements it is important to
contact the FDOT District for cost estimates based on actual construction costs, righi-of-
way and other area specific costs.

(5) If the [City/County] has accepted an improvement project proposed by the
applicant, then the value of the improvement shall be determined using one of the
methods provided in this section.

(6) If the [City/County] has accepted right-of-way dedication for the proportionate
fair-share payment, credit for the dedication of the non-site related right-of-way
shall be valued on the date of the dedication at | ] percent of the most recent
assassed value by the [Clty/County] property appralser or, at the optlon of the

a_j_of_a"{{:_

by the [Clty/County] and at no expense to the [Clty/County] The apphcant shall
supply a drawing and legal description of the land and a certificate of title or title
search of the land to the [City/County] at no expense to the [City/County]. If the
estimated value of the right-of-way dedication proposed by the applicant is less
than the [City/County] estimated total proportionate fair-share obligation for that
development, then the applicant must alsc pay the difference. Prior to purchase or
acquisition of any real estate or acceptance of donations of real estate intended to
be used for the proportionate fair-share, public or private pariners should contact
the FDOT for essential information about compliance with federal law and
regulations.

Commentary: Local governments may want to use a proxy for market value to allow
applicants to proceed without the cost of an appraisal. For example, some communities
use 115% or 120% of assessed value, in the assumption that market value typically

10
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exceeds assessed value by 15% or 20%. For further information on this technigue see
the CUTR publication Corridor Preservation Best Practices at www.cutr.usf.edu.

I. Impact Fee Credit for Proportionate Fair-Share Mitigation

(1) Proportionate fair-share contributions shall be applied as a credit against impact
fees to the extent that all or a portion of the proportionate fair-share mitigation is
used to address the same capital infrastructure improvements contemplated by the
local government’s impact fee ordinance.

(2) Impact fee credits for the proportionate fair-share contribution will be determined
when the transportation impact fee obligation is calculated for the proposed
development. Impact fees owed by the applicant will be reduced per the
Proportionate Fair-Share Agreement as they become due per the [City/County]
Impact Fee Ordinance. If the applicant’s proportionate fair-share obligation is less
than the development’s anticipated road impact fee for the specific stage or phase
of development under review, then the applicant or its successor must pay the
remaining impact fee amount to the [City/County] pursuant to the requirements of
the [City/County] impact fee ordinance.

Commentary: The intent of the ordinance is that any impact fee credit would be
provided as the impact fee is earned and not necessarily when the proportionate Jair-
share contribution is submitted.

(3) Major projects not included within the local government’s impact fee ordinance or
created under Section E. (2) (a) and (b) which can demonstrate a significant benefit to
the impacted transportation system may be eligible at the local government’s

discretion for {mpar‘t fee credits

(4) The proportionate fair-share obligation is intended to mitigate the transportation
impacts of a proposed development at a specific location. As a result, any road
impact fee credit based upon proportionate fair-share contributions for a proposed
development cannot be transferred to any other location unless provided for within
the local impact fee ordinance.

Commentary: Under the legislation, local governments with transportation impact fees
must provide impact fee credit for proportionate fair-share contributions. Impact Jee
credits may vary by jurisdiction based on the methodology used to determine those fees.
Impact fees are generally assessed on a system wide basis, whereas concurrency
determinations for proportionate fair-share address improvements that are related to a
specific site. Therefore, it is intended that the local government calculate the impact Jee
for the development and determine the distribution of the impact fee revenues across the
transporiation system within the given impact fee zone. Applicants would be eligible for
impact fee credit for that portion of their proportionate fair-share payment that applies
to a segmeni for which the local government transportation impact fee is being applied.

11
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J. Proportionate Fair-Share Agreements

(1) Upon execution of a proportionate fair-share agreement (Agreement) the
applicant shall receive a [City/County certificate of concurrency approval].
Should the applicant fail to apply for a development permit within [12 months or
timeframe provided in the local CMS of the execution of the Agreement, then the
Agreement shall be considered null and void, and the applicant shall be required
to reapply.

(2) Payment of the proportionate fair-share contribution is due in full prior to
issuance of the final development order or recording of the final plat and shall be
non-refundable. 1f the payment is submitied more than 12 months from the date
of execution of the Agreement, then the proportionate fair-share cost shall be
recalculated at the time of payment based on the best estimate of the construction
cost of the required improvement at the time of payment, pursuant to Section H
and adjusted accordingly.

Commentary: It is intended that proportionate fair-share contributions be paid in a
timely fashion and that they reflect actual costs as closely as possible. This section
provides that if an applicant chooses to submit their proportionate Jair-share payment
more than one year afier execution of the agreement, the local government will
recalculate the fair-share obligation to capture any changes in improvement cosis over
time. Because this could increase an applicant’s fair-share obligation, presumably it
would be in the applicant’s interest to pay as early as possible.

(3) All developer improvements authorized under this ordinance must be completed
prior to issuance of a development permit, or as otherwise established in a binding
agreement that is accompanied by a security instrument that is sufficient to ensure

- _the-completionofalt required-improvements,—tis-the-intent-of this scotion that —

any required improvements be completed before issuance of building permits or
certificates of occupancy.

(4) Dedication of necessary right-of-way for facility improvements pursuant to a
proportionate fair-share agreement must be completed prior to issuance of the
final development order or recording of the final plat.

(5) Any requested change to a development project subsequent to a development
order may be subject to additional proportionate fair-share contributions to the
extent the change would generate additional traffic that would require mitigation.

(6) Applicants may submit a letter to withdraw from the proportionate fair-share
agreement at any time prior to the execution of the agreement. The application
fee and any associated advertising costs to the [City/County] will be non
refundable.

12
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(7) OPTIONAL PROVISION: The [City/County] may enter into proportionate fair-
share agreements for selected corridor improvements to facilitate collaboration
among multiple applicants on improvements to a shared transportation facility.

Commentary: Situations may arise where local governments desire to facilitate multi-
developer fair-share agreements on corridors needing improvement. This sample
provision would encourage and allow for public/private agreemenis among several
developers on a corridor that would like to coordinate with each other and the local
government on improvements needed for them to achieve concurrency. Such agreements
would accommodate unique opportunities for coordinating among several entities, both
public and private, to accomplish a needed facility upgrade.

For example, Hillshorough County entered inmto a public-private partnership with
developers along U.S. 301 aimed at coordinating concurrency mitigation projects across
several major developments with vested status along the corridor. A stimulus for the
program was the fact that each development was widening the corridor along impacted
segments, resulting in variations in laneage and corresponding safety problems.
Because these segments needed to be tapered, and then later would need to be
reconstructed, there were cost savings to all of the developers to pool their resources and
coordinate on the overall road widening project needed to serve their developments.
Each developer was required to pay their proportionate fair-share into an account that
was earmarked for this purpose. Participating developers were aiso allowed to construct
their share of the improvement as an alternative to paying info the account.

K. Appropriation of Fair-Share Revenues

Commentary: This section outlines the method for appropriating the revenue from

———*wpmmzﬁmhmwmmmmﬂeﬁrﬂmrﬂwm@
were collected unless the terms of the agreement dictate otherwise. Section K(2)
establishes parameters for re-appropriating revenue if an improvement is removed from
the CIE. Specifically, it requires another improvement to be identified and added to the
CIE to mitigate transportation deficiencies within that same corridor or sector.

(1) Proportionate fair-share revenues shall be placed in the appropriate project
account for funding of scheduled improvements in the [City/County] CIE, or as
otherwise established in the terms of the proportionate fair-share agreement. At
the discretion of the local government, proportionate fair-share revenues may be
used for operational improvements prior to construction of the capacity project
from which the proportionate fair-share revenues were derived. Proportionate
fair-share revenues may also be used as the 50% local match for funding under
the FDOT TRIP.

(2) Tn the event a scheduled facility improvement is removed from the CIE, then the
revenues collected for its construction may be applied toward the construction of

13
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another improvement within that same corridor or sector that would mitigate the
impacts of development pursuant to the requirements of Section E(2)(b).

Commentary: It is important to reiterate that a local government that enters into a
proportionate fair-share agreement with an applicant is committing to improving the
transportation facility in question within at least 10 years. Not doing so would raise
questions regarding compliance of the annual capital improvements program with the
requirements of Chapter 163 as administered by the Florida Department of Community
Affairs (FDCA).

Where an impacted regional facility has been designated as a regionally significant
transportation facility in an adopted regional transportation plan as provided in Section
339.155, F.S., and then the [City/County] may coordinate with other impacted
jurisdictions and agencies to apply proportionate fair-share contributions and public
contributions to seek funding for improving the impacted regional facility under the
FDOT TRIP. Such coordination shall be ratified by the [City/County] through an
interlocal agreement that establishes a procedure for earmarking of the developer
contributions for this purpose.

Commentary: Local governments may consider establishing a method whereby an
applicant who constructs a transportation facility that exceeds the applicant’s
proportionate fair-share obligation could be reimbursed for the excess contribution.
This could be addressed in the terms of proportionate fair-share agreements and/or
provided for in the proportionate fair-share ordinance. Below is sample language for
that purpose:

(3) OPTIONAL PROVISION: Where an applicant constructs a transportation facility
that exceeds the applicant’s proportionate fair-share obligation calculated under

fal - IT 3 [ o Y gL,
Sectomm H,—the {CrtyCommy T shall remmburse e appuicant Tor me eXeess—————————

contribution using one or more of the following methods:

(a) An impact fee credit account may be established for the applicant in the
amount of the excess contribution, a portion or all of which may be assigned
and reassigned under the terms and conditions acceptable to the
[City/County].

(b) An account may be established for the applicant for the purpose of
reimbursing the applicant for the excess contribution with proportionate fair-
share payments from future applicants on the facility.

(c) The [City/County] may compensate the applicant for the excess contribution
through payment or some combination of means acceptable to the
[City/County] and the applicant.

14
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Commentary: The intent of item (c} above is that the local government could provide
payment alone or use a combination of methods, such as those provided in (a) or (b) to
reimburse the applicant for the excess contribution.

II. MODEL OPTIONAL PROVISIONS

Commentary: Below are two optional provisions that a local government may consider
adding to its proportionate fair-share ordinance. Option A sets forth a method of
coordinating with adjacent jurisdictions on proportionate fair-share contributions for
development impacts that extend “across the border.” Option B sets forth a method of
applying the proportionate fair-share program toward mobility improvements within a
TCEA, TCMA, or MMTD.

A. Cross Jurisdictional Impacts

Commentary: This section provides a concept to advance intergovernmental
coordination objectives in local government comprehensive plans and applicable policies
in adopted regional plans. It provides an opportunity for a local government to address
the impacts of a proposed development in an adjacent local government that is at or near
its border. It is intended as a means of managing development on a regional
thoroughfare, and not for application to minor roadways. A regional transportation
facility in this context would most likely be an arterial roadway, but could be a major
collector roadway that is planned for expansion and reclassification as an arterial. To
apply this method, each participating local government must first enter an interlocal
agreement to incorporate the provision into their respective land development
regulations. The permitting local government would use the methodology in this section
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neighbor an opportunity to evaluate the proposed development to determine if it would
exceed their adopted LOS standards for concurrency. Where the proposed development
would trigger a concurrency failure on the neighboring local government’s roadway,
that local government would use the proportionate fair-share methodology to determine
the applicant’s obligation. In this situation, the applicant would need to provide a
proportionate fair-share contribution to the adjacent local government that experiences
a concurrency deficiency, as well as to the permitting local government.

(1) In the interest of intergovernmental coordination and to reflect the shared
responsibilities for managing development and concurrency, the [City/County]
may enter an agreement with one or more adjacent local governments to address
cross jurisdictional impacts of development on regional transportation facilities.
The agreement shall provide for application of the methodology in this section to
address the cross jurisdictional transportation impacts of development.

15
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(2) A development application submitted to the [City/County] subject to a
transportation concurrency determination meeting all of the following criteria
shall be subject to this section:

(a) All or part of the proposed development is Jocated within [fill in number]
mile(s) of the area which is under the jurisdiction, for transportation
concurrency, of an adjacent local government; and

Commentary: A minimum of one mile is suggested for the provision above.

(b) Using its own concurrency analysis procedures, the [City/County] concludes
that the additional traffic from the proposed development would use [five
percent or more of the adopted peak hour LOS maximum service volume] of a
regional transportation facility within the concurrency jurisdiction of the
adjacent local government (“impacted regional facility™); and

Commentary: There are many measures and approaches a community might use to
determine whether an impact on a neighboring jurisdiction’s roadway segment is
significant enough to warrant further analysis for proportionate fair-share contributions.
This section suggests a method similar to that used for DRIs.

(¢) The impacted regional facility is projected to be operating below the level of
service standard, adopted by the adjacent local government, when the traffic
from the proposed development is included.

Commentary: An accurate assessment of LOS impacts would account for the cumulative
impacts of previously approved developments that have not yet been constructed.

(3) Upon identification of an impacted regional facility pursuant to_subsection 2(a)-

; pplican ¢ affe jacent focat
government in writing of the opportunity to derive an additional proportionate
fair-share contribution, based on the projected impacts of the proposed
development on the impacted adjacent facility.

(a) The adjacent local government shall have up to ninety (90) days in which to
notify the [City/County] of a proposed specific proportionate fair-share
obligation, and the intended use of the funds when received. The adjacent
local government must provide reasonable justification that both the amount
of the payment and its intended use comply with the requirements of Section
163.3180(16), F.S. Should the adjacent local government decline
proportionate fair-share mitigation under this section, then the provisions of
this section would not apply and the applicant would be subject only to the
proportionate fair share requirements of the [City/County].

{(b) If the subject application is subsequently approved by the [City/County], the
approval shall include a condition that the applicant provides, prior to the
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issuance of any building permit covered by that application, evidence that the
proportionate fair-share obligation to the adjacent local government has been
satisfied. The [City/County] may require the adjacent local govemment to
declare, in a resolution, ordinance, or equivalent document, its intent for the
use of the concurrency funds to be paid by the applicant.

Commentary: The new growth management legislation encourages Jurisdictions to
coordinate with their neighbors on LOS standards and methodologies for concurrency on
transportation facilities that traverse multiple jurisdictions. Specifically, the new law
requires local governments to “consider compatibility with the roadway facility’s
adopted LOS standards in adjacent jurisdictions” and to use a “professionally accepted
methodology for measuring impacts on transportation facilities” Jor concurrency
determinations. In addition, counties are encouraged to coordinate with adjacent
counties, and local governments within a county are encouraged (o coordinate, Jor the
purpose of using common methodologies for measuring transportation impacts for
concurrency administration.

B. Proportionate Share Program for TCEAs, TCMAs and MMTDs

Commentary: This section provides a concept for the application of a proportionate Jair-
share program in the context of a TCEA, TCMA, or MMTD, which are concurrency
alternatives that require mobility plans and funding mechanisms. Because these areas
tend to involve significant multimodal improvements and often have constrained
roadways, an area-wide approach is suggested.

Within the [reference all local TCMAs, and/or MMTDs, and/or TCEAs],
[City/County] hereby establishes a proportionate fair-share assessment, based on the
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within that District, and based on the expected trip generation of the proposed
development.

Commentary: Amendments (o §163.3180 F.S. tighten requirements for TCEAs. Similar to
the requirements for TCMAs and MMTDs, the statute requires local governments to
adopt and implement strategies to support and fund mobility within the designated
exception area, including alternative modes of transportation, and to demonstrate how
they will provide mobility. This ordinance provision offers local governments a means to
use proportionate fair-share payments for this purpose.

APPENDIX A: 2005 Proportionate Fair-Share Legislation

This Appendix contains the proportionate fair-share language from Senate Bill 360 as
found in Chapter 163.3180(16) Florida Statutes.
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(16) 1t is the intent of the Legislature to provide a method by which the impacts of
development on transportation facilities can be mitigated by the cooperative efforts of the
public and private sectors. The methodology used to calculate proportionate fair-share
mitigation under this section shall be as provided for in subsection (12).

(a) By December 1, 2006, each local government shall adopt by ordinance a methodology
for assessing proportionate fair-share mitigation options. By December 1, 2005, FDOT
shall develop a model transportation concurrency management ordinance Wwith
methodologies for assessing proportionate fair-share mitigation options.

(b) In its transportation CMS, a local government shall, by December 1, 2006, include
methodologies that will be applied to calculate proportionate fair-share mitigation. A
developer may choose to satisfy all transportation concurrency requirements by
contributing or paying proportionate fair-sharc mitigation if transportation facilities or
facility segments identified as mitigation for traffic impacts are specifically identified for
funding in the five-year schedule of capital improvements in the CIE of the local plan or
the long-term CMS or if such contributions or payments to such facilities or segments are
reflected in the five-year schedule of capital improvements in the next regularly
scheduled update of the CIE. Updates to the five-year CIE which reflect proportionate
fair-share contributions may not be found not in compliance based on ss. 163.3164(32)
and 163.3177(3) if additional contributions, payments or funding sources are reasonably
anticipated during a period not to exceed 10 years to fully mitigate impacts on the
transportation facilities.

2. Proportionate fair-share mitigation shall be applied as a credit against impact fees to
the extent that all or a portion of the proportionate fair-share mitigation is used to address

the same capital infrastructure improvements contemplated by the local government's

impact fee ordinance.

(c) Proportionate fair-share mitigation includes, without limitation, separately or
collectively, private funds, contributions of land, and construction and contribution of
facilities and may include public funds as determined by the local government. The fair
market value of the proportionate fair-share mitigation shall not differ based on the form
of mitigation. A local government may not require a development to pay more than its
proportionate fair-share contribution regardless of the method of mitigation.

(d) Nothing in this subsection shall require a local government to approve a development
that is not otherwise qualified for approval pursuant to the applicable local
comprehensive plan and land development regulations.

(e) Mitigation for development impacts to facilities on the SIS made pursuant to this
subsection requires the concurrency of the FDOT.
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(D) In the event the funds in an adopted five-year CIE are insufficient to fully fund
construction of a transportation improvement required by the local government's CMS, a
local government and a developer may still enter into a binding proportionate share
agreement authorizing the developer to construct that amount of development on which
the proportionate fair share is calculated if the proportionate fair-share amount in such
agreement is sufficient to pay for one or more improvements which will, in the opinion of
the governmental entity or entities maintaining the transportation facilities, significantly
benefit the impacted transportation system. The improvement or improvements funded by
the proportionate fair-share component must be adopted into the five-year capital
improvements schedule of the comprehensive plan at the next annual CIE update.

(g) Except as provided in subparagraph (b) 1. Nothing in this section shall prohibit the
FDCA from finding other portions of the CIE amendments not in compliance as provided
in this chapter.

(h) The provisions of this subsection do not apply to a multiuse development of regional
impact satisfying the requirements of subsection (12).
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APPENDIX B: METHOD FOR COST ESCALATION

This Appendix contains a method to estimate growth in costs, through the computation of
a three-year average of the actual cost growth rates. This will provide a growth rate that
should be smoothed to avoid overcompensating for major fluctuations in costs that have
occurred due to short term material shortages.

Cost, = Costp x (1 + Cost_growthsy,)"

Where:

Cost, = The cost of the improvements in year n;

Costy = The cost of the improvement in the current year,

Cost_growthsy,, = The growth rate of costs over the last three years;

n= The number of years until the improvement is
constructed.

The three-year growth rate is determined by the following formula:

Cost_growths,, = [Cost_growth.; + Cost_growth; + Cost_growth ;]/3

Where:
Cost_growthsy, = The growth rate of costs over the last three years;
Cost_growth,, = The growth rate of costs in the previous year,
Cost_growth; = The growth rate of costs two years prior;
Cost_growth.; = The growth rate of costs three years prior.
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ORDINANCE NO. 06-

AN ORDINANCE OF THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF LEON COUNTY,
FLORIDA, AMENDING SECTION 10-141 OF CHAPTER 10, ARTICLE Vi OF THE CODE OF
LAWS OF LEON COUNTY, FLORIDA, ENTITLED CONCURRENCY REVIEW,
CONCURRENCY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM, CERTIFICATES OF CONCURRENCY;
INCORPORATING PROVISIONS TO ACCOMMODATE PROPORTIONATE SHARE
CONTRIBUTION FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN LEVEL OF
SERVICE STANDARDS; PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY;
AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSSIONERS OF LEON COUNTY,
FLORIDA, that:

Section 1. Section 10-141 of Chapter 10 of the Code of Laws of Leon County, Florida is
hereby amended to read as follows:

Sec. 10-141. Concurrency review, concurrency management system, certificates of
concurrency.

(a) In order to satisfy concurrency, all proposed development except that
development which is exempt or vested under the provisions of applicable laws shall
undergo a concurrency review prior to the issuance of a final development order. A
concurrency review is optional prior to the approval of a preliminary development order.

(b) The concurrency review shall determine if there is adequate available
capacity in each of the concurrent facilities to accommodate the impact of the proposed
new development at or above the level of service adopted in the capital improvement
element of the comprehensive plan.

(c) The applicant may choose to satisfy transportation concurrency requirements
as established in the Comprehensive Plan by contributing or paying a proportionate fair
share if the required transportation improvement is identified or will be included for
funding in the CIE consistent with the provisions established in Chapter 163.3180,
Florida Statutes. In the event the improvement required for mitigation is not in the
adopted CIE, the applicant may enter into a proportionate fair share agreement to satisfy
the associated transportation concurrency requirements if the proportionate fair share is
sufficient to fund an improvement or improvements which will significantly benefit the
impacted transportation system consistent with the provisions of Chapter 163.3180
Florida Statutes. The criteria for implementing these provisions shall be specified in the
County’s Concurrency Management Policies and Procedures Manual as adopted
consistent with Section 10-140(e) the Land Development Code.

¢)(d) The county shall maintain a concurrency management system (CMS)
which will consist of an inventory of facility capacity and a demand accounting system
that will reflect the current status of concurrency facilities. An annual status report as
identified in the comprehensive plan will be provided to the Board of County
Commissioners.
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¢d)(e) Based on the results of the concurrency review, the county shall issue a
certificate of concurrency, issue a preliminary certificate of concurrency, issue a
conditional certificate of concurrency, or deny the issuance of any certificate of
concurrency.

(e}f) An applicant shall have the right to appeal the demial of the issuance of a
certificate of concurrency, or to appeal the issuance of a certificate of concurrency with
conditions unacceptable to the applicant.

Section 2. Conflicts.

All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the provisions of the Ordinance are
hereby repealed to the extent of such conflict, as of the effective date of this Ordinance,
except to the extent of any conflicts with the Tallahassee-Leon County Comprehensive
Plan, as amended, which provisions shall prevail over any parts of this Ordinance which
are inconsistent, either in whole or in part, with the Comprehensive Plan.

Section 3. Severability.

In any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phase of this Ordinance is, for any reason,
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by any court of competent jurisdiction, such portion
shall be deemed a separate, distinct, and independent provision and, such holding shall
not affect the validity of the remaining portions of this Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date.

This ordinance shall become effect upon January 1, 2007.




