Attachment # /

Page L__m

Board of County Commissioners
Budget Discussion Item

Date of Meeting:  June 9, 2009‘

Date Submitted: June 2, 2009

—
To.: Honorable Chairman and Members of the Board
From: Parwez Alam, County Administrat

Vincent Long, Deputy County Administrati

Subject: County - City Growth & Environmental Management / Building Inspection
Consolidation

‘Statement of Issue:

This agenda item presents issues (including past efforts) regarding the functlonal consolidation of
County - City Growth & Environmental Management / Building Inspection, offers recommended
options and seeks Board direction for advancing this Initiative.

Background:
Under the “Discussion [tems by Commissioners” section of the April 21, 2009 County, Commission

meeting, Commissioner Desloge raised the issue of the recent City of Tallahassee Charter Review
Commuttee’s recommendation to the City Commission regarding the consolidation of County - City
Growth Management functions. At that time, the Board directed staff to prepare an agenda item on
the issue and to request the County’s Citizen Charter Review Committee to take the City Charter
Review Committee’s recommendation under advisement when they convene in November,

Analysis:
. This agenda item presents issues which may be beneficial in determining the manner in whlch the

Board wishes to proceed in support of the prospect of consolidating growth management and
building inspection functions performed by Leon County and the City of Tallahassee. This analysis
includes an overview of the significant previous efforts taken to date to advance a functional
consolidation of these services. Given the limited success of previous efforts, it is recommended that
the Board consider the historical approach to this issue, as well as approaches not utlhzed which may
be more expeditious and effective.

This agenda item also presents options available to the County for effectuating such a consolidation,
including addressing recent discussion by the Board regarding the opportunities and limitations of
amending the County or City charters to realize a functional consolidation. Finally, with respectto
the overall potentjal benefit of consolidating these services, this agenda item presents a high level of
analysis recognizing that a more in-depth study of all of these issues would be needed if the County
and City Commissions committed to pursuing a functionally consolidated model for the provision of
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“these services countywide.

W

QOver at least the past twenty years, the issue of consolidating the County and Cxty growth
management functions has been raised by individual County or City Commissioners, by citizens
representing the development community, or by groups like the Chamber of Commerce. Over this
time, the Board of County Commissioners has traditionatly taken a very supportive position toward
the prospect of the functional consolidation of growth management and has identified this issuc as a
perennial priority issue during the annual retreat priority-setting process. Past commissions have
taken a very-active interest in advancing the functional consolidation of growth management. Many
of those efforts involved designating individual commissioners from the County and the City “to go
make it happen”. This approach instructs that it is probably not the most effective means to achieve
functional consolidation. Alternatives to this approach are presented herein. It is also noted that
while a true functional consolidation of growth management has not been realized, very significant
“incremental” advances have been made in the area of coordination, consistency, and the use of
common technology by the independent departments. This section provides an overview of the
historical and political context of the Board’s previous efforts over the past twenty—plus years.

Prior to 1990, growth management was much simpler. The County and the City had separate
building inspection departments, but the environmental management function of growth management
was performed by the County on a countywide basis. In 1990, the City established their own
environmental and concurrency management divisions. The County actively opposed this action and
continued to advocate for the environmental management function to be performed by one
department to be guided by and to enforce countywide regulations based on environmental
conditions, rather than political boundaries. The Comprehensive Plan was adopted later that same
year by the County and the City and included Objective 1.4 of the Conservation Element which
supported the policy of one environmental management department. This objective, which remains
. in the Comprehensive Plan today, reads as follows (Attachment#1):

Objective 1.4: [C] (Effective 12/10/91)

By 1993, local government will establish a unified single agency focused on
environmental and natural resource protection and management that will help
conserve, protect, and enhance the natural resources in T allahassae and Leon
County.

One of the earliest efforts to realize functional consolidation of growth management can be traced to
early 1992. On April 8, 1992, County Commissioners Marjorie Turnbull and Gary Yordon appeared
before the City Commission to express the County Commission’s commitment to consolidating the
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larger growth management function and presented a discussion paper that the Board had previously
directed staff to prepare on the subject (Attachment #2). The City Cominission agreed at that time to
begin the process to consolidate the two departments. In discussions between the County and City
Commissions, and at Mayor/Chair meetings leading up to and preceeding this action, important
reasons for pursuing a consolidation of growth management were espoused, many of which included
~ the reasons captured in a letter from Commissioner Steve Meisburg to the City Commission which
included: :

“First, the City and County are facing very difficult budget pictures - we need to
eliminate overlapping functions wherever possible; second in this time of recession, I
believe we have only added more confusion.and uncertainty in our building and
banking community; and finally, I believe we must work to develop'a system that

~while effectively protecting the environment, works in partnership with the public.”

On April 21, 1992, the County Commission voted unanimously to establish a citizen committee to
convene for the purpose of developing recommendations on a growth management.consolidation
plan. On April 22, 1992, the City Commission unanimously approved the same action. On June 16,
1992, the Board of County Commissioners voted unanimously to accept a consolidation committee
comprised of a representative of CONA, the Coalition for Positive Growth Management, a Planning
Commissioner, the: County Administrator and the City Manager. The City never took action to
establish the committee. :

Absent a committee, the County Administrator tried to keep this initiative moving forward at the
staff level. On March 11, 1993, County Administrator Pawez Alam sent a memorandum and a
proposed Interlocal Agreement to then City Manager Dan Kleman which stated, in part, “4s you wii/
recall, the City and County Commissions directed you and me 10 develop a proposal on the subject
issue (Joint Growth and Environmental Department). For one reason or another, we have not been
able to accomplish the direction of the Commissions, even though we discussed the issue at two
meetings. In an effort 10 move this assignment along, I have taken the liberty of drafting the
atiached proposal for your consideration.” (Attachment #3). The proposed interlocal agreement
attemnpted to reach final mutual commitment for advancing the growth management consolidation by
establishing the broad parameters whereby:

“The County Administrator and the City Manager shall lead a transition team to
combine the existing growth management departments with the new department
becoming operational within 60 days of the execution of this’ agreement or October
1,1993.."

Then City Manager Dan Kleman was untesponsive to the letter, but made it known privately to the
County Administrator and individual County and City Commissioners at the time that he did not
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believe that a consolidated growth management was in the best interest of the City.

In 1994 another consolidation effort evolved. This effort focused on consolidating County and City
Building Inspection and Permitting Divisions and was led by County Commissioner Bruce Host and
City Commissioner Scott Maddox. A joint letter from the commissioners was issued on September
22, 1994 which requested a joint County-City staff report within thirty days of the “benefits and
pitfalls” of such a consolidation (Attachment #4). The commissioners also sent letters under their
signatures to the Tallahassee Builders Association, the North Florida Chapter of Associated Builders
and Contractors, and the Coalition for Positive Growth Management séliciting their suggestions,
comments and ideas about a consolidated building inspection division.

On October 24, and October 31, 1994, the City and County Growth Management Directors
respectively submitted their reports (Attachments #5 & #6). In the months that followed, County and.
City staff worked with the designated commissioners to reconcile and refine their reports and take
into consideration the comments received from the development community. On April 18, 1995, the
County Commission received an agenda item titled Joint Building Inspection Divisions Review and
Committee Report (Attachment #7). This agenda item concluded that it was not advisabnle to
combine County and City Building Inspection and Permitting Divisions due to decreased efficiency
that would result from separating the divisions from the respective Growth Management
Departments. There were also concerns at the time about increased costs associated with this
consolidationi due to the need for a common facility and compensation equalization. The most
" important issue, however, was probably the concern that this separation from other growth
management functions was a move away from “one-stop permitting”. The County Commission
unanimously approved the recommendation not to consider combining the County and City Building
Inspection and Permitting Divisions separate from their respective Growth Management
Departments. Similar action was subsequently taken by the City Commission.

Throughout the remainder of the 1990s, the issue of growth management consolidation would
surface from time to time, in¢luding at Mayor — Chair meetings. In more recent years, the Board of
County Commissioners has consistently expressed an interest in advancing some of the broader
issues associated with growth management consistency and countywide environmental management
by establishing countywide environmental standards. In fact, in every year since 2000, the Board has
elevated pursuing countywide stormwater regulations as a Board Retreat priority. Specifically, in
2003 and 2006 this issue was identified for a charter amendment (Attachment #8). As a result, in
2006 the County and City developed the Watershed Management Policy Bbard; however, this effort
has not been successful in establishing uniform policy in this area.

In 2008, the issue of exploring all opportunities for functional consolidation, inchuding growth
management consolidation, was raised as the Board of County Commissioners discussed the Impacts
of Amendment#l to the Florida Constitution. Atthattime, the Board appointed Commissioner John
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Dailey to work with Supermtendent Jackie Pons and Mayor John Marks to identify opportumnes for-

functional consohdanon No recommendations were made as a result of this effort.

As previously mentioned, the impetus for this agenda item was the County Commission’s action at
the April 21, 2009 County Commission meeting to support the City’s Charter Review Committee

(CRC) recommendatlons regarding the consolidation of County-City Growth Management functions

included in their draft report to the City Commission. On April 22, 2009, the City’s CRC presented

its final report to the City Commission (Attachment #9). As part of its report, the CRC recommended .

that the City establish a formal schedule to consolidate the Growth Management departments of the
County and City no later than October 1, 2010.

In the very latest development on this issue, on May 13, 2009 the City Commission designated City .

Commissioner Debbie Lightsey to work with the County Commission on consolidating the City and
County Building Inspection and Permitting Departments {Attachment #10). This motion was not in

response to attempting to consolidate growth management functions, but rather to address the City
Building Inspection Fund’s ($824,000) projected deficit. Specifically, the City’s stated intent of the
motion Was to “graduate the fee structure to bring it closer to the County’s to generate some surplus.”
The County’s Building Inspection Department is a self-sustaining operation.

WHERE WE ARE TODAY

As previously noted, even though previous efforts to effectuate the consolidation of County-City
growth management functions have not been realized, it is important to appreciate the “incremental”
advances that have been made in the area of coordination, consistency, and the use of common
technology by the independent departments. To date, the County, in conjunction with the City of
Tallahassee, has undertaken actions that have provided the public an apparently seamless and
_-transparent interface for many of the customer services provided pursuant to the coramunity’s growth
management related responsibilities. The County and City Growth Management Departments have
utilized the Permit Enforcement and Tracking System (PETS) software since 1995. In 1998, both
departments migrated to a web-based version of the software known as PETS Plus. Since 2002, both
departments have utilized the software to populate Velocity Hall, which provides the public internet
access to the status of all pending development review and permitting activity, as well as a historical
record of such activity for al) parcels in both jurisdictions.

Through joint funding efforts, both jurisdictions have supported the development and
implementation of a countywide Geographic Information System (GIS). This combined effort has
allowed for the subsequent development of the Land Identification layer which allows the public, via
. internet, access to GIS to view proposed development projects and site-specific environmental and

. land use related information regardless of the jurisdictional location of the property: Furthermore,
GIS is extensively utilized to implement the countywide addressing and street naming ordinance,
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which is administered by the inter-jurisdictional Addressing Steering Committee.

1In 2003, both departments implemented an interactive voice-activated response system (IVRS) to

assist with building inspections. The VRS provides one telephone number that accesses a 24-hour,

seven (7) days a week, automated building inspection requests system that is utilized by both
departments. Additionally, both departments’ building inspection divisions have established a
standing Code Consistency Committeg to ensure consistent interpretation and enforcement of the :
Florida Building Code between jurisdictions and to participate regularly in joint public service
announcements concerning building review and inspection-related matters.

Other coordinated and/or joint growth management related activities include the Board of

Adjustment and Appeals, which is composed of members appointed by both govemments. Both

Departments utilize the same traffic model for concurrency management purposes, coordinate inter-
jurisdictional traffic impact analysis, and implemented a2 memorandum of agreement with regards to

proportionate share traffic impact mitigation.

In 2005, the County and Commissions approved the purchase and build-out of the Renaissance
Center Building the purposes of realizing a true “one-stop shop” for all growth management related
services. In the months that followed, the County’s Growth and Environmental Management
Department relocated from Tharpe Street to the second floor of the Renaissance Center. The City’s
Growth Management Department was soon after relocated from City Hall to the first and third floors.
The joint City/County Planning Department was also relocated to the Renaissance Center to
complete this very rare, full-service, “one-stop” location for all growth management related
activities, regardless of jurisdiction.

Apart from the activities that have been outlined above that anning Departhave facilitated the
integration of various growth management functions and provided the public with a unifiéd customer
service delivery system, several outstanding or unresolved policy related issues remain that wouild
need to be addressed in order for complete functional consolidation of growth management to occur.
These issues can generally be divided into the category of regulatory and funding differences.

Many of the current inter-jurisdictional regulatory differences between the County and the City have

been established in the Comprehensive Plan and are carried out through implementing land
development regulations. Examples include differences in the regulatory framework (allowable uses

and applicable stormwater standards) applicable to the Lake Protection future land use district,

differences in stormwater management standards and applicable regulations including floodplain
management and a difference in the overall philosophical approach to growth management as

" reflected in each jurisdictions’ land development regulations based on the nature of the geographical

area (urban, suburban, rural, rural community) being regulated, and so forth.
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With regards to funding for the County and City growth management functions, each local
government has historically taken a different approach to this issue. While the County has elected to
generally fund their mandated growth management functions through an enterprise fund approach
(especially the building review and inspections functions), the City has typically utilized more non-
fee based revenues to fund their growth management functions. The different funding approaches
has resulted in substantial variations in development and permitting review fees between the
jurisdictions. While the Comprehensive Plan notes that new development should pay for itself and
not be subsidized by local government, neither jurisdiction is currently implementing this policy
fully; however, the County’s current funding methodology on its face would appear to be more in
line with the established goal. ' :

Conclusion: WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

As previously stated, the impetus of this agenda item came at the Commission Meeting of Apnl 21,
2009. At that time, the Board directed staff to prépare an agenda item to consider how the Board
may wish to support the City’s CRC recommendations to consolidate County-City growth
management functions. As described in this agenda item, it is instructive to both carefully consider
the difficulties of our past attempts to realize functional consolidation of County-City growth
management, as well as appreciate the significant progress that has occurred to bring the independent
departments to where they are today (as described above). When determining where to go from here,
several Important questions emerge which the Board may wish to consider in determining the
manner, the extent and desired outcome of supporting (or leading) an initiative to functionally
consolidate County-City growth management:

What additional information is needed io advance this effort?

Prior to the Board determining a position or a course of action, the Board may wish to have a further
evaluation of the marginal benefits of a functional consolidation of growth management (over what
exists today) and the options available to realize the maximum potential benefits, to achieve the most
cost effective result and to avoid any unintended consequences.

Only by performing such an evaluation will the Board have the information necessary to determine
their desired outcome and how to get there. For example, the 1995 effort to consolidate only the
County-City Building Inspection took a considerable amount of time and effort only to determine at
the end of this process that the benefits of a consolidated building department were outweighed
compared to the efficiencies lost in separating building inspection from' the other growth
management functions and the parting from the overall objective of “one-stop permitting”. As
mentioned previously, this is the same approach which the City Commission recently designated
Commissioner Lightsey to engage the County Commission to pursue once again.
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It is strongly recommended that any evalunation of the functional consolidation of growth
manageme'nt incorporate County and City Building Inspection and Joint City-County PIanning

What are the oplions for obtamm,q the above—mentzoned analysis _and recezvm,q timely and
actionable recommendalions? ' N

There are two basic approaches whereby the Commissions could get the information necessary to
guide critical decisions associated with an effort as involved as the functional consolidation of
growth management. 1). One option is to hire an independent management and operational
consultant to perform this work. 2). The other optlon is to assemble a group of key staff from the

County and the Clty to perform this evaluation.

1). The Consultant Option/Approach: The nature of the evaluation and the leve] analysis needed to
make recommendations on the issues of management/process efficiency and cost effectiveness
associated with a functional consolidation justifies the use of a professional management and
operations consultant. The independent, objective nature an outside consultant is an additional
advantage of this approach. The selection and scope of work of the tonsultant should be mutually
agreed upon and cost shared by both the County and-City Commissions. ‘In this approach, both
Commissions should direct that their highest-level staff support the work of the consultant. In
addition, the consultant should be charged with engaging frequent customers of the services to solicit
their input. The consultant’s work should be delivered to the County and the City ata joint public
workshop.at which time the Commissions can evaluate the options to achieve all available benefits
of a consolidation, determine / ensure consistency with overall objectives, and to decide on the most
appropriate action (which could include transition and implementation planning).

2). The Team Option/Approach: While the nature of the evaluation and the level of analysis
justifies the use of a consultant, this approach is not required to obtain the information necessary to
. guide critical decisions associated with this effort. In fact, in this case another viable option to
achieve the result described above is recommended. This “Team Option/Approach” invelves
assembling a group of key staff from the County and the City to perform this evaluation.

Specifically, it is recommended that this group consist of the Deputy County Administrator (Vincent
Long), the Assistant City Manager for Development and Transportation Services (Tom Coe), the
Assistant County Administrator (Alan Rosenzweig), the City’s Director of Management ‘and
Administration Services (Raoul Lavin), the Director of County Growth & Environmental
Management (David McDevitt), the Director-of City Growth Management (Bob Herman), and the
Joint City/County Planning Director (Wayne Tedder). This group of employees is capable of
performing such an analysis and could effectively marshall the resources of the two governments to
achieve the objectives. An additional advantage of this approach is the time saved in the process of
selecting a consultant. Because of the level of effort that would be required with this approach,
however, it should be expected that this process would become the top priority of the group members
and would consume much of their time and attention. If given top prierity, this evaluation could be

o
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completed in as fast as 30 days. Itis also recommended that this group include the Chairman of the
Greater Tallahassee Chamber of Commerce Growth Management Committee (Todd Spérry). This
individual was instrumental in the recent recommendations made to the City CRC and is a
development professional who has been a customer of both the Ceunty’s and the City’s growth
management departments on small and large-scale projects

What about the political commitment necessary to keep this effort advancing? o

The mutual political commitment by the County and City Commissions necessary to achieve
functional consolidation of growth management cannot be overstated. The practice of the
Commissions appointing individual Commissioners to establish the political commitment for

resolving inter-jurisdictional issues has been one which has become a common practice for the City

and the County. This practice is most effective when there are significant unresolved issues which
require a negotiation (or re-negotiation) to lay the foundation upon which staff can then “work out
the details”. However, when Commissioners are appointed to “work out the details”, this practice
becomes inherently problematic and the objective very elusive. ' : :

As has been described here, very capable and well-intentioned Commissioners have been appointed
by their respective Commissions in the past and dispatched down a well-traveled road to effectuate
the consolidation of growth management. This approach presurnably is to maintain the political
commitment to achieving the goal. However, rather than maintaining the strong, concentrated
political commitment of 2 majority of the Commissions, over this period of time the political
commitment becomes fragmented and diffused. The political responsibility becomes that of the
individual designated Commissioners. Among the inherent problems with this approach arise the
fact that the individua] Commissioners are privy to information that the rest of the Commissions do
not enjoy. In addition, this designated Commissioner process is more susceptible to external
influences which arise and may be counter to achieving the policy goal than is the process whereby
professional staff carries out the direction of the Commission. Because of these and other factors, -
policy decisions and directions are sometimes changed in this process. In the end, often times the
designated Commissioners have devoted a considerable amount of time (probably an unreasonable
amount of time to be expected) only to have the process become derailed completely or the
deliverable ultimately not approved by the respective Commissions.

There are many examples of this occurring in the past. One such example involved an effort in
which County Comnmissioner Bruce Host and City Commissioner John Paul Bailey were designated
by their Commissions to work on consolidating law enforcement dispatch. After approximately 18 -
months of intense effort, Commissioner John Paul Bailey wrote in a letter ending the process stating:
“At present, it seems to be imprudent to continue to pursuing a Joint Dispatch/Emergency
Management Center between the Cxty and County due to a lack of interest and support.” (Attachment

#11).

o
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In .the current ongoing effort to achieve joint dispatch, the County and the City Commissions
executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on the outset which clearly stated the policy
objective.  The Commissions jointly committed significant funding to this effort and endorsed the
establishment of the Public Safety Communications Board (made up of their professional staff) to
carty out the policy objective. Though very complex and involved, this approach will successfully
achieve the policy objective in the very near future,

In this case, it is recommended that the County Commission direct staff to develop a MOU outlining
the broad tenets and the mutual commitinent for pursuing a functional consolidation of County and
City growth management functions, upon passage of which will be sent to the City Commission for
consideration. This MOU should include utilizing the Team Option/Approach and incorporate the
County and City Building Inspection and Joint City-County Plannmg in the evaluation, as described

eariier. -

How to effectuate functional consolidation of growth management technically?
Once the objectives are clearly defined by the evaluation and decided upon by the Commissions, the
Commissions can direct the manner in which they choose functional consolidation be effectuated.

There has been considerable discussion regarding functional consolidation in the context of the
City’s recent charter review and the County’s upcoming charter review. To provide clarification, the
City’s CRC Final Report and Recommendations (Attachment #9) included a number of non-charter
recommendations for the City Commission’s consideration to effectuate through ordinance, policy,
or interlocal agreement. This was the manner in which the CRC addressed functional consolidation.
This reflects the understanding that a City charter amendment can do very little to effectuate
functional consolidation. As previously stated, as part of its report, the Committee recommended
that the City establish a formal schedule to consolidate the growth management departments of the
County and City, no later than October 1, 2010.

The County’s charfer review process should be viewed differenity. The County charter could oniy
effectuate a functional consolidation through its “Transfer of Powers™ provision which wouid require
the consent of the City to simply turn those responsibilities over to the County. This would also
require an affirmative vote of the local electorate in a dual referendum (must pass in both the city-
limits and the unincorporated area). However, there are some important policy related issues which
could be effectuated through a revision to the County’s charter to establish countywide regulations.
As previously mentioned, the Board has placed significant priority in establishing countywide
environmental ordinances in the past. It is an important, but often overlooked fact, in all of the
deliberations regarding functional consolidation that County and City services are most often not
duplicated. Duplication resides most often at the policy level creating different regulatory standards
based on jurisdictional boundaries, and thus, creating the need to have different regulatory functions
provided by the jurisdictions.
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The Florida Constitution provides that a county charter shall provide for that which shall prevail in
the event of conflict between county and municipal ordinances. Thus, charter counties have a direct
constitutional grant of broad powers of self-government, which include the power of county-citizens
to enable their county to enact regulations of countywide effect which preempt conflicting municipal
ordinances. Like charter counties, municipalities are-granted broad home-rule powers by the
Constitution. For municipalities in charter counties, however, these powers are limited by the
constitutional right of citizens to opt for county preemption of municipal regulatory power [Article
VI, s. 1{(g), Fla. Const.; Broward County v. City of Ft. Lauderdale, 480 S0.2d 631(F1a.1985)]. In
this regard, the County could effectuate much of the benefit of a functional consolidation through
charter amendment and at the same time eliminate the need to have multiple jurisdictions enforcing
different regulations by a simple countywide affirmative vote of the local electorate.

Notwithstanding the above information, the most likely vehicle to effectuate a functional
consolidation would be through the execution of an Interlocal Agreement. This Interlocal
Agreement could reflect the broad tenets established in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).
This MOU would also establish a timeline including an evaluation, as described earlier, to be
delivered to the Commissions to provide guidance necessary to inform their decisions and reach
consensus. Atsuch time, the Commissions could jointly provide direction on the specific provisions
to include in the Interlocal Agreement.

Options:
I. Directto prepare an agenda item for Board approval of a Memorandum of Understanding

(MOU) outlining the broad tenets and the mutual commitment for pursuing a functional

consolidation of County and City growth management functions upon passage of which will

be sent to the City Commission for consideration. Include in this MOU utilizing the Team

Option/Approach to conduct the evaluation to realize the maximum potential benefits, to

achieve the most cost effective result, to avoid any unintended consequences and to ensure

consistency with broader objectives, and to incorporate the County and City Building’
Inspection and Joint City-County Planning in the evaluation,

2. Same as Option 1, except direct staff to utilize the Consultant Optlon/Approach for
conducting the evaluatlon

3. Designate a County Commissioner to work with Commissioner Lightsey to consolidate the

Building Inspection function.

4. Board Direction.

o
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Recommendation:
Option #1

Attachments:
#1 -Comprehensive Plan Ob_] ective 1.4 of the Conservation Elernent

#2 — Discussion Paper on Consolidating City and County Growth Management

#3 - Proposed Interlocal Agreement memorandum to then City Manager Dan Kleman by County
Administrator Parwez Alam _
#4 — September 22, 1994 joint letter from Commissioners to County Administrator Parwez Alam
re: “benefits and pitfalls” of consolidation

#5 — October 24, 1994 City and County Building Inspection Consolidation report sent on behalf
of Henry L. Holshouser, Jr.

#6 - October 31, 1994 Report on Consohdanon Building Inspection and Permitting D1v1s1ons
sent on behalf of Howard Pardue

#7 — Agenda Item dated April 18, 1995 re: Joint Building Inspectlon Divisions Review
Coramittee Report (

#8 — 2003 and 2006 Board Retreat priorities

#9 — City’s Charter Review Committee (CRC) final report

#10 — Designation of Comrnissioner Debbie Lightsey to work with the County Commission on
consolidation of County and City Building Inspection Departments

#11 — September 14, 2009 John Paul Bailey letter
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Objective 1.4: [C} (Effective 12/10/91)

By 1993, local government will establish a unified single agency focused on environmental and natural
resource protection and management that will help conserve, protect, and enhance the natural resources in

Tallahassee and Leon Cousnty, . .
Policy 1.4.1: {C] .(Effective 7/16/30) | |

The duties of this coordinated natural resources agency may include but rot be limited to:
a) Adrru'nisteﬁng the Environmentally Significant Land A;:quisiﬁon Program,

b) Implementing a program to assist private landowners in better managing their lands for the preservation
of natural resources;

-¢) Sponsoring countywide environmental education programs;

il

d) Determining the environmental effects of subdivisions, site plans, rezoning and land use changes by
establishing an environmenial assessment process that ensures maximum resmcuon and mitigation of
development impacts on natural resources;

¢} Developing area-wide resource management plans and studies for wildlife, native plants, surface water
restoration, closed basin needs, and endangered, threatened and species of special concern as well as
restoration plans needed to maintain wetlands, native forests, and wildlife populations in conjunction with

state and regional agencies;

f) Administering the environmental permitting, enforcement, and compliance process unless otherwise
delegated; .

g)  Violations of environmental ordinances shall include the most stringent penalties which
may include restriction of future develepment opportunities;

h) Developing and maintaining 2 comprehensive monitoring program for natural and native vegetation,
surface waters and other natural resources; :

i) Coordinate with local government and citizens groups to develop an urban forest management plar:;

J) Working with the forestry community to improve and implement “silviculture best‘management
practices” and their impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat;

k) Coordinating with the stormwater utility regarding surface water quality.
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Why consclidate City and Cdunty.erowth Hnnagemgnt Punctions?

Today the City and County have two separate growth management
departments, both of which are very similar in organization

and function. Both have responsibilities for building
inspection,  environmental management, and concurrency
managenent,

Up until 1950 growth management was much simpler, The City
and County had their own building inspection departments but
environmental management was handled by the County for both
jurisdictions. 1In 1990, the City moved to create their own
environmental management office and established their own
concurrency management cffice. The County opposed the move and
continued to advocate for one department. The Comprehensive

Plan, jeintly agreed upon, also contained a policy supporting -

one environmental department (Objective 1.4 of the
Conservation Element). With these changes, the County
proceeded to add concurrency management to its growth
management program to comply with state law and the Local
Comprehensive Plan. , , )

Separate City and County Growth Management Departments have
added confusion and uncertalnty for neighborhoods,

environmental groups,- and the development community. Some
have suggested it's time to reconsider one department
providing growth management services for both City and County

residents.

‘Benefits of one Department include:

* Increased Accountability and Responsiveness

Today there are complaints that many  people don't know
whether to go to the City or the County to obtain help..

- With one Department, there is only one office to call for
help. Fewer agencies (or people) will be involved in
decision making.

* Increased Consistency
Today there are differences in Clty and County land

development requlations (e.g., zoning, subdivision, and
site planning ordinances} and interpretations of these

regulations. With one Department, over time there would .

be one set of rules, and ordinances and interpretation
differences would be eliminated.

* 'Increased Simplicity - One Place Permitting

With the reduction in the number of different codes and

interpretations, and the co-~location of City and County
offices in one building it becomes possible to simplify

LY
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the process os securing permits and requesting
information and technical assistance. It will be easjer
for citizen groups and the development community- to

understand what rules apply.

* Tncreased Productivity and Effectiveness

With the creation of a joint Department there should be
a decrease in duplication, increased productivity, and
better use of staff time and efforts. '

* Increased Effiﬁiency

In one department, staff can be managed more efficiently,
there will be one record management system, one permit
tracking system, research will not be duplicated and will
be better coordinated, one information/data base system,

and decision making will be simplified
* Better Protection of the Community

Community resources, particularly sensitive environmental
features like lakes as well as manbuilt infrastructure
such as roads and sidewalks, do not stop at political
boundary lines. Therefore, they are best managed on a
comprehensive, countywide basis.

*  (Cost Reductions

A combined Department would result in cost'savings due to
the elimination of duplicate staffs and the reduction of

administrative overhead and fixed costs.

While creating one Department where there are now two has its
challenges, government must strive toward a better vision of
our future and not be deterred simply because the job is
difficult to do.

o
P,
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Goals and - Objactlves of copsolidating c;ty and County Growth
Management Departments.

Goal: To Provide Efficient and Effective Protection to the
Public.

Objective:

* To protect the 01tlzenry, natural environmental,

public infrastructure, and property from adverse 1mpacts
of 1mproperly managed land development and building
construction activity. _

* To adopt clear and consistent land development
regqulations and construction codes which appropriately
distinguish between rural and urban area needs.

* To ensure uniform and consistent permit reviews and
land development approvals throughout Leon County.

* 'To . provide fair and consistent inspection and
enforcement. services. L

* To eliminate unnecessary differences between, and to
simplify, <City and County regulatory procedures and
policies. _

4 To provide one place regulatory services.
* To promote "code compliance through education" by

providing information about growth management issues and .
services to the general public and special client group,

* To ensure development pays it's fair share of the cost
of growth,

* To establish the uniform data base of development and
resource information needed to improve the effectiveness
and efficiency of land development review and permitting,

* To improve productivity and efficiency by maximizing
the use of cost~effectiveness technology.

* ° To establlsh and maintain competent professional
staff.

* To provide regulatory services in a fair, consistent,
and efficient manner.

* T¢ maximize environmental protectiocn.

* To carry out research programs required to establish
the data base, policies, and standards needed to provide
appropriate requlatory services.
23
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CONSOLIDATION ISSUES

PURPOSE AND GOAL: STUDY THE FEASIBILITY OF IMPLEMENTING A CITY-
COUNTY GROWTH - "MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT.

I DATA COLLECTION
A. PRESENT GROWTH MANAGEMENT FUNCTIONS
1. BUDGETS & FINANCES
2.  STAFFING ‘
3. RECORD KEEPING, PERMIT TRACKING, & MIS
4. ORGANIZATIONAL ARRANGEHEN'I_’S '
5.  POLICIES, PROCEDURES, & PROCESSES
6. OUTPUTS - ,

B. COMPARE AND CONTRAST CITY & COUNTY FUNCTIONS

I FUNCTIONS TO CONSOLIDATE: ENVIRONMENTAL. PERMITTING
ENVIRONMENTAL ENFORCEMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH & EDUCATION
BUILDING PILANS REVIEW & INSPECTIONS, CONCURRENCY MANAGEMENT,
CODE ENFORCEMENT, SUBDIVISION ACTIVITIES, ZONING, VARIANCES,
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY REVIEWS, SPECIAL STUDIES

III ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS

A. FULL CONSOLIDATION

1. PLANNING DEPARTMENT

2. COUNTY BY AGREEMENT

3. CITY BY AGREEMENT

4.  APPOINTED COMMISSION

5. ELECTED COMMISSION

6. JOINT CITY-COUNTY COMMISSION (MPO MODEL)

B. PARTIAL CONSOLIDATION
1.  CONSOLIDATION OF SELECTED FUNCTIONS
IV PERSONNEL
A. STAFFING ANALYSIS
B. PERSONNEL SYSTEM (E.G., PAY & BENEFITS)
v OFFICE SPACE
A.  SPACE NEEDS

B. CO-LOCATION '

I
i
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PROCESS IBSUES

T  DETERMINATION OF STUDY GROUP: CRITERIA

A.  WHAT KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, AND COMPETENCIES ARE NEEDED IN
THE GROUP .

B.  WHO SHOULD.SERVE
C.  SIZE OF GROUP
D. HOW SHALL GROUP BE STAFFED
IT  STUDY GROUP ORGANIZATIONAL‘OPTIONS
A COMMISSION MEMBER SUBCOMMITTEE WITH STA_FF SUPPORT .
B.  CONSULTANT
c. COMMITTEE-*CITIZENS,:COMHISSIONERS
D.  STAFF ORGANIZATIONAL TASK FORCE
£. OTHER
IIT ° IMPLEMENTATION ACTION PLAN/TIME SCHEDULE

A.  ASSIGNMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES FOR DATA COLLECTION AND
ANALYSIS, REPORT WRITING, ETC.

p. IF MERGED DEPARTMENTS ARE APPROVED, IDENTIFICATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION TASKS, TIMETABLES, AND RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

\

e
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VII.

yIII

IX

D.  ZONING
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RECORDS MANAGEMENT, MIS, PERMIT TRACKING

A.  PROCEDURES & FORMS |

B. RECORDS RETRIEVAL |

Cc.  AUTOMATION: HARDWARE, SOFTWARE, NETWORKS
D. GIS ' |
CODES & ORDINANCES |

A. EMA/EMO.

B! CONCURRENCY

c.  BUILDING

E. SITE PIANNING

F. SUBDIVISION

G. SIGN

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
A. INTAKE AND PROCESSING FUNCTIONS FOR:
1. ZONING,'SITE PLAN, SUBDIVISION
2. CONCURRENCY
3.  ENVIRONMENTAL
4. BUILDING

5. OTHER

'BUDGET & FINANCE

A. REVENUES & EXPENDITURES
B.  BUDGETS

c.  CITY/COUNTY SHARE
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Board of County Commissioners
Memorandum

TO: " Dan Kleman, City Manager - o
FROM: . Parwez Alam, County Administ&ator @( |

DATE: March 11, 1993

SUBJECT: Proposed Interlocal Agreement for a Joint Growth and Environmental Department

As you will recall, the City and County Commissions directed you and me to develop a proposal -

on the subject issue. For one reason or another, we have not been able to accomplish the
direction of the Commissions, even though we discussed the issue at two meetings. In an effort

to move this assign mfent'“ along, 1 have taken the liberty of drafting the attached proposal -

for your consideration.

Please call me as soon 4s you are ready to discuss this proposal.

PA/s]

ce: Board of County Comrmissioners

A

oy 8
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COUNTY ADMENISTRATOR'S PROPOSAL
March 11, 1983

TALLAHASSEE-LEON COUNTY
INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT
FOR
GROWTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

WHEREAS, Ghaﬁ{erﬂGS 3172(3}¢Fl0r4da Statules, enabfes the City of '
Tallahassee, Florida, hereinafter referred to as the "City", and Leon County, herelnafter

referred to as the "County", as governmental units, to jointly exeruse the powers granted -

under the Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation

‘Act; and

WHEREAS it is the mtent of the aforement:oned Act to encourage and assure
cooperat[ongbetween and among mumcspahtses and counties; and

WHEREAS, the growth and the development of the City and County are
interrelated and require an areawide approach to growth and environmental management

' that can

e, andgnhanca the environmental&hd growth policies of. tHE

Tk T

Cb,m'“é'iehenswe Plan and encourage the most appropriate use of land, water, and
resources; and

‘ WHEREAS growth and development functions are preséntly perfermed in the City
and County Departments___of Growth.Management as well as by the City County Planning

Department which is [ENIER

WH EREAS, based on the fact that the environmental context and effects of g?tav@h -

Landinconyenient, for-tne, pubiid®

=56 hot respect pol:tlcal boundanes' the iarger political ;unsdpéhon is the natural locus for
the administration of growth and environmental pohmes and

WHEREAS, it is of bERE L BEiTeGuzend of the City and County that both
governments jointly provide growth and environmental services and regulations.

" NOW, THEREFORE,'in consideration of the above and other good and valuable
considerations, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, the City and the County do
hereby agree on the following with regard to growth and environmental functions:

1.

The County Growth and Environmental Managemem -_'
Lity Growth Management Department are FiEIHEORREG
The new department shall be known as the City- County Growth and
Environmental Management Department (hereinafier referred to as “the
Department"), and shall discharge the following functions: permit intake,
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c. Both the City and the County shall approve the annual budbet of the
Department. '

The County Administrator and the City M’anageer shall lead a transition feam
to combine existing growth management departments. The new
Department shall be in operation withini60.days after the execution of tjis
agreement ori@etoberyd; 4893, whithever.is f’a; ?er:

Office space and admiristrative Support -servifes, such as purchasing,
personnel, and information services shall be provided tg the Deparjment by
the Count§, and said costs shall be included in the ahfual buddet of the

Department. ‘

This agreement shall be for five years beginning. October 1, 1993f but shall
be renewed aulomatically thereafler for two additional five year periods
unless either government gives written notice to the other government of its
intent to terminate this agreement not less than eighteen months prior to the

end of any five year period.
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BECEIVED

- CITY COMMISEPONS 1534
Srop
BOARD OF COUNTY COAJMWE’RS

bi'a
O CF TAUAHASSEE

comnuss:unml .
Commissioners

PENNY SHAW-HERMAN
Mayor ANTTA L. DAVIS |
SCOTT MADDOX : : Distrit 1 .
Mayor Pro Temn . . CAROL E. GREEN
DEBEBIE LIGHTSEY 1694 ‘ District 2
STEVE MEISBURG September 22, 159 . MANNY JOANOS
RON WEAVER _ : _ District 3
' ' . BRUCE J. HOST
. .. - : District 4
Mr. Parwez Alam, County Admintstrator A - GARY YORDON
Leon County - Dustrict 5
. : MARIGRIE TURNBULL
301 South Monree Street | étlage BUL
Taltahassee, Florida 32301 ‘ RUDY MALOY
N : , At-Large
Dear Mr. Alam:

iThe concept of consolidating the County and City Building Inspection and Permitting
Divisions is being explored by both Commissions. To accomplish this task, we peed
* staff input, suggestions, comments and ideas about how to best achieve this resuit.

Please prepare a position paper or-report on the merits of this consolidation concept. -
In the text of your report, address such issues as the bencfits and pitfalls to
copsolidation, building codes, preferred building location; recommended management
of the joint division; any budgetary or funding differences; best use of staff members;
floor space needs; records or file maintenance standards and requirements vehicle
usage; HRS Septic Tank Section issue; permitting differences and othcr issues that

" may impact the consolidation concept.

Please provide this report within 30 days. Letters have been mailed to the Tailahassee
Builders Association, the Associated Building and Contractors and the Coalition for
Positive Growth Management, asking for their suggestions, comments and ideas about
a consolidated building inspection division. After receipt of the requested information,
we will meet with staff and review the responses.

Anita-Favors, Deputy City Manager and Gary W. Johnson, Assistant to the County
Administrator, have been appointed to coordinate this effort for their respective
governments. If there are any questions ot concemns please contact thern at (904) 891-

8576 or (904) 488-9962, respectively.

Scott Maddox
City Commissioner

BH/SM/gwj

c¢: Herfy B. Holshouser. _ - : ’ o
: Zd
oward Pardue - . ¢
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MEMORAN
Erwa na Envrmnmenra!
Manag ement

TO: Anita Favors, Actmg Cxty Manager

FROM: chry L. Ho]shouser, Jr. \N\,\N\K

Growth Management Director

Ronnie Spooner | .
Building and Zoning Official

. DATE: October 24, 1994

SUBJECT: City and County Building Inspection Consolidation

In the September 22, 1994, letter from Commissioners Maddox and Host, they asked.
for a position paper or report on the pros and cons of consolidating the City and County
- Building Inspection Divisions. The following is in respouse to that letter. Please note
that this report was prepa:ed jointly by Ronnie Spooner, Building and Zoning Official,
and me. It is organized in the order of the questions raised in the Commissioners’

letter.

Benefits/Pitfalls of Consolidation

Benefits _ .

1. Cons1stent interpretation- and enforcement of the building codes common to both
governments - The Southern Standard Building Codes are used by both the City and
the County. A single agency administering these codes countywide would eliminate
the potential for different interpretations and, thus, simplify the use of the codes by
contractors. The adoption of consistent local codes by both Comrmsswns could
also be an advantage. -

2. Consistent permitting procedures and processes - Although the basic building codes
are the same, permitting procedures, including permit application submittal
requirements and standards for review, differ. A single agency could minimize

these differences, 1though conﬂlctmg policy direction from the two Commissions
may limit this.

3. Single location to secure building permits countywide - Since any given building is
either in the City or County, all applicable permits are currently secured from:a

0o
]
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single Ic-cation No duphcate .permitting.is required. " The co-location of the two
agencies at a central locanon may simplify the work. of contractors who work in
both the City and County and have multiple permits at any, given time.

4 Reduced administrative cests - With consistent codes, code mterpretatlon
permzttmg procedures and enforcement procedures, there may be some marginal.

savings in the reduction of administrative personnel. This is n,QLJ.\kelg.L,_homwar.,
unless policy directi the two Commissiong. i nsistent. The ¢onsolidation

of the separate contractor licensing boards and the development of consistent
licensing requirements and procedures mdy marginally reduce administrative costs.

Pitfalls

1. Inconsistent local codes and procedures - Although the Standard Buﬂdmg Codes are
common to both governments, - each government has some e _local codes-
Examples are the wammmg Pool Code in the County and the e the

: n3pestion procedures are also somewhat different. The . -

City requiregSeparate permits afld has separate inspectors for each trade (building,

electrical, plumbing and mechanical), while the County consolidates trade permits

within the building permit and has cross-trained inspectors. If these differences
cannot be made consistent, a consolidated agency would offer little benefit to the
public and the administration would be problematic for staff.

2. Inconsistent Zoning Codes - Both Building Inspection Divisions are responsible for
the enforcement of the Zoning Codes. There is little benefit to the enforcement of
the City and County Zoning Codes by a single agency unless the codes are made to
be consistent.

3&’o_ordination with other pw- At the present time, there is a
considerable amount of coordifiati een the separate divisions within each
Growth Management Department (Building, Environmental and Concurrency).
the City, concurrency, environmental and building permit applications and reviews
for all single family residential construction is coordinated, - requiring a single
application and review procedure. Also, the permit intake function for Building
Inspection is performed by the consolidated intake unit within the Concurrency
i 0ss of th1s level of coordmatmn would cost_contractors increas

co nd ti ) i 1 staff,

4, Coordination with other government agencies - In the City, there is close
coordination between Building Inspection and other City agencies, including Traffic
Engineering (driveways), Treasurer-Clerk (business taxes), Water and Sewer
(availability of utilities), Electric (availability of utilities}, Planning (zoning
enforcement) and Consumer Services (establishment of new utility accounts).
There is similar coordination in the County. The loss of this level of coordination

__in either government would increase the costs to contractors and the government.

o

o
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5. Coordmatmn with | City. . Utilities - The loss of close . coordmatxon and/or
‘ accountablhty betwaen Building Inspection and the Clty water séwer, . gas’ and
.- electric utilities would be particularly problemanc for the' City’ govemment The

Clty has- trad1t1onally depended on the Buxldmg Inspecuon Dwxsmn to protect. the
mtegnty and the h1gh standards of the Clty uuhnes

6. Loss of accountabﬂltv . The C1ty Buﬂdmg Inspecﬂon D1v1310n is accountable to the
City Commission. and responsive to their policy. . A permiiting agency under the
jurisdiction of another government may not bé is responsive. This is one of the
,main reasons_the City estabhshed its own-environmental permitting agency five.(5)

- years ago

'Bm!dmg Codes-

Both the City and the County use the. Southem . Standard Buﬂdmg Codes_and the
I\gagl__am‘a_cfm,gal.ﬁode; There are some local modifications to.the codes. In the

ity, for instance, there are several special provisions in the electric and plumbing
codes for the benefit of the C1ty electric, water and sewer systcms

some local codes that are unique to each agency, such as the 8 N the City
and the Swimming Pool Code in the County. These special provisions and code

should be adopted consistently by both governments for the efficient 0pera1:10n of a_

consolidated agency.

Loca tion

There are four (4) factors that should be carefully consxdered in the location of a
consohdated Building Permlttmg Division:"

1. The building should be centrally located for easy vehicular access by applicants
from all parts of the County.

2. There should be adequate and conveni acking for the public and employees.

3. The consolidated agency should(B€_co- locat d.with closely related permitting
agencies (Environmental Management and Planning) or conveniently close to

allow for the necessary coordinatien.
4. There should be adequate snm)l;?:r expansion.
- I W )

The City Growth Management Department recently moved into the York Building on
North Adams Street.. There is not enough room for a consolidated agency in this
building, but there is available space in the adjacent Posner Building. The York/Posner
complex should have adequate space for a consolidated Building Inspection Division,
the City and County Growth Management Departments and City/County Planning

Department.

her, there are
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Management of the Yoint Division

would be necessary to chc10p Q{]Slg{&ﬂt Buﬂdmg zmd Zoning_Codes,. permit rev;gﬂ

and msoectmn_g,qmium to realize any real benefit, -understanding that- there may be

egltxmate reason to have different standards for ]Erban versus miral devélopmiert 77(
" noted above, the benefits gained with a consolidated Building Inspectién Division with

con31stent codes and proccdurcs may not compensate for the disadvantages due-to the
. "dmaﬂon wuh the other growth management functxons

" Department which are ible for fire protectlon and recreational™ services;
réspcctively, countywide, under a contractual agreement between the two governments.
The operation. of the joint City/County Planning Department, with inconsistent codes”
and procedures does not seem to work nearly as wcll

Funding le‘ferences

' Presently, the Clty edule is set to recover only that part of the division's
iated wi ‘

costs directly assoc e issuance of permits and inspections. Approximately:
75% of the Division's actual costs are recovered with permit fees. County Building
jInspection is operated as an enterprise fund and permit fees are set to recover all '
Division costs. As a result, comparable County fees are more than double the City
fees. The reasoning behind the City schedule is that permit apphcants should only pay
for those services they receive. Many functions of the Division, such as Zoning Code -
enforcement, site plan review and responding to questions from the public concerning -
building and zoning 1ssucs are not directly reiated to permits and are funded from theL
General Fund.’

‘Ihc City Building Inspecnon budget includes allocated accounts for such funcuons as
fpurchasing, personnel and computer support. I am not sure if the County budget is
structured in a similar way.

Best Use of Staff

A consolidated division with consistent codes edures may dictate the use of,_
-individual staff members in a way different from how they are currently usedf:
- Regardless of the management form a consolidated division may take, a defailed study
0 rsonnel, including their qualificati tion and function withi
the new division, would be necessary. The issues of pensmn _plans and unegual .

compensation would also have to be addressed.

—

0
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Floor Space

The City Growth.Management Department currently occupies a 16,000 sq. ft. building.-
Much of the space within this building, including canference rooms, copier and fax
rooms, break room and the consolidated intake unit is shared, therefore, it is difficult to
determine the space needs for the Building Inspection Division alone. It s estimated,
however, that the Building Inspection Division' occupies’ approximately 40% of the
space. .

File Maintenance

The- City currently files permits by street address; the Cogﬂ__x_p;_rmit_nnmbe'r The
consolidation of these files will be difficult, but-pdssible. The City and County are

currentiy mzkmg_iogﬂher on the 1mplementat10n of a new computerized permit
enforcement and tracking system that will link the two divisions with the County.
Property Appraiser and the Planning Department This system should be operational in

the Spring of 1995. -

Yehicle Usage

The consolidation of the divisions may result in the reduction of one (1) vehicle. Most
of the. vehicles in both agencies are used for inspections, plan review and zoning

enforcement and since the workload is not expected to change, the nesd for these
- vehicles will not change.

Auxiliary Functions

Both Divisions have auxiliary units housed with them; the City has the countywide Fire
Department Plans Review Unit and the County has the HRS Septic - Tank Section. Both
of these units could be housed in a consolidated Division.

Attached is a comparison of permitting activity in the City and County, for your
information. :

fhm
Attachment
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ATTACHMENT #1 :
COMPARISON OF CYTY AND COUNTY BUILDING INSPECTION

¢

BUDGET AND PERSONNEL
] . TCITY COUNTY
Employees In Each Section
Administration 5 ‘ 5
Code Compliance . 6 .5
Inspection - 17 : &

Note: Some Leon County positions in the Administration and Code Compliance
section are only 1/3-funded by Building Inspection because those posmons also perform
functions for other divisions. (i.e. Environmental)

FEE SCHEDULE*
S CITY COUNTY )
Building Permit Fees '
Residential ‘
Less than 5 Units $0.105/sq.1t. $0.23/sq.1t.
5 Units or More . $0.09/sq.ft: $0.23/sq.ft
Mobile Homes . $21.60/unit $200.00/unit
Commercial $0.096/sq.ft. - . $0.25/sq.1t.
Industrial $0.072/sq.ft. : $0.17/sq.ft.

Note: The County Building Inspection operates as an Enterprise Fund which requires
them to recoup 100% of their operating expense in the form of permit fees and other
charges. The City is partially subsidized by the general fund and therefore can keep
the-cost of permits at a lower level. Currently, the City collects approximately 75% of
it's operating costs.  *The fees listed are for building permits only. Additional fees
are charged for electrical, plumbing, mechanical, ete. °

“PERMIT ACTIVITY . .
/ J 7F v — B I3 L]
ST CITY - COUNTY
_ No. Valuation No.” Valuation
Building Permits Issued : ' '
New Residential 1,006 $101,032,596 776 $82,732,646
Residential Add/Alt/Repair 421 6,902,070 324 4,191,911
New Commercial 66 35,341,758 22 3,303,500
Commercial Add/Alt/Repair 348 28,703,421 24 . 866,206
“Mobile Homies | 159 2,481,247 607 13,449 216
Misc. (moves, demo, pool, etc.) 103 . 1,247,709 609 2,884,730
Total Building Permits ‘ 2,103 $175,708,801 2,362 $107,428;269

“Note: Leon County counts their "Repair” permits in the "Mlscellaneous category
c: \uncrdnu\rmnc\q cod.doc

4
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[ FEES
: | | CITY ~~ COUNTY .

Permit Fees .
Building/Plan Review Fees §542,149.89  $952,740.79
Electrical 183,290.36 - 9,015.05
Gas 6,025.21 0
Mechanical 93,751.85 .- 1,328.00
Plumbing 141,576.97 o
Siga 30,240,00 - 827.00
Roofing : ~ 12,635.00 7,340.94
Miscellaneous , - 7,813.07 - "22,800.00

Total Fees.Collected . .  $1,017,482.35 $994,051.78

’I’

Nete' The Plan Review Fees collected by the City and County are on Commerclal
construction only. The City credits that fee amount as part of the Building Permjt ] Fee
when it is issued. The County's Plan Review Fee is a separate charge.

| CITY .,,t,lmﬁ !
Utility Fees : :
Water/Sewer Tap Fees - $895,060.09 Leon Co. collects
Water/Sewer Systems Charge 4,562,206.05 no applicable fees.
Leon County 2% Fee 7,343.01
Total Utility Fees $5,464,609.15

'
o
a2
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CITY ... COUNTY
Spec1a1ty Perx:mts Issued , . _
Electrical 2,120 - 241
Plumbing - o 1,770 0
Mechanical ‘ ' 2,184 24
- Gas ' 1,642 40
Roofing 1,382 177
Sign 678 12
Total Specialty Permits 9,776 454

Note: Because of Leon County's single permit system, the figures in this section
reflect work performed which did not requu‘e a building permit. The County does not

issue Gas permits.

’ CITY COUNTY _
Occupational Licenses 1,018 446
Certificates of Occupancy ' ’ 1,179 853
INSPECTION ACTIVITY
CITY COUNTY
Inspections o ‘
Building/Roofing | - 10,811 7,885
Electrical | = 6,437 5,749
Mechanical/Gas 7,675 3,622
Plumbing _ 6,693 5,723
Sign . ' 6,938 0
Zoning/Other ‘ 432 5,657
Total Number of Inspections 38,986 ‘ 28,636

Note: The category Zoning/Other does not compare well. For the City the amount is
strictly Zoning inspections while the County adds several other types of inspections
with their Zoning inspections. Most notable is Sign inspections which the Clty counts

in a separate category The County does not make Gas inspections.
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FROM: How

~fachmaent &

Fosn 5] of b

eardof County E:

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM

DATE: October 31, 1994

TO: °  Gary Johnson, Assistant to the County Administrator

eyDirector of Growth and Enviropmental Management

SUBJECT:. Repoﬂ on Consolidating Building Inspection and Permitting Divisions

=

Attached is an initial staff report requested by Commissiotiers Host and Maddox: In preparing the
report we have concentrated on factors to consider when proceeding to implement the proposed
consolidation, not whether or not to consolidate. We believe this decision to be a policy decision
to be made by County and City commissioners based on theix consideration of all factors.

‘Despite our intent to be thorough, I'm sure this initial staff réport will not fully address‘a'll possible

issues. Additional itformation will be needed. We will be pleased to go more in-depth about our
current program at the appropriate time. o

If you have questions, please let me or Rdy Burroughs know.

HP/cg
Attachment

cc Parwez Alam, County Administrator
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Report on Consolidation of County and City
Building Inspéction and Permitting Divisions

ISSUE;

* Factors to consider in deciding whether or not County and City Building departments should be
consolidated, including the impact on the provision of regulatory services. :

ACKGROUND:

The Board of County Commissioners has strongly supported the objective of simplifying land
development and construction regulations through a variety of approaches, including County
environmental reguiation, joint City-County concuirency management, creation of an
environmental planning unit in the Planning Department, and consolidation and/or co-location of
City and County Growth Management departments. This report responds to a request from
County Commissioner Host and City Cormissioner Maddox for information about another
consolidation proposal--the consolidation of County and City Building departments The focus in
- the report is the County program. A copy of a current organizational chart for the Growth and
Envuonmental Management (GEM) Dep artment is attached.

-

“The bmldmg permitting and inspection process is-best understood the way that most customers
see it, that is, as a part of a larger regulatory process affecting their project on a specific piece of
property. In almost all cases; their project is in the City or the County, not both. Therefore,
regulations of only one jurisdiction apply. At this time, most county permitting is single family
related and includes concurrency/vested rights, site plan exemption review, septic tank permitting,
driveway permitting, environmental permitting and building permitting. For individual single
family houses, site plan review by the Planning Department is not required. Steps in the larger
regulatory process are genera]ly as follows:

. A property owner obtains a project status report from Growth Management
(Development Review) ensuring his/her lot is legally permittable, there is legal access to
the property, and the property is exempted/vested from or complies with the
Comprehensive Plan and Concurrency. If necessary, at this time a site plan exemption (for
example 2.1.9 subdivision or 1 into 2 lot splits) is obtained. -

He/she then applies for a septic tank permit with the Health Department office also located
in the current Tharpe Street building. The site plan is cross checked by Growth
Management staff for zoning compliance. When the septic tank application is approved, it
is sent to GEM so it can be picked up by the apphcant along with other permits.

E The applicant may proceed, at the same time that he/she applies for a septic tank permit |
with applications for the*triveway, €nvironmental an&building permits. The driveway

- application is forwarded to Public Works for processing. The environmental and building
applications are forwarded to the Addressing Coordinator so a street address number can
be assigned.

Do
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After the parcel is addressed, the envu—onmental and building apphcauons are spht and sent
for simultaneous reviews by technical plans review staff. If constraints force a
modification of the site plan or proposed construction design, then the environmental
reviewer and building plans examiner coordmate. on the changes to ensure con31stency of

final permits.

- When the-building review is complete, the application is sent to Contractor Licensing to
ensure that designated contractors are properly licensed and, thereafter, to Development
Review for consolidation with the approved environmental and septic tank permits. After
the approved permitting package is consolidated, the information is then entered iato the .
electronic permit tracking system. The applicant is called, informing him/her that all .
permits are ready to be picked up and the amount of any remaining fees. The applicant is
also given the option of scheduling an appointment to pick up the permit.

For most homesites, building inspections are requested by calling the 24-hour automated
inspection hot line. Environmental inspections are made based or either a pre--
construction conference (where there are sites with special development constraints that
need up-front discussion) or through drive-by monitoring and in response to complaints
from neighbors or neighborhood associations. Environmental and building inspectors are
cross trained so that obvious problems are attended to before they become major and

unnecessary trips can be avoided. -

The vast majority of sites are permitted, inspected, and issued a Certificate of Occupancy without
anyproblem. In the event that, despite best efforts, there is a problern which cannot be resolved
foéggtic tank, driveway, en\ii_rg_n_x__n_e_ag:ta_\_l_. or building permitting, then it may be necessary for the
Building Inspection Division to withhold the Certificate of Occupancy. Turning off electrical
power is also an option, but one to be used carefully due to potential legal exposure. Therefore,
in the face of significant code/permit problems, withholding the Certificate of Occupancy by the
Building Inspection Division is an important code compliance tool for several County agencies.

- As a footnote to the above, with the increased requirements for growth management brought
about by State statutes and local initiative, there has been a major effort to incorporate these
*hanges into one-place, and where possible Therefore, with the exception
of special requests refating to water and sewer hookuP, all of the approvals needed. for permitting
for a single family homesite in the unincorporated county can be applied for at the Tharpe Street -
office. A significant initiative this year has been to revise the building and environmental
permitting applications so that one application can handle both permitting approvals, duplicate
information is eliminated, there are fewer (preferably none) after-the-fact environmental permits
required, and processing times are reduced further. A change to the existing environmental
permit fee structure to support the new integrated application is to be submitted for Board review

shortly. ‘ .

Do
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Many of the potential benefits/pitfalls are described in more detailin paragraphs which follow.

g.

S_Qm
——

Separation of building permitting from concurrency/envuomnental/sept:c/dnveway

a.

Even better consistenc
regular meetings and Board of ‘Adjustrgent and Appeal review of Building Official

decisions.

Currently, both divisions enforce esse ialf the
differences in zoning, site-plan, and sigp-codes.

Aﬂfﬁmﬁ*m@m &
o of

"’C’“

- Opoe agency, instead of two, resnonsxbla for administenng buxldmg codes connty-wide,
- If co-located, one place to go for' building permits.

of codes than can be obtained throﬁgh monthy™

" Better opportunity to identify any potential duplication of services. If duphcanon is

identified, there may be reduction of long term expenditures.

ion codes; there are

//T

Currently, both dw:smns are generally organ‘_m}dﬁmw, although there are additional

supervisory levels in the larger City orgamzatmn

-

Depanment-level status would provide the building inspection agency more influence

within a cw when rying to deal with issues.

approvals could
stop to get all petmnits required forbuilding.

There would be public perception of movement towards governmental consolidation.

s existing integrated Srmitt

e —

new

Additional expenses for relocation of current offices and establishing a new facility.

Possible additional expense for increasing compensation for County employees (i.e. the

G itions).

Need to reconcile differences in service levels and approaches:

1. hinspectors avcrag@pecnons daily whereas County

City records indi

-G 1ds indicafe
inspectqrs average

City issues different, separate permits for plumbing, electrical, gas, mechanica), and

ef day.

ouilding, whereas the County combines when 1 possible, 1.e., County performs

CO

mbination ins

e.

g
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3. . The vast majority of County wor 155t ily units; comrmercial
construction is large workload for City. .

4. The uﬁiﬁcorporated Cpun ce area is _approx,imatel'a._re miles; the
City sarv_ice area is abouf guare miles but more densly ¥eveloped.

e. Fee schedules require 1¢ ation. Clty funds a pomon of total Department .
) operatmn cost with general revenue, whereas Countv doespot.. . -

f. To separate Building Inspectlon from GEM would creatd\org it both

Building Inspection and GEM which creates staffing mehca {OTs.

1, ' Buﬂdmg Inspectxon would Iose the re _de_s_managiment devclopment
review process coordination, tight linkage with permitting responsibilities; Codé,
Board administration services, Department administrative support, and GIS/PE@
assistance SEIvices. ,
. 1
2. GEM would lose receg‘uo fiscal adxmnlstramn and a majority of permit

processing services.

Reliance on two different commissions {which may have dlffenng priorities) for funding,
and.policy direction. .

aintaining Ope-St r One-Place ermitt'n

If not carefu]iy nnplementcd consolidating [he Building divisions could result in inconsistencies

wit its or approvals, complications with the issuance of certificates of occupancy,

. and/or addmonal steps or stops for permit applicants. Therefore, in order to rnaintain the benefits
of one-step/one-stop permitting, a new Building Inspection Department should be co-located with

other City and County Growth Management services and electronically integrated mco the new

permit enforcement and tracking system (PETS).’

Fac:h Requiremernts
[

Any new facility needs to include adequate office space and parking space for customers and staff
- (estimated at m::mmﬁ@r the County Building Inspéction). There
should be gagd secunty for customers, staff, equipment, and vehicles. There should be
convenient access-for customers and staff via the road network now and in the foreseeable future
based on growth pattems. Lines required to support the PETS and various utility services should

be available. As noted above, the location should facilitate one-stop/place permitting. -

Staffing Requirements

a) There is no ignjficant duplication of services. Except for unusual circemstances,
such as a new annexation, County Building Inspection does not work in the City
jurisdiction. Existing personnel levels are based on work load, i.e., all county staff provide
direct customer services at leasta portion of the day. Thgrefore, unless workload goes
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down or service' Icvels are reduced, then staffing levels shoul stant., There will

need to be an evaluation of changes to job responsibilities within the new Buildi
Department and County Growth Management Department to avoid creatiyg@ "hcles
within either organization at least in the areas of records management, preliminary

development review, pefmit processing, fiscal administration, receptjon, general -
administration, contractor licensing, GIS/PETS support, and co%admlmﬁraﬁ.on.

This is because of the: shanng_f,suppon_sﬁnugswhlch cufrently occurs between the

three department cost centers in order to maximize effective use of staff.

b} . In determining how to allocate existing étaffresources in terms of organizational
responsibilities, it is siiggested that the following criteria be considered: 2) compliance
with mandatory cedfification provisions in Florida Statutes, b} educational background, ¢)
WOL rl(_h;amry (longevity, job functions, performance appralsals etc.) withinthe ~ -
orgamzauon, and.d} affirmative action.

c) Differences in City and County pauling_andbmeﬁ'(—padmgajwﬂl need to be analyzed
and an appropriate option selected. Obvious altepnatives are*City pay and benefit
packagé?County pay and benefit package, or thé"pay package of the administering agency
and an employee option to go with either benefit package. -

d) If staffing levels are to be reduced in the consohdatmn, then a fais proccdﬁre for
identifying and implementing the realignment or reduction needs to be developed.

Establishing the Oreanization

Possible models for establishing a new department include: under the City's jurisdiction, under the
bounty's jurjsdiction , under dependent commission, or as a joint City-County department
simnilar to %g Departriient under both commissions, or under a joint City/County
Commissio O model). Based on discussion with the County Attorney's Office, it is more
difficult to establish a county-wide entity under the jurisdiction .of the City than the County,
simply bccause of the City's limited geographical jurisdiction. Due to the fairly narrow scope of
services bcmg consolidated, an independent commission may not be as appropriate an alternative
as it might be if all growth management, pemumng, and planning functions were to be

consolidated.

At the time the commissions decide on how to proceed with a new department, they may want to
agree on goals or objectives to be achieved by the consolidation to ensure effcctlve

implementation of their direction.

\\

dministering and Su ting a New Building Departme

Administrative support would be provided based on how the organization is established.

Logistical support would be provided as agreed to by City and County commissioners in an

interagency, agreernent. Support services to be considered include®personpel administration,
(Ppurchasing?fiscal management s poxﬁegal suppo! facility maintenan § management,
@reliminary development review:*¢ode board ad txaﬁo%ctor hcensm S (including

permit trackings-GIS and nctwork/pc maintenance); budget, ehicle maintenance.

Do
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Several of the above administrative/support jssues-are internal to the current Growth and
Environméntal Management Departinént. re(:ords agerment2the County has placed
environmehtal and building permitting recor mmon records management location:

administered by the Department Building pcrzmt records are being nucroﬁlmed mn order to
unprcve records security and enhance the aCC€SSIb111tY of records

Regardmcr contractor licensing, the County C‘ontractor s Llcensmg Board is supported byan
administrative staff person with assistance from the County Attomey s Office and the Building

Qfficial G assist contractors wWith Hoeensing, check permits for licensing compliance, handles

complaints, etc. There has been substaiitial discussion about creating a sin le licensing b

probably at the County, to meet both City and County licensing needs. :

In the Coupty, code enforcement board-sérvices are provided by the Growth and Environmental

‘ Ma.nagemcﬁ D'eéa;:;% ent, in the City by the City Managex's office. In both cases, building code
violations can be taken to the Code Enforcement Board. In the County, building plans examiners,
inspectors, or the Building Official provide professional and technical expertise with code
enforcement cases. However, the logistics of putting the case together are handled by the

' Environmental Enforcement unit, which also handles junk and litter and other code enforcement
issues. . .

The new cludes activities from the Building
Division in both the City tracking system and the County system. With the establishment of a new

Building Department, the PETS will need to reflect changes and yet still be electronically linked to
other permitting processes.

Finally, there will be differences in policy related to administrative issues, such as vehicle take
home policy, which need attention.

Codes and Standards

With the exception of zoning, site and development plan, and sign codes, the City and County
Building Inspection divisions im l&ézment substantiaily the same codes Currently consistency in
&nterpretatlon is attained throughanonthly meetin aining, and use of the

e Board of Adju, to hear appeals of Building Official decisions.

Permitting and Inspection Processes

a) There are some differences in permitting and i i ures based on
differences m work load and available resources. For example, the

szﬁ%its/f)%lecﬁical mechanical, plumbing, gas, and building, whereas the '-@

ines thern when possibleSombination Inspections are more feasible in the

unincorpdrated County with the largely single famnily or mobile home unit workload

None of these differences are irreconcilable. However, the approach taken may lmpact

staff workload. For example, based on available records, City inspectors average 12
inspections daily and County inspectors average 16 per day. L

A
(e
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- While there are not a lot of known differences in permitting interpreta:;gsgs there will be
some. Where the differences are based on geographical factors such as'Size of the
JUI’ISdlCtIOnéISt&HCB to the coast, or other legitimate distinctions between urban and rural

areas, then some differences may need to be.continued.

b) - . Inboth Growth Management depag:tmcnts, the Building Inspection Division functions are
part of a larger regulatory process. Accordingly, under the proposed consolidation,
linkdges to other approvals, permitting.and inspection processes, associated forms and . -
handouts, etc., all need to be reviewed and appropriately revised to minimize possible
inconsistency and adverse impacts on the customer. .

Fees

Sl

There is a difference in fee structures which needs reconciliation. Currently the County fee
structure pays 100% of Building Division operations, whereas according to the October 1992 ,
David Griffin Report, in the City there is approximately 50% general revenue funding. It may be
appropriate to use an independent consultant to review services and fee structures to recommend

fees for the new department.



1artment OrQanizational Chart*
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DEPARTMENT of GROWTH

and

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT*

Diractor of Growth &
Environmental Management
Howard Pardue

Devy. Process
Coordinator
Lesa Hartsftald

i

Re cords Manager
Janet Clark

]

Adminietrative

Assistant |
Susan Clary

Sec, | IRucepH
Connie Bsrhee

Secre\ary i
Donna Tennant

I —
|

e —————

Code Board
Adminletrator
Carol Garrell

Gls
Extension Office

Greg Maul‘din
GIS Databage
Administrater

Jos Noble
GI5 Mapping Asst. OPS

L

|

Director of Building
Inspection
Ray Burroughs

Ravisw

Director of Development.

David McDevitt

Director of Environmental

Review and Permitting

Helgs Swansan

Director of Envirenmental
Enforcement
Angela Smith

{lcense Board
Adminlstrator
Gerri MsDavitt

Secretary llf
Judy Berrien

Secretary lil {1/2x)
Shansa Wilks

Combo Inspectors [_ Development

Upgrade of one axiating
Permit Processar pesllien

Bill Kimbart

Plans Expminers

Gagrga Dixen Management
Tobe Gay Anniyet
Tarry Langaton PR l’\fllke!J Clark
iscal Asslstan }
Frad Varn ; (" senior Permin \
Ed West - (Vacant}

Mark Knawitan

| T
. Parmit Processors

Tracy. Bunion
Wilma Murkerson
Louisa Patterson

Sheile Rouise

Ed Jarriei
Julie Newbarry

]

Address Graghics
Coordinator OPS
Joa Borcies

|

Develapment
Raview Coordinator
Gil Backenstoss

L

1 Secretary W {112x) w

{Vacant) .

—

Development Revisw
Specizlists
Joan Schairer
James Johnson

Development
Review Inspector
{Vecant]

Senior Environmental

— . Engineers

Tom Ballentina
Judy Duvall

Secratary H|
Termmmy Jessup

—

" Secratary Il
Glotis Washington

Rob: Kramer

__l Code Enforcamant Coordinator

1

Environmental
Engineara
Abdul Hatim
Grady Underwood
Sandra Raoper

Envirenmental Special Programs
inepactore Supervisor
© Jeff Wilson Bob Bassg

Tom Gatland
Ruth Martinelli

E

Wayne Toothman
Leann Tanis

Senior Envircnmantaj
Inepactar

Envirenmental
Specialist
Karen Kebart

Envirenmental
Specisliet {1/2x)
Tom Green

Scott Ross

|

Environmental
Inspactor
Mike Sheffisld
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Board of County Commzsswners

e o Inter-OFﬁce Memorandum

Agenda Item fors  April'1871995
-~ - Date of County Commission Mesting

Date: April 13, 1995
- Dats ofDisnﬁbution to the County Commission

-To; Honorable Chauman and Members of the Board

From: ' Parwez Alam, County Adm:mstrator @P(

Subject: Joint Building Inspection Divisions Review Committee Report

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE: - . |
Discussion about the Joint Building Inspection Divisions Consolidation Review Committee Report'

BACKGROUND: , |
The County Commission and the City Commission selected liaisons to coordinate the review of the
concept of combining the County and City Building Inspection Divisions. A joint staff reviewed the
combined building inspection divisions concept and prepared the attached report. :

ANALYSIS: .
The report concludes with a recommendation to not combine the Building Inspection Divisions. This
recommendation is made based upon a conclusion that there will be less efficiency and customer service
as a result of separating the divisions from the Growth Management Departments.

OPTIONS: ‘ . _ ‘
1. Receive the report and recommend that the County and City Commission not- consider
‘ combining the two Building Inspection Divisions separately ﬁ'om their respective Growth

‘Management Departiments.

2. Receive the report and direct staff to actzvely begin the process of consohdatmg County and
City Bulldmg Inspection Divisions and bring back an implementation schedule by May 1995.

3. Receive the report and take no additional action at this time.
4. Reject the report and give staff spemﬁc directions.
RECOMMENDATION: |
_ Recommend option 1.

Attachment: Report on the Consohdatxon of the County and City Building Inspection Offices (with
attachments)

PA/GW] .
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Consolidation Review Committee

Memorandum
DATE: March 22, 1995
TO: - The Honorable Bruce Host, County Commisstoner

The Honorable Scott Maddox, City Commissicner
| FROM.: ' Consol_idation Review Committee

SUBJECT: Consolidation of the County and City Building Inspection Offices

ISSUE: ‘ _ .

Presentation of a study to determine the feasibility of consolidating the County and City BmIdmg
Inspect:on programs. .

BACKGROUND:

The City and County Commissioners agreed to consider the possibility of combining the Building
Inspection programs. Both Commissions have strongly supported the objective of simplifying
land development and construction regulations through a variety of approaches, including
environmental regulation, joint City-County concumrency management, creation of an
environmental planning unit in the Planning Department, and consolidation and/or co-location of
the County Growth and Environmental Management (henceforth referred to as Growth
Management) and the City Growth Management depamnents '

Both the County and Cxty Commissions appomted a member representatwe (Bruce Host and

- Scott Maddox respectively) to hesd a committee to review the appropriateness of consofidating -
the County and City Building Inspection offices. The committee was also composed of the . -
Assistant County Administrator, Deputy City Manager, Director of both County and City Growth
_-Management and the Building Official from both the County and City. .

In an effort to get industry input, the committee mailed the questionnaire found in Attachment #1
to the Tallahassee Builders Association, Tallahassee Area Chamber of Commerce, Florida
Associated General Contractors Counctl, Coalition for Positive Growth Management, Associated
Builders & Contractors and received no response. The questionnaire was also placed in the
Builders News (which is a newspaper with an estimated 8,000 readers) and received four
responses which were generally in favor of consolidating all the land development regulatory

functions within one agency.

e
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Maintaining One-Stop or One-Place Permitting

If not carefully implemented, consolidating thc Bulldmg InSpeCtIOl‘l Divisions could result in
inconsistencies with other pérmits or approvals, complications with-the issuance of certificates of
occupancy, and/or addmonal steps and/or stops for permit applicants. Therefore, in order to

_ maintain the benefits of orié: -step/one-stop permitting, a new Building Inspection Depaﬂment
should be c6- located vnth other County and Clty Growth Managemcnt functions..

Codes and Stgndards

With the exception of zoning, swimming poo! code, security code, and, s:gn code, the County and _
C:ty Building Inspectmn Divisions implemeént substantially the same codes, Consistency in

interpretation is currently attained through monthly meetings, common professional training, and
use of the same Board of Adjustmentsand Appéals to hear appeals of Building Official decisions.

Permitting and Ins:iéction PrOceSses

There are some dlfferences in permlttmg and mspectxon procedures largely based on differences in work
load and available resources. For example, the City issues separate permits for electrical, mechanical,
plumbing, gas, and bunldmg, whereas the County combines them when possible. Combination inspections
are more feasible in the unincorporated County with the largely single family or mobile home workload,
whereas in the City, the inspections are specialized due to the volume of commercial work. None of

these differences are lrrcconmlable and could provide some flexibility.

While there are not a lot of known differences in permitting interpretations, there will be
some. Différences may continue to exist when based on geographical factors such as size
of the jurisdiction, distance to the coast, or other legitimate distinctions between urban and

tural areas.

b} In both Growth Management departments, the Building [nspectlon division functions are
part of a {arger regulatory process. Accordingly, under the proposed consolidation,
linkages to other approvals, permitting and inspection processes, associated forms and

' handouts, etc., all need to be reviewed and appropriately revised to minimize possible
inconsistency and aciverse irnpacts on the customer.

Fees

There is a difference in fee structures which needs reconciliation. Currently the County fee
structure pays 100% of Building Inspéction Division operations, whereas according to the David

- Griffin Report being completed at the present time, the City receives approximately 35% ofits
budget from general revenue funding. It may be appropriate to use an indepéndent consultant to
review services and fee structures to recommend fees for the new department.

Wt
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Consideration would need to be given to how admmlstrauvc support would be prowdcd
Logistical support would be provided as agreed to by County and City Comamissioners in an
interagency agreement., Support services to be considered mclude personnel ad:mmstratron
purchasing, fiscal mariagement support, legal support, facility maintenance, records management
preliminary development review, code board administration, contractor Ilcensmg, MIS (including =
permit tracking, GIS and network/pe maintenance), budget, and vehicle maintenance.

Several of the above administrative/support issues are intemal to the current Growth and
Environmental Management Department. In records management, the County has pIaced
environmental and building permitting records in 2 common records manigement locanon
administered by the Depanment Both Departments have shared in-take units.

Regarding contractor licensing, the County Contractor's anensmg Board is supported by an
administrative staff person with assistance from the County Attorney's Office and the Building
Official to assist contractors with licensing, check permits for hcensmg compliance, handle
complaints, etc. The City Construction Industry Review Committee is staffed by the Bulldmg
Inspection Division with assistiance form the City Attorney’s Office. There has been substantial
discussion about creating a single licensing board, probably at the County, to meet both County

| ‘and City licensing needs.

In the County, the Code Enforcement Board services are provided by the Growth and
Environmental Management Department. In the City, it iz provided by the City Manager's office.
In both cases, code viofations can be taken to the Code Enforcement Board. In the City and
County, buddmg plans examiners, inspectors, or the Building Official provide professional and
technical expertise with code enforcement cases. However, within the County the logistics of
putting the case together s handled by the Environmental Enforcement unit, which also handles

junk, litter and other code enforcement issues.

The new permit enforcement and tracking system (PETS) includes activities from the Building
Division in both the City and the County tracking systems. With the establishment of a new
Building Department, the PETS will need to reflect changes and yet still be electronically linked to

_ othcr permitting processes.

The County and City attorney are reviewing the possibility of combining the Land Development
Regulations, including building construction regulations, at the direction of the City and County
Commissions. The deadline for presenting the proposed consolidation of the Land Development

Regulations is by the end of 1995,

0o
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Consolidation
Benefits and Pitfalls
" Some Potential Benefits of Consolidation:

a One agency, instead of two, respons:ble for administering building codes county-wlde
resultmg in one place to go for building permits. .

b. Even better consistency of administration of codes than can be obtained through monthly
régular meetings and Board of Adjustment and Appeal review of Building Official
decisions,

c. Better opportunity to identify any potential duplication of services. If duplication is
identified, there may be reduction of long term expcnditures.

d. Currently, both divisions enforce essennally the same.construction codes there are

differences in zoning, site plan, and sign codes.

Currently, both divisions are generally organized similarly, although there are additional

e.
supervisory levels in the farger City organization.

f Department-level status would proﬁde the building inspection agency more influence
within a county-wide organization when trying to deal with issues.

g There would be public perception of movement towards governmental consolidation.

Some Potential Pitfalls of Consolidation

a Separation of building permitting from concurrency/enviromrientaVscptidddveway/utilE ty
systems approvals could fragment integrated permitting system--i.e. B new Stop to get all
penmits required for building. :

b. " Additional expenses for relocation of current offices and establishing a new facility.

¢ Possible additional expense for incregsing compensation for County employees (i.e. the
City pays more than the County for some positions).

KA
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DIFFERENCES

> > - &>

-

Comprised of 82 square miles, +

Populatjon 133,731, ¢

Budget subsidized from general revenue. +

Issues individual permits for sub trades. ! +

Permits both commercial and residential (valuation  [[fi +

FY 93/94 commercial - $79,791,894; residential -

3110,415,913).

Zoning Code tailored for an urbanized environment. fjfl ¢ -

Inspectors perform inspections only withia their +

specific trade (building, plumbing, mechanical, etc.) L

New construction utilities generally provided by City [lit ¢

of Taltahassee. Building Inspection isitiates water,

sewer and electrical utility connections. N '

City has some local amendments to plumbing, +

electrical, and gas codes designed to benefit their

City owned utilities. _ -

City Records Management files by street address +

using a paper copy storage media.

Licenses plumbing, mechanical, gas, and electrical +

contraciors. '

Locally adopted secunty code. +
- continued -

COUNTY

Comprised of 589 square miles.
Population 78,376.

Budget completely funded through building pcrmxt fees..

_ Issues combmatlon permits,

Permitting activity mostly residential (valuation FY 93/94
commercial - $ 4,572,518; residential - $103,512,154).

Zoning Code recognizing more rural development patterns, |

Inspectors perform c_ombiﬁation inspections when possible.

New construction utilities generally onsite septic tanks with
individual water wells (both are regulated by State) and electnic
provided by Talquin or City of Tallahassee.

Coumy has no utilities to jrotect, thus has no such local
amendments.

County Records Management files by parcel a.'n,d permit aumber
initially using paper copy with transfer {o micro-film for storage.

....
o

bk

Licenses residential building and general contractars.

Eoamid 3
(21 Vel

No secunty code.
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CITY/COUNTY BUILDING :NSPECTION COMPARISOL

SIMILARITIES
R Both offices are Divisions of Growth Management.
+ Both offices closely coordinate (and to a [arge degree are co-located) w1th other agencies within thctr particular land use

approval and related permntmg processes.
¢ Both offices are organized similarly (sec attached organizational charts)
0. Both offices use The Standard Bulldmg Cade. '
4 Both offices use The Standard Plumbing Code.
+ Both offices use The Standqr;i M'ec_hanical Code.
+ Both offices use The Standard Fire Code.
+ Both ofﬁc;:.;» use The Standard Gas Code.
0' Both offices use The National Electrical Code.
+ Both offices use the Florida Americans \ﬁth Disabilities Accessibility Implementation Act. -
+ Both ofﬁce.s use The 101 Life Safety Code.
+ Both offices use the Florida Energy Code.

+ Decisions of both offices are appealed to the same Board of Adjustments and Appeals.
+ Both offices are members of The Southern Building Code Congress International (SBCCI).

+ Both offices are aclive panicipamﬁ in The Big Bend Chapter of SBCCI.

-‘continued -
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B UILDING‘ INSPECTION CONSOLIDATION QUESTIONNAIRE ]

1

1. Shouid the County and City Building Inspccuon Divisions be consolidated? QYes UNo

Please explain your answer.

Should the primary management of the consolidated Building Inspection Divisions be handled by lhe -
county or city? Please explain your answer.

[

- -

3. Should the location of the Buiiding Inspection Divisions be at City Hall, County Courthouse,
County Tharpe Street site, City Growth Management site or another sunable and convenieni

site?

4. Isthe use of the Southern Building Codes acceptable? Please explain your answer..

5. What should be the source of funding for this joint Building Inspection Division? Presently, the
County's Building lnspectirm Division is funded entirely through fees, whereas the City's Building
Inspection Division is funded by 68% fees and 32% general revenue, thereby resulting in the
different fee structures. ;

6. What will be the impact and change that this consolidation will have on your industry? -

7. Would separating the Building Inspection Division functions from the environmental septic tank and
concusrency management functions help or hurt your organization? Please explain your answer.

8. Please provide any comments, suggesuons or ideas that will make the building i mspecnon process
- better for members of your organization:

Attach additional sheet if necessary

Please: retu.m thxs*quesuonnaxre 10 GarysW,;:Johnson, :Leon.. County ‘Administration, Leon County
Courtholise 30 1:South: Mom'oeSUect,“Iaﬂahass'éefﬂonda“3230I :1853 4by:Octéber 20, 1994
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SIX YEAR BISTORY OF RETREAT PRIORITIES

Priority FY 01/02 FY 02/03 FY 03/64 FY 04/05 _FY 05/06 FY 06/07
#1 Stormwater Issues | Emergency Medical || Water Quality/ Economic Address Consolidation | Economic
g Services TMDL Standards Development of Law Enforcement | Development
: and Emergency
Response Dispatch
#2 Economic Economic Joint Dispatch/ Leon County Jail Enhance Primary Performing Arts
Development Development Emergency Isswes Healthcare for the Center
) Qperations Center Uninsured '
(EOC) ‘
#3 Jail Population Consolidation I Leon County Charter | Health Care Develop a Jait Diversion
Management City/County Amendment Comprehensive Programs
: Government (Stormwater) Community Energy T
Policy
H4 State Funding Stormwater Regional || Protection of North Total Maximum Implement a County- Functional
Cutbacks Solutions " Florida Water Daily Load wide Lake Protection Consolidation
Resources {TMDL) Standards | Program
4s Southern Strategy "Resolution of Economic Joint Dispatel/ Constru_ct' a Library , 1 Southside Senior
City/County issues Development Emerg:_mcy branch m‘the. Woodville || Center
(Tram Road Operations Center, Community
Sprayfield, CRA,
Gum Road Transfer |
Stations) o
#6 Code of Ethics Eliminate Fire Elimination of EMS | Charter Address Impacts {rom Carry-over: Joint 3
' MSTU MSTU Amendment Sprayfield Irrigation || Dispatch Facility
regarding || and other Pollutants on \
Countywide Wakulla Springs !
stormwater (.
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SIX YEAR HISTORY OF RETREAT PRIORITIES |

Priority _ Fyonez FY 02/03 FY 03104 FY 04/05 FY 45/66 FY 06/07
H7 Joint Dispatch and { Create Youth Centers Women's Health North Florida Pursue Redevelopment Carry-over:
Emergency Center on Southside | Water Resources of North Florida Woodville Branch
Operations Center : Fairgrounds Property Library
#8 Charter Jail Population Community/Teen Women’s Health N/A Carry-over:
Govermment -Management Centers Center Redevelopment of
North Florida
Fairgrounds
#9 Comprehensive Southern. Strategy Funding for 90 East - Community and N/A Carry-over: County-
Plan Reform {(Mazhan Drive} to I- Teen wide Lake Protection.
10 Centers/Programs Program
#10 Children’s Issues || Comprehensive Plan Southem Strategy 7 Funding for Hwy. N/A N/A
Reform - 90E. to I-10
#11 Southern Strategy || N/A | N/A
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Tallahassee Charter Raview Committee

Report and Recommendations : |
April 13, 2009 ' : R
Page 6 ‘

Functional Consolidation

The Charter Review Committee believes that it is essential that the
City and County unify, whére appropriate, the growth management
" ordinances, regulations, and policies and consolidate the growth management
departmentb The Committee recommends that the City establish a formal
schedule to consolidate City and County Growth Management. The schedule
should provide fox: (1) 90 days for staff to present to the city and County
Commissions a report detailing the differences between the respective growth
management ordinances, regulations, and policies (2) 180 days for City and
County Commissions to make uniform or justify any differences’in the
ordinances, regulations, and policies, (3) one year, but not later than October,
1, 2010, consolidate the City and County Growth Management departments
and functions. The intent of this is that the City and County would still
maintain separate ordinances, regulations and policies but would attempt to
make them identical if practical, and would seek to combine the staff serving
each similar to the Tallahassee/Leon County Planning Department model.

The Committee similarly believes that the City and County should
thoroughly examine and aggressively pursue the consolidation of the existing
city and county parks and recreation, animal control, and stormwater

functions.

Reduction in Differences in City and County Ordinances/Regulation

The Charter Review Committee heard testimony to the effect that City
and County regulatory ordinances may be very different with regard to
certain subject matters. While the Committee recognizes that there may be
© some justifiable differences in regulatory ordinances dealing with the
-unincorporated area of the County as opposed to the area within the City

limits, the Committee believes the public would be best served by making the
regulatory ordinances as similar as possible. It is recommended that the City
and County establish a formal mechanism as changes are made to regulatory
ordinances to reduce differences as much as possible. This mechanism
should include an “intergovernmental irnpact statement” on the ordinance
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Tallahassee Charter Review Committee
Report and Recommendations

April 18, 2009

Page 7

agenda item indicating distinctions and differences from the other local
government's ord_mance on the same subject. :

Growth Management

' The Charter Review Committee heard from public officials and
organizational representatives with regard to the City’s current Growth
Management program and its impact upon economic development. It is
essential that the City has an efficient and effective regulatory program and
process to permit critically needed economic development consistent with the
community’s well established values.. The current system including its
ordinances, regulations, and processes is not working effectively and has
acted as a significant deterrent to economic development and the important
objective of diversification of the local economy. The Committee recommends
that the City Commission expedltmusly undertake a thorough review of the
City’s ordinances, regulations, and processes and make the changes
necessary to provide a growth management system which provides for the
efficient and expeditious permitting of new development while protectmg our

natural environment.

Law Enforcement

The Charter Rev1ew Committee heard from pubhic oﬂi(:lals law

"+ enforcement professionals, and members of the public with regaxd to local
government law enforcement and potential consolidation of law enforcement
functions. The provision of law enforcement services is one of the most basic

and essential governmental services-and it is also one which requires a ’
significant portion of government financial resources. The Committee..

believes that it is essential that the City and County closely examine and

pursue the benefits of the consolidation of local government law enforcement

gervices and functxons

On behalf of the 2009 CRC, thanks for allowing each of us to serve on
thas commfctee :

Respectfully submitted,

Samuel M. “Buddy” Streit, Chair
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MAYCR PRO TEM CITY HALL » TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 22301
- 850/891-0181 + TOD 1.80Q7935.8771

September 14, 1999

.'The Honorable Sheaff Larry Campbell
Post Office Box 727
Tallahassee, Florida 32302-0727

Dear Sheriff Campbell;

~ Thank you for your letter expressing your thoughts and concerns about the Joint Dispatch/
Emergency Management Workgroup. The Joint Communicaticns Execitive Comumittee, the T'allahassee
Police Department and your office have raised some important questions. I will share some general
concerns sbout establishing 4 Joint Communications Center and an Emergency Management Center.

One concern is the degree of coopermtion necessary to continue studying this veature, How cost
effective would a two-party law enforcement Communications Cenzer be? . Woild the city and the
county be able to tesch & consensus on where the center of authority lies and how would it be
disttibuted? ‘The question of “tucf” appeass o be the major issve, I still think the concept of a regional
Communications /Emergency Management Center is a good iden, but unless it is operated under some
type of authotity, there will always be @ “turf* battle. Location has also been 2 major stumbling block to
establishing an Emergency Management Center. - _ ‘ - '

There seewms to be a lack of partuership between the city, eounty and other law enforcemest sgencies,
such as the Flotids State Univenity police, Florida A&M University police, Capital City police and the
Highway patrol. The Leon County Shedff's Office will not have an A V.L. system on its 800 MH=
system, which complicates the situation. At present, it seems to be imprudeat to continue putsuing a
Joint Dispatch/ Emergency Management Cetter between the city and the county due 10 2 lack of interest
and support, For now, it does not seem to be feasible as a sales tax extension referendum option. These
issues will re-cmerge in the future, Therefore, I think the Bxecuwtive Committee should still review the
subcommittee's recommendations st the October | meeting. Again, thank you for your letter and your
deep commivment 1o our community’s safety and protéction.

Sincerely,

Tallahassee Mayor Pro Tem

O Pricdect on Recrciod Foror wih oy e TSETER
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