Lake County Transportation Alternative funding Task Force
August 25, 2008 Meeting

1* 5 months of 2008:

81% of single family home sales (928 of a total 1,147) were less than $250,000
L $20U,U80

average sale price $194,727 (same as March 2005)

inventory of unsold homes was 5,433 or 23.6 month supply

single family building permits issued by County Building Dept from Jan
through July: 306 (less than 1993)

Total Population 2007 estimate: 303,152

Total households: 124,197

75% of households earn less than $75,000 (max house affordable $250,000)
54% of households earn less than $50,000 (max house affordable $150,000)
24% of households earn less than $25,000 (can only rent)

MPO 2025 Long Range Transportation Plan (May 23, 2007)
See attached summary page

Lake County Increase in Gross Taxable Value Over Prior Year
See attached summary page

Lake County General Fund Revenues
See attached summary page

Lake County Impact Fees

Cherry Lake Road Project



Needs Plan Roadway Capital Costs - Using the cost assumptions presented above for PDAE, PE, CEI, ROW,
and CST, the cost of the Adopted 2025 Needs Plan was developed. Table 6-8 summarizes the costs of the
Adopted Needs Plan. Detailed information on the costs of the Adopted Needs Plan can be found in Chapter 7.
The total projected cost of the Adepted 2025 Needs Plan is $1.2 billion. This is broken out as follows: $70 million
for all design and inspection activities, $193.2 million for right of way acquisition costs, 5974 million for

canstruction costs, and $20.0 million in unique costs (interchanges, bridges, major utility relocation, ete.).

Table 6-6

Cost of the Adopted 2025 Needs Plan

(Costs in 2004 dollars for the period 2011 to 2025)

Construction
Design Costs ROW Costs Costs. Unigue Costs Total Costs
SIS [FIHS-Interstate} 50 55.057.523 525,287 616 520,000,000 $50,345,139
SIS [FIHS-intrastate) 50 §47,845,818 $118,330,082 50 $188,275,888
Other State Roads 50 555,543,855 5320,184,978 50 $375,728.934
County Roads 560,927,244 534,500,505 $510,188,104 50 §504,798,009
Other Roads 50 50 50 50 50
TOTALS 560,027,344 $193,157.200 973,980,780 $45,000,000 §1,187,147.980
Motes: (1) Unigue costs for SIS (FIHS-Interstate) are for the Interchange at Florida's Turnpike and Sullivan

Rd. SIS (FIHS-Interstate) costs source is FDOT FIHS System Plan, 2003 Uodate

{2) Unigue Costs for County Roads include bridges, and utility pipelines slong reconstructed
roadways or bridges. Scurce: Lake County Public Works

Tindale-Oliver & Associates, Inc
Adopted December 14, 2008
Amended May 23, 2007 (SAFETEA-LU Compliance)

Lake~Sumter MPO
2025 Long Range Transportation Plan
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Table 7-2: Summary of Costs and Revenuwes for the 2025 Adopted Meeds Plan

FIHSISIS $185827 | $186,827 $0
i State™ §55207 | $37E312 ($323,015)
County " $199,738 | $634.051 ($434,313)
Subtofal - Roads 453,336 | $1,199,191 ;s?s?.,azst:]
Public Transportafion $4,792 $4,792 ($0)
Bike f Pedestrian $9.926 | $380,664 ($370,938)
Total $467,798 | §1,584,848 ($1,128,523)

(1] RefSects 0.3 Mdon fransker o Public Transgoriafion Capital and $11.3 Milion Trarsfer o Public TransportaSon Operalion
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I. [ OReveluation of &gm Proparties ‘l;fnluza

2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007

Mew Construction % 37180407 S4T3821506 & 500201820 § GISEE0G0E § 2 G4ABE4TTE 5 BOOTE4ATI 5 1288616667
Revaluation of Existing
Properties Values 330,381,473 310,401 441 312,551,038 530,602.523 887,230,827 1,688,270,162 3,409.204.435

[Total Increase in
Gross Taxable Value § 7TIT.561.970 S$T84.222867 § B12752858 § 1066202210 § 1316085603 § 2488083837 § 4g77d21102

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007
% Increase Due to
New Construction 5.58% B17T% 5.90% 5 TE% 6.25% 5.92% 8.95%
% Increase Due to
Revaluation 4,7T6% 4.04% 3.68% 5.70% 6.42% 14.43% 24.01%
Total % Increase 10.33% 10.21% 9 58% 11.46% 12.67% 21.35% 32.54%
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007
Millage Rate 5117 5117 5917 sa17 5817 5797 577
Ad Valorem Taxes § 3757262 § 41T TAS § 52239808 § SRZRMETI 5 B4ET7IGE8 § Tro258BZ § 103,073,567
|Net Now Dollars 5 5B87315 § 3581523 § 11080823 § 6,057,931 § 6,716,588 § 13,251,883 § 25,147 584

For FY 2007, 1 mill is expected to net $17,935,195
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General Fund Revenues LAKE COUNTY
FLORIDA
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Adopted Revenues 2007
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Historical General Fund Revenue Sources

2000 2004 2007 Budget

Property Taxes 532,093,752 558,349,562 $108,748,481
Intergovernmental Revenues $13,372,440 $16,886,460 $21,577,052
Charges for Services 54,357,875 $4,865,093 $7.383,500
Interfund Transfers In 84,952 339 $5,279,377 $5,296,811
Excess Fees $2,044,858 84 653,483 $3,495,823
Licenses, Fines, Misc £6,909,805 $3,371,083 52,082,800
Communications Services Tax S0 $1,201,084 $1.700,000
5% Statutory Reduction $0 30 ($7,074.597)
$63,731,060 $94,606,122 $143,210,050

The most striking trend that emerges when looking at similar charts for the past seven years is the additional
reliance upon Property Tax. In 2000, only 50% of the revenues were attributable to Property Taxes.
This has steadily increased to 73% in the 2007 budget.

The reduction in Licenses, Fines, and Miscellaneous revenues is attributable to Growth Management
transferring the bullding permit revenues to a separate fund dedicated to building services.

Ancther trend is the decrease in Intergovernmental Revenues. In 2000, these comprised 21% of the
revenues, compared to 14% in the 2007 budget.

The other revenues have remained fairly constant as the budget and population of Lake County has increased.

Page 2.12



Intro:

Good evening Commissioners my name is Jim Bible and | am the President of the Home
Builders Association of Lake County. Thank you for this opportunity to present our issues
related to the request before you to substantially increase the Transportation Impact Fees which
are paid by all new businesses and homeowners who want to live and work in Lake County.

We have reviewed in detail the Study prepared by Tindale-Oliver & Associates and would like to
take a few minutes to explain the four significant assumptions used by them to calculate and
recommend to you the highest impact fees in the State of Florida.

(Show Comparison Assumption Table)

The four assumptions we dispute are:

Road Construction Costs, Reconstruction Costs, Trip Length and State Road Costs
Road Construction:

The Tindale-Oliver report recommended the County use a cost of $§4.1million per lane mile. This
cost was based on two proposed road projects: one was Hartle Rd, a % mile road with major
intersection improvements on SR. 50. The other was an expansion road (CR466A).

We used two roads one which was just completed (Hooks and Citrus Tower Blvd) and one which
is almost complete (Southern Connector). We added these costs to two county expansion projects
and calculated a cost of $1.34 million per lane mile. This compares with the County’s Public
Works Department estimate of $1.3 million used in their adopted 2007-2011 Transportation
Plan. In comparison the previous impact fee study completed at the end of 2001 used a cost of
$830,000 per lane mile. As shown in our report the average road costs from other counties is
$1.5 million.

Reconstruction Costs:

When the County expands a road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes, the typical construction includes not
only building two more lanes but also ripping up the old road, which in all cases according to
your Public Works Department is over 20 years old.

Reconstructing the road means new standards which typically include structural improvements
like curb and gutter and other drainage improvements, sidewalks, bike paths, landscaping,
lighting etc., where none exist today.

The Tindale-Oliver Study recommends that all those reconstruction costs associated with
bringing that outdated road up to County standards should be paid for by impact fees. We think
this is not a proportionate and fair allocation of those costs since new development should only
have to pay for the road capacity it needs, not road capacity needed by the general public.

Also, all of those road upgrades do not create road capacity, they are important from a safety and
beautification standpoint, but that is a benefit shared by everyone, not just new development. So
we think that everyone should also share in paying for those upgrades, and not just new
residences and businesses. This will effectively reduce by half, the road costs allocated to impact
fees.

Trip Length:

TOA says that all trips in Lake County are 33% longer than the State average. They based this on
a small survey sample, most of which was done in 2001.

They used subdivisions like Cross Tie Ranch off of SR 44 as one of the single family residential
samples- the nearest grocery store is 11 miles away.

We believe the County should use the State database of average trip lengths or conduct its own
diverse sample study around the County. That would give us all a better idea of the true average
trip lengths here in Lake County.



In discussions with the Consultant they said they really should have increased the trip length by
200% for some of the land use categories- this is difficult to believe.

The 2001 study used 141% of the State average trip length and we think we have been
overcharged since that study.

State Road Costs:

The TOA study included State Road costs even though very little impact fee revenue has gone to
State roads, maybe 3% based on our review of County records. We think state roads should not
be included in the impact fees just like it wasn’t included in the 2002 adopted impact fees.

Mini Cost Conclusion:

If we adjust the impact fees for these four assumptions the numbers would be reduced from a
400 to 800% increase to about a 37% increase. There are other assumptions such as making an
adjustment to trip length to discount local travel on state roads that would further reduce the
impact fees proposed.

Benefit Districts:
Another major issue is the revisions to the Benefit Districts.
(Figures: District Boundaries).

The consultant has recommended that the benefit districts be reduced from 6 Districts to 3
Districts and none of the proposed district boundaries relate to any existing roadways.

This becomes an even bigger issue because the ordinance allows the transfer of impact fees from
one district to an adjacent district which makes possible to collect impact fees in one district and
use them in any of the 3 districts regardless of how far away the road improvements will be from
the location of the new development.

Impact fees are supposed to pay for improvements that are both needed by new development and
have a greater benefit to that new development than one shared generally with everyone else.

How can that happen if road improvements could be made 5, 10, 15 or maybe even more than 20
miles away from the new development paying the fees?

The proposed safeguard in the ordinance is that a majority of the municipalities must agree,
however the requirement does not need to be unanimous. This safeguard may not be enough to
protect the City where new development is occurring and there is a need for improvements there
but a majority of the Cities think their priorities trump.

Economic Impact on Housing

The proposed transportation impact fees coupled with the proposed school impact fees will
increase rent and mortgage payments by $200 per month effectively eliminating 7,000 additional
Lake County families from being able to afford decent housing.

(Show Comparison Table of Existing and Proposed Transportation Impact Fees)

Single Family TIF:

Existing Lake County: § 2,198

Proposed Lake County: $11,396 - highest in the State -25% higher than Collier & Lee - the

current highest
State Average: $ 3,626 — Proposed Lake County TIF is over 200% more than



Economic Impact — New Business
(Comparison Table of Existing and Proposed Transportation Impact Fees)

As can be seen on this Table, the proposed transportation impact fees will significantly burden
new business and in all likelihood will stifle if not eliminate new businesses and new jobs from
coming to Lake County.

For example:

A doctor opening a new practice will be required to pay $544,230

A bank will pay $328,100

A day care center will pay $110,450

A fast food restaurant will pay $1,030,617

A gas convenience store will pay $322,505

Regardless of how the numbers fall, ultimately Lake County must be competitive with the
surrounding counties. The County’s existing impact fees are now competitive with most of the
surrounding counties but with any increase it will not so remain. You will hear tonight many
stories of how poorly our Lake County economy is performing and the loss of business, jobs,

friends and family who have left the area or are trying to leave because they can not afford to
stay.

We are requesting this Board to deny this increase in impact fees.

Just a housekeeping matter, the reports and letters we have previously provided you and your
Staff and my presentation notes and charts referred to this evening have been given to the Clerk
to be part of the public record on this Ordinance. Thank you, if you have any questions now or
latter I am available.



Comparison of Existing and Proposed Transportation Impact Fees

Land Use Category Existing Proposed
Single Family $2,189 $11,396
Medical Office $100,755 $544,230
Bank $61,035 $328,100
Day Care Center $22,535 $110,450
Grocery Store $247.600 $1,224,300
Gas/Convience Store $74,170 $322,505

Fast Food Restaurant $123,942 $1,030,617



Road Construction Cost

Reconstruction Cost

Trip Length

State Road Costs

Comparison of Assumptions
for
Transportation Impact Fee Analysis

TOA GS County
2001 Study
$4.1m $1.34m $1.31m $0.83m

Charged to New  Split between
Development MNew and
Existing

Development

133% of State
Average State Average

Included Not Included

Charged to New
Development

141% of State
Average

Mot Included
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CHERRY LAXE ROAD = JALARMY ROAD - EAST APSHAWA ROAD PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

Executive Summa

Purpose

The purpose of this sludy is to evaluate Cherry Lake Road, Jalammy Road and East
Apshawa Road within the project limils lo determine short term and long term
enhancements that will be beneficial to the roadway network. The Sludy process includes
a comprehensive public invelvement plan. The plan is essential to developing, evaluating,
and implementing solutions that bes!l serve the public interest.

The purpose of this study is to determine the number of lanes needed for vehicles and the
faciliies needed lo accommodate bicycles and pedestrians within the project comidar.

Project Study Limits
The project study limils are generally defined as Cherry Lake Road (5.8 miles between SR

18 and East Apshawa Road); Jalarmy Road (0.4 miles between CR 561A and Cherry
Lake Road); and East Apshawa Road (1.8 miles between Cherry Lake Road and US 27),

see Figure 1.
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« Figure 1 Project Overvisw Map

eed for Improvement

Along Cherry Lake Road and East Apshawa Road, geomefric deficiencles are present ‘I
that require improvement lo keep a consistent design speed throughout. All three roads
have a rural cross section without paved shoulders.

Major Intersections on the project need to be evaluated for possible improvement. These
intersections include Cherry Lake Roed and SR 18, Cherry Lake Road and Jatarmy Road,
Jalarmy Road and CR 5614, Cherry Lake Road and East Apshawa Road, and East
Apshawa Road and US 27,

Also, the Lake-Sumter Melropolitan Planning Organization (MPQ) Leong Range

Transportation Plan calls for Cherry Lake Road, Jalarmy Road and East Apshawa Road
to accommuodate bicycles and pedesirans.

PAGE 1



CHERRY LAKE ROAD — JALARMY ROAD — EAST APSHAWA ROAD

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

Deficiencies

Along Cherry Lake Road and East Apshawa Road, there are numerous herizontal curves
that reguire evaluation, With current conditions, the roadways’ design speeds are needed
to be reduced for safe travel.

Cherry Lake Road has insufficient horizontal curves at the 80° and 45° bend west of Lake
Wilson Parkway and at the welland crossing just west of West Apshawa Road.

East Apshawa Road has insufficient geomelry at the 90° bend north of Tuscarora Lane,
as well as just west of the intersection of US 27.

Crash History

Within the project limits there were 27 crashes reporled by the Police and Sherills
Departments in the last five full years: three in 2002; six In 2003, six in 2004, seven in
2008; five in 2006.

As shown in Figure 2, of lhose along Cherry Lake Road:
» Four at SR 19 & CR 478 (Cherry Lake Road), which is STOP-conirolled for CR 478,
see Pictura 2-13,
o Four on CR 478 in the vicinily of the Cherry Lake Tree Farm, see picture 1-2,
On Jalarmy Road, during this perod:
» Seven were at Jalammy Rd and CR561A/Minecla Shores Drive, see piclure 2-14.

Of the 13 crashes on Chery Lake Road over that five-year pericd, there were injures in
seven of them. There were injuries in only one of the five crashes on Easl Apshawa Road.
Al Jalarmy Road & CRS561A, there were injuries in two of the seven crashes.

There were no reported crashes involving bicycles or pedestrians in the calendar years
2004, 2005 or 2006.

[ Lahw Sovmid Had ;‘ ] ) o i R ﬂh:ﬂ.lr‘r- . = ":l-rﬂ}_-\.ﬁ__'_-'
ok oy : 5% i i
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» Figure 2 Five-Year Crash Hislory
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CHERRY LAKE ROAD - JALARMY ROAD — EAST APSHAWA ROAD

Geomeadric Design Criteria

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERRMNG REPORT

Design and conslruclion criteria for the proposed improvements to Chenry Lake Road
adhera o the Flordda DOT's Marual of Uniform Minimum Stendards for Design,
Construction and Maintenance for Sireels and Highways, also know as “The Florida
Greenbook’; the FOOT Plans Preparation Manual and Lake Counly Standards listed in
Table 1. The St Johns River Water Management District (SJRWMD) claims jurisdiclion

over the surface water management of Lhis project.

+ Table 1 Roadwary Design Crileria

Eaxsign Edemant

Effpshawa Bd dakrmy B

Crifieria

{Lirban Ecqotion) ; Sotirce
Funclional Classifeation Collector Coleclor (31 App 5A
Minar Cotoclor Minar Collector {2) PoBoy 4.3.2
E Design Specd A0 mgh 40 mph (4) Table 31
Right-of-Way Widik o B {2) Peiey 4.3.2
Design Vehide WB-g2 wWBe-g2 {4} Table 3-2
Recommended lanes 23 23 (2) Poticy 4.3.2
Min, Through Lane Width 1z 1z {2) Pelicy 4.3.2
Min. Tum Lane Widlh 10" 10 {4) Tabla 37
MEn. Quaue, Tum Lang 100 50 {4) Fig. 313
§ Bdadian VAdih 15\5'Hf}rsﬁ=ul Madian n'ﬁum Medizn {4) Tabla 3-11
10¢ Painsned badian 10 Painled Madian {4) Tabde 3-11
Elcycle Lane Wiith 4 4 {4) Fig. 81
% Sidmaralk Widih B 5 {4) Secl 3.C.7.d
s Roadway Cross Slopes .02 e 0.02 tm {4) Ch.3, p.16
Clear Zong Width ' {min.) 10" {min.) {#) Table 3-12
Border Width ___ Emin) __ 3%(min) (5) Sect 2.5
10 (min.} (B' min, lor biko 10" {rmin.} (8" min. for b
Shared Use Path (mié ’Lﬂm { }Eﬂﬂ (4) Sect 9.6.2
Maze, Curvalurg 10FAE 13*45' {4) Table 3-3
Min. Fiadhss 538 430 {) Tabds 3-3
E .§. Min, Tangent Length 400 400 {N)pILT.8
= | Swpping Sight Distance 305" 08 {4) Tabio 35
Syperelevaiion Rale 0.05 {max.) 0.0 {max.) [4) Fig. 32 & 31
T | Max.Grade 10.0% 8.0% {4) Table 34
% Max. Grade Change wio VC 0.80% 0.80% (4) Tatée 3-5
f Min. Grade 0.30% 0.40% {1)p. I8
g Min. Length 100 100" {1)p. li-8
Min. K Vatue (crest and sag) T0 crest/ 34 sag 70 crost 64 sag {4) Tablo 3-8
Side Siopas Pines. 1:4 frent arsd hack LG SWMDSV.EA
g% Minimurm Boliom Widih 4 fast LCSWMDSV.ES
& | Min Diich Beflom Elevation 2 f1. above seasonal high LCSWNMDS VIAZ

1) Transporiation Planning, Design, and Construciion Standards, 2000, Lake County
2) Lake County Comprehensive Plan Transportalion Element, May 14, 2007

3) Lake Counly 2020 Transportation Flan, July 1999
4) Florida Green Boak, 2007 Final Draft, FDOT
5) Plans Preparation Manual, 2007, FOOT
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CHERRY LAKE ROAD - JALARMY ROAD - EAST APSHAWA ROAD PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REFORT

Existing Levels of Service

Existing level of servica was found based on the existing AADT. These analyses of levels
of senvice were done using the LOSPLAN2007 cbiained by the FDOT. All segments of
Cherry Lake Road, Jalarmy Road and East Apshawa Road operate at a LOS . SR 19
operates at a LOS D, as does CR 561A to the west of Jalarmy Road. East of Jatarmy
Road, CR 561A operates at a LOS of E, while US 27 cumently operales at LOS A

Future Reguirements

Based on the projected Iraffic through the design year of 2025, there is no need to add
any additional through lanes slong the project. This is due to the fact that the exisiing
AADT is so low that even a relatively high growih rate wouldn't yield a high enough fulure
valume to lower the LOS below © on the sludied County roads.

PRELINVINARY DESIGN ANALYSIS

The preliminary design is divided into nine projects. Projects 1 through 5, en Cherry Lake
Road, will have a rural cross section with drainage swales along both sides of the road,
see Figure 3. Projects B lhrough 9, on E. Apshawa Road (Figure 4) and Jalarmy Road
(Figure 5) will have an urban cross section with curbs and gutters lo collect stormwaler
runcff for ireatment before discharge into receiving waters. These improvements will
corect the sub-standard geomelric condilions previously noted.

As shown in Figure 6, the recommended roadway improvements will minimize the need
for addilional right of way. Figure 6 also lists the Enginesr's opinion of probable
construction cost and estimated right of way needs on Cherry Lake Road, Jalarmy Road &
East Apshawa Road for the roadway improvements considered, including storm water
ponds.

3

L1+

i EXIST. FUW 50°- 0"

= Figure 3 Cherry Lake Road Rural Typical Secticn

PAGE4

e



CHERRY LAKE ROAD - JALARMY ROAD — EAST APSHAWA ROAD PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

PROR RAWV 53 1

CRLF TR L)

] EXIST, PAVEMENT 21

EXIST. Rrw 407 - 807

iy
L

« Figure 4 East Apshawa Road Urban Typical Secton

'

EXIST, RAW &6 - 5 [

= Figure 5 Jatarmy Read Urban Typical Seelicn
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