
Lee County Board Of County Commissioners 
Agenda Item Summary Blue Sheet No. 20050581 

1. ACTION REQUESTED/PURPOSE: Conduct first public hearing on proposed amendments to the Land 
Development Code (LDC) pertaining to Regional Parks and Community Parks impact fees. After hearing, direct 
ordinance to second public hearing on May 24, 2005 at 5:05 p.m. 

2. WHAT ACTION ACCOMPLISHES: Provides for public input and Board discussion. 

3. MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATION: Conduct first public hearing and direct to second public hearing. 

4. Departmental Category: 04 
Lxx95 v 

5. Meeting Date: 
Commission District #CW &5=/D-a@ 

6. Agenda: 7. Requirement/Purpose: (speci 8. Request Initiated: 
Consent Statute Commissioner 
Administrative x Ordinance 
Appeals Admin. Code 

x Public Other 
Walk-On 

LDC chaptz ~~~~~~~~ 

ty Y 
9. Background: 

Previously, the Board approved a contract with Duncan Associates to assist in the review of the Lee County 
Regional Parks and Community Parks Impact Fees. Based upon the diligent efforts of County Staff and Duncan 
Associates, a Park Impact Fee Update has been prepared. A copy of this report is attached for your review. 

It is the intent of staff to revise the Regional Parks and Community Parks impact fee regulations found in 
Chapter 2 of the LDC in accordance with this study. An ordinance setting forth these amendments is attached for 
your review. 

The proposed amendments have been reviewed by various committees, whose comments are summarized 
from draft minutes from each committee as follows: 

(1) Land Development Advisory Committee (LDCAC) - reviewed on April 8,200s. The LDCAC 
completed their reviewed and approved the proposed amendments to Land Development Code Chapter 2 
regarding Community and Regional Parks Impact Fees, including a recommendation that the Board of County 
Commissioners include a provision that allows for annual increases based upon rising land and construction costs. 

(continued on second page) 

-Approved 
-Deferred 
-Denied 
-Other 



Blue Sheet #20050581 
Regional Parks and Community Parks Impact Fees 
Page 2 

(2) Local Planning Agency (LPA) - reviewed the proposed amendments on April 25,2005 and requested to 
continue their review on May 23,2005. 

(3) Executive Regulatory Oversight Committee (EROC) - will review the proposed amendments on 
May 11,2005. 

Attachment: Park Impact Fee Update by Duncan Associates (dated March, 2005) 
Draft Ordinance 
FAIS 



LEE COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE (LDC) TO AMEND CHAPTER 2 
(ADMINISTRATION), ARTICLE VI (IMPACT FEES), DIVISION 3 
(REGIONAL PARKS IMPACT FEE); AMENDING COMPUTATION 
OF AMOUNT (32-306); AMENDING DIVISION 4 (COMMUNITY 
PARKS IMPACT FEE); COMPUTATION OF AMOUNT (§2-346); 
BENEFIT DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED (52-348); AND 

AMENDING APPENDIX L - COMMUNITY PARK IMPACT FEE 
BENEFIT DISTRICT DESCRIPTIONS; 

PROVIDING FOR CONFLICTS OF LAW, SEVERABILITY, 
CODIFICATION, SCRIVENERS ERRORS AND AN EFFECTIVE 
DATE. 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners of Lee County, Florida has adopted a 
comprehensive Land Development Code (LDC); and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has the authority to adopt this revision 
pursuant to Article VIII of the Constitution of the State, F.S. Ch. 125 and F.S. §§ 163.3201, 
163.3202 and 380.06(16); and 

WHEREAS, Goal 24 of the Lee County Comprehensive Land Use Plan (Lee Plan) 
mandates that the county maintain clear, concise, and enforceable development regulations that 
fully address on-site and off-site development impacts, yet function in a streamlined manner; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Lee Plan Goal 62, the County must plan, budget, and fund a 
comprehensive park system that properly meets the needs for the future of Lee County; and 

WHEREAS, Lee Plan Policy 62.1 .I. provides that the adopted captial improvement plan 
reflects the distribution of park facilities throughout the unincorporated County and that the use of 
community park impact fee districts provides a mechanism to distribute facilities based on 
population, travel patterns, and existing facilities; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Lee Plan Policy 62.1.2., the capital improvement plan identifies 
how park impact fees, other earmarked capital funds, and all general funds are to be used for 
capital projects; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Lee Plan Policy 62.1.3, land development will be required to bear 
a proportionate cost of new and expanded parks required by such development. The policy 
provides that part impact fees are the most equitable means of capturing these costs and that the 
County must impose impact fees for regional and community parks; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Lee Plan Policy 70.1.3.5(a), the minimum acceptable level of 
service standard for regional parks is six (6) acres of improved regional park plan open for public 
use per 1,000 total seasonal population; and 
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WHEREAS, pursuant to Lee Plan Policy 70.1.3.5(b), the minimum acceptable level of 
service standard for community parks is 8 acres of developed standard community parks open for 
public use per 1,000 permanent population; and 

WHEREAS, the Board initially adopted the Parks impact fee regulations and an impact fee 
schedule in 1985; and 

WHEREAS, Lee Plan Policy62.1.4 and LDC section 34-306 requires the staff to review and 
reanalyze the Parks Impact Fee Schedule every three years and pursue amendments to the fee 
schedule if supported by the reanalysis; and 

WHEREAS, the Board approved a contract with Duncan Associates for the review and 
update of Parks Impact Fee Schedule; and 

WHEREAS, the “Park impact Fee Update, Lee County, Florida”, prepared by Duncan 
Associates, dated March 2005, forms the basis of the proposed amendments to the fee schedules 
for Regional and Community Parks; and 

WHEREAS, the Parks Impact Fee Study prepared by Duncan Associates generated 
competent data allowing the use of a sophisticated methodology to calculate the impacts of 
development and to establish appropriate impact fees; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Lee Plan Objective 51 .I., the County must periodically examine 
the composition and location of population growth to determine if redistricting of community impact 
fee districts is warranted; and 

WHEREAS, the Land Development Code Advisory Committee reviewed and approved the 
proposed amendments to the fee schedule for Regional and Community Parks Impact Fees on 

, and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Regulatory Oversight Committee reviewed the proposed 
amendments to the Land Development Code on , and 

WHEREAS, the Local Planning Agency reviewed the proposed amendments to the fee 
schedule on , and found them consistent with the Lee Plan. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE ITORDAINED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA: 

SECTION ONE: AMENDMENT TO LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE CHAPTER 2 

Lee County Land Development Code Chapter 2, Article VI, Divisions 3 and 4 are amended 
to read as follows with strike through identifying deleted language and underline identifying new 
language: 

CHAPTER 2 

ARTICLE VI. IMPACT FEES 

DIVISION 3. REGIONAL PARKS IMPACT FEE 
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Sec. 2-306. Computation of amount. 

(4 The fee schedule set forth in this subsection is effective on June 1, 2005, exceot as 
otherwise stated herein. At the option of the feepayer, the amount of the regional parks impact 
fee may be determined by the schedule set forth in this subsection. The reference in the 
schedule to mobile home/RV park site refers to the number of mobile home or recreational 
vehicle sites permitted by the applicable final development order. 

THE PREVIOUS FEE SCHEDULE IS HEREBY DELETED AND REPLACED WITH THE 
FOLLOWING: 

Land Use Tyoe Reaional Parks lmoact Fee oer Unit 

Sinale-familv residence $752.00 

Multiole-familv buildina. duplex. two-family 564.00 
attached or townhouse 

Mobile Home not in mobile home Dark 752.00 

Timeshare 564.00 

Hotel /motel room 346.00 

Mobile home I RV Dark site 549.00 

L!a Under this article, impact fees become due and payable at the time of building permit 
issuance. For purposes of this Code, a building permit is considered “issued” when the permit 
meets all of the following criteria: 

(1) the permit is approved by the county; 

(2) has been picked up by the owner or his agent; and, 

(3) all applicable fees have been paid. 
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IsI -The development order process is separate and distinct from the building 
permit process and not relevant with respect to establishing when impact fees become due and 
payable, except as to RV parks.1 

The fee schedule in effect orior to June 1, 2005 will remain in effect until the new fees 
take effect as follows: 

u.l A buildina oermit or mobile home move-on permit or recreational vehicle Dark 
develooment order aoolication submitted on or before Julv 1. 2005, will be 
assessed an impact fee based uoon the fee schedule aDDliCable on Mav 31 L 
2005. but onlv if the building permit or mobile home move-on oermit or 
recreational vehicle Dark develODment order is issued on or before October 1, 
2005. 

a A buildina oermit or mobile home move-on permit or recreational vehicle Dark 
develooment order aoolication submitted after Julv I, 2005, or anv buildinq 
permit or mobile home move-on oermit or develooment order issued after 
October 1, 2005. will be subiect to the amended imoact fee schedule. 

ia After October 1, 2005. the Director may acceot oavment accordina to the fee 
schedule in effect orior to June I, 2005 onlv if the followina conditions are met. 
The Director’s decision is not subiect to anneal under 634-145 of this code. 

a. The aoulication for the oermit or develoDment order must have 
been urooerlv submitted and sufficient for review on or before July 
I, 2005: and, 

!L The sole arounds for acceotina oavment under this subsection will 
be that a oovernmental action or failure to act in a timelv manner 
caused the issuance of the oermit or develooment order to be 
delaved bevond October I. 2005: and. 

c. The aoolicant submits a written reauest to the Director soecifvinq 
the reasons for the reauest; and, 

L The Director’s decision must be in writina and it must set forth the 
governmental action or failure to act that caused unnecessary 
delav in the issuance of the permit or develooment order; and. 

e. The abilitv and authoritv to accent oavments under this subsection 
will terminate on November 30. 2005. 

(bc) When change of use, redevelopment or modification of an existing use requires the 
issuance of a building permit, mobile home move-on permit or recreational vehicle development 
order, the regional parks impact fee will be based upon the net increase in the impact fee for 
the new use as compared to the previous use. However, no impact fee refund or credit will be 
granted if a net decrease results. 

(ef) If the regional parks impact fee has been calculated and paid based on error or 
misrepresentation, it will be recalculated and the difference refunded to the original feepayer or 
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collected by the county, whichever is applicable. If regional parks impact fees are owed, no 
participating municipality or county permits of any type may be issued for the building or 
structure in question, or for any other portion of a development of which the building or structure 
in question is a part, until impact fees are paid. The building official may bring any action 
permitted by law or equity to collect unpaid fees, 

(dg) The person applying for the issuance of a building permit, mobile home move-on permit 
or recreational vehicle development order may opt to submit evidence to the county manager 
indicating that the fees set out in subsection (a) of this section are not applicable to the 
particular development. Based upon convincing and competent evidence, which must be 
prepared and submitted in accordance with the county administrative code, the county manager 
may adjust the fee to that appropriate for the particular development. The adjustment may 
include a credit for private recreational facilities provided to the development by the feepayer if 
the private recreational facilities serve the same purposes and functions as set forth in the Lee 
Plan for regional parks. 

(eh) The impact fee schedule set forth in section 2-306(a) will be administratively reviewed 
and reanalyzed every three years. As a result of this review, county staff is authorized and 
directed to pursue amendments to the impact fee schedule supported by the review and 
reanalysis. 

DIVISION 4. COMMUNITY PARKS IMPACT FEE 

Sec. 2-346. Computation of amount. 

(a) The fee schedule set forth in this subsection is effective on June I, 2005, exceot as 
otherwise stated herein. At the option of the feepayer, the amount of the community parks 
impact fee may be determined by the schedule set forth in this subsection. The reference in the 
schedule to mobile home/RV park site refers to the number of mobile home or recreational 
vehicle sites permitted by the applicable final development order. 

THE PREVIOUS FEE SCHEDULE IS HEREBY DELETED AND REPLACED WITH THE 
FOLLOWING: 

Land Use TvDe 

Sinale-familv residence 

Multiole-familv buildina. duplex, two-family 
attached or townhouse 

Communitv Parks ImDact fee oer Unit 

$761 .OO 

571 .oo 

Mobile Home not in mobile home park 761 .OO 

Timeshare 571 .oo 

Hotel /motel room 350.00 

Mobile home I RV Dark site 556.00 
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02 Under this article, impact fees become due and payable at the time of building permit 
issuance. For purposes of this code, a building permit is considered “issued” when the permit 
meets all of the following criteria: 

(1) the permit is approved by the county; 

(2) has been picked up by the owner or his agent; and, 

(3) all applicable fees have been paid. 

w -The development order process is separate and distinct from the building 
permit process and not relevant with respect to establishing when impact fees become due and 
payable, except as to RV parks.j 

(!A) The fee schedule in effect Drior to June I, 2005 will remain in effect until the new fees 
take effect as follows: 

ul A buildino Dermit or mobile home move-on Dermit or recreational vehicle Dark 
develoDment order aDDlication submitted on or before Julv 1, 2005. will be 
assessed an imDact fee based uDon the fee schedule aDDlicable on Mav 31, 
2005. but onlv if the building Dermit or mobile home move-on Dermit or 
recreational vehicle Dark deVelODment order is issued on or before October I, 
2005. 

fa A building Dermit or mobile home move-on Dermit or recreational vehicle Dark 
develoDment order aDDlication submitted after Julv I, 2005. or anv buildinq 
permit or mobile home move-on Dermit or develoDment order issued after 
October I. 2005. will be subiect to the amended imDact fee schedule. 

l.3 After October I, 2005, the Director mav acceot Davment accordina to the fee 
schedule in effect Drior to June I, 2005 onlv if the followina conditions are met. 
The Director’s decision is not subiect to aDDeal under 634-145 of this code. 
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a. The aDDlication for the Dermit or develoDment order must have 
been DroDerlv submitted and sufficient for review on or before July 
1, 2005: and, 

b- The sole arounds for acceDtina Davment under this subsection will 
be that a qovernmental action or failure to act in a timely manner 
caused the issuance of the Dermit or develoDment order to be 
delaved bevond October 1.2005; and, 

c. The aDDlicant submits a written reauest to the Director sDecifvinq 
the reasons for the reauest: and, 

d. The Director’s decision must be in writinq and it must set forth the 
governmental action or failure to act that caused unnecessary 
delav in the issuance of the Dermit or devetODment order: and. 

e. The abilitv and authoritv to acceDt Davments under this subsection 
will terminate on November 30. 2005. 

(b6) When change of use, redevelopment or modification of an existing use requires the 
issuance of a building permit, mobile home move-on permit or recreational vehicle development 
order, the community parks impact fee will be based upon the net increase in the impact fee for 
the new use as compared to the previous use. However, no impact fee refund or credit will be 
granted if a net decrease results, 

(ef) If the community parks impact fee has been calculated and paid based on error or 
misrepresentation, it will be recalculated and the difference refunded to the original feepayer or 
collected by the county, whichever is applicable. If community parks impact fees are owed, no 
participating municipality or county permits of any type may be issued for the building or 
structure in question, or for any other portion of a development of which the building or structure 
in question is a part, until impact fees are paid. The building official may bring any action 
permitted by law or equity to collect unpaid fees. 

(dg) The person applying for the issuance of a building permit, mobile home move-on permit 
or recreational vehicle development order may opt to submit evidence to the county manager 
indicating that the fees set out in subsection (a) of this section are not applicable to the 
particular development. Based upon convincing and competent evidence, which must be 
prepared and submitted in accordance with the county administrative code, the county manager 
may adjust the fee to that appropriate for the particular development. The adjustment may 
include a credit for private recreational facilities provided to the development by the feepayer if 
the private recreational facilities serve the same purposes and functions as set forth in the Lee 
Plan for community parks. 

(eh) The impact fee schedule set forth in section 2-346(a) will be administratively reviewed 
and reanalyzed every three years. As a result of this review, county staff is authorized and 
directed to pursue amendments to the impact fee schedule supported by the review and 
reanalysis. 
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Sec. 2-348. Benefit districts established. 

There are hereby established eight nine community parks impact fee benefit districts as shown 
in Appendix L. Subdistricts may be created by interlocal agreement. 

SECTION TWO: AMENDMENT TO LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE APPENDIX 

Lee County Land Development Code Appendix L is amended to read as follows with 
strike through identifying deleted language and underline identifying additional language: 

APPENDIX L COMMUNITY PARK IMPACT FEE DISTRICT DESCRIPTIONS 

APPENDIX L -MAP 

[NOTE: See attached Exhibit “A” for map that is herein incorporated as Appendix L.] 

APPENDIX K - MAP 1 - DISTRICT DESCRIPTIONS 

THE ENTIRE TEXT OF APPENDIX L (DISTRICT DESCRIPTIONS) IS HEREBY DELETED 
AND REPLACED WITH THE FOLLOWING: 

District 41. Bounded on the north bv Charlotte Countv line. Bounded on East bv Hendrv 
Countv line. Then bounded on west bv SR31 from north continuing south to Okeechobee 
Waterwav (Caloosahatchee River) Continuina to follow Citv Limits of Fort Mvers to southern 
boundarv of Section 19 Townshio 44 Ranae 26 east to southeastern corner of Section 22 
Townshio 44 Ranae 26. Then north alona eastern boundarv of Section 22 Townshio 44 Ranoe 
26 to northeast corner of Section 10 Townshio 44 Ranae 26. Followina northern boundarv of 
Section 10 Townshio 44 Ranae 26. Proceeds to north alona western boundarv of Section 03 
Townshio 44 Ranae 26 then followina Townshio 43 southern boundarv to Hendr-v Countv Line 
which bounds on the east. 

District 42. North boundarv Charlotte Countv line. Bounded on east bv the eastern boundan/ of 
Ranae 25. Bounded on the south bv Okeechobee Waterwav (Caloosahatchee River). then from 
Section 21 Townshio 44 Ranae 24 follows boundarv of Caoe Coral Citv Limits to the north and 
west endina at Charlotte Harbor which bounds this district to the west. District 42 also includes 
the enclaves within Caoe Coral City Limits east of east boundarv of Ranae 24. 

District 43. Bounded bv Hendrv Countv line in the East. North boundarv is the northern 
boundatv of Townshio Line 44 to northeast corner of Section 03 Townshio 44 Ranae 26 then 
proceeds south alona east boundarv of Section 03 Township 44 Ranae 26 follows south 
boundary of Section 03 Townshio 44 Ranae 26. The west boundarv then follows the east 
boundarv of Section 10 Township 44 Ranae 26 to southeast corner to Section 22 Townshio 44 
Ranae 26. Boundarv follows alona Section 27 Townshio 44 Ranae 26 west to the Caoe Coral 
Citv Limits then follows Caoe Coral Citv Limits south to the Gatewav District #/49. East from 
Gatewav District #49 at northern boundarv of Section 17 Townshio 45 Ranae 26. then south 
alona east boundarv of Section 17 Townshio 45 Ranae 26 to Townshio 45 south boundarv line 
travelina east on south boundarv line of Township 45 to northeast corner of Section 01 
Townshio 46 Ranae 26. then south alona east boundarv of Section 01 Townshio 46 Ranae 26to 
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Northwest corner to Section 19 Townshio 46 Range 27 and follows north boundarv Section 19 
Townshio 46 Ranae 27 to Collier Countv Line which bounds district on the east, 

District 44. Northern boundarv Citv of Fort Mvers Citv Limits and Southern boundarv of 
Gatewav District #49. east on northern boundarv of Section 17 Townshio 45 Ranoe 26. 
Bounded on the east bv the northeastern boundarv of Section 17 Townshio 45 Ranae 26 to 
northwest corner of Section 09 Townshio 46 Ranae 26. Bounded on the south from northwest 
corner of Section 09 Townshio 45 Ranoe 26 to Section 07 Townshio 46 Ranae 25 following 
Section 07 Townshio 46 Ranae 25 and Section 12 Townshio 46 Range 24 northern boundaries, 
then south from northwest corner of Section 12 Townshio 46 Ranoe 24 to northwest corner of 
Section 25 Townshio 46 Ranae 24. then west alona northern boundries of Section lines to Citv 
of Fort Mvers Beach Citv Limits and then bounded bv San Carlos Bay. Western boundarv San 
Carlos Bav. the lntracoastal Waterwav (ICW). and Caoe Coral Citv Limits. District #I44 also 
includes enclaves in Citv of Fort Mvers Citv Limits and Six Mile Cvoress Slouah. 

District 45. East boundarv Caoe Coral Citv Limits and Charlotte Harbor in Section 01 Townshio 
43 Ranae 22 (Western boundarv of District #42). South boundarv lntracoastal Waterwav 0CW) 
followina west alona lntracostal Waterwav (ICW). and east boundarv of District #47 GaSDariki 
Island and then bounded on the north bv the Charlotte Countv Line. 

District 48. ReDresents Sanibel. North Caotiva and Cavo Costa and is bounded on the north by 
the naviaational channel into Boca Grande Pass, on the east bv the lntracoastal Waterway 
{ICW) within Pine Sound and San Carlos Bav and western boundarv of District #44. and on the 
south bv the Gulf of Mexico, from the western boundarv of District #I44 to the main naviaational 
channel into Boca Grande Pass. 

District 47. ReDresents Gasoarilla Island bounded bv the Charlotte Countv line to the north, on 
the east bv the lntracoastal Waterwav (ICW) within Charlotte harbor from the Charlotte County 
line to the Boca Grande Pass includina Cavo Pelau. on the south bv the main naviaational 
channel into Boca Grande Pass , and on the west bv the Gulf of Mexico form Boca Grande 
Pass to the Charlotte Countv line. 

Districts 48. East boundarv Collier Countv line. South boundarv Citv of Bonita Sorinas City 
Limits. West boundarv Citv of Bonita Sorinas Citv Limits and Citv of Fort Mvers Beach City 
Limits to the northern boundarv of Section 29 Townshio 46 Ranae 24. Northern boundary 
northwestern boundan/ of Section 29 Townshio 46 Ranae 24 outside of Citv of Fort Mvers 
Beach Citv Limits east alona northern Section lines to northwest corner to Section 25 Townshio 
46 Ranoe 24, then north from northwest corner to Section 25 Township 46 Ranae 24 to 
northwest corner of Section 12 Townshio 46 Ranae 24. then followina the northern boundaries 
of Section 12 Townshio 46 Ranae 24. and Section 07 Townshio 46 Ranae 25, then followinq 
Alice Road to the northwest corner of Section 09 Townshio 46 Ranae 26. north from the corner 
of Section 09 Townshio 46 Ranae 26 to the northwest corner of Section 04 Townshio 46 Ranae 
26. then east from the northwest corner of Section 04 Townshio 46 Ranae 26 to the northeast 
corner of Section 01 Townshio 46 Ranae 26. then south from the northeast corner of Section 
01 Townshio 46 Range 26 to the northwest corner of Section 19 Townshio 46 Ranae 27. then 
east from the northwest corner of Section 19 Townshio 46 Ranae 27 to the Collier Countv line. 

District 49. This District reoresents the Gatewav Services District outside of the Citv of Fort 
Mvers Citv Limits. 
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SECTION THREE: CONFLICTS OF LAW 

Whenever the requirements or provisions of this Ordinance are in conflict with the 
requirements or provisions of any other lawfully adopted ordinance or statute, the most 
restrictive requirements will apply. 

SECTION FOUR: SEVERABILITY 

It is the Board of County Commissioner’s intent that if any section, subsection, clause or 
provision of this ordinance is deemed invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, such portion will be considered a separate provision and will not affect the 
remaining provisions of this ordinance. The Board of County Commissioners further declares 
its intent that this ordinance would have been adopted if such invalid or unconstitutional 
provision was not included. 

SECTION FIVE: CODIFICATION AND SCRIVENER’S ERRORS 

The Board of County Commissioners intend that this ordinance will be made part of the 
Lee County Code; and that sections of this ordinance can be renumbered or relettered and that 
the word “ordinance” can be changed to “section , ” “article” or some other appropriate word or 
phrase to accomplish codification, and regardless of whether this ordinance is ever codified, the 
ordinance can be renumbered or relettered and typographical errors that do not affect the intent 
can be corrected with the authorization of the County Manager, or his designee, without the 
need for a public hearing. 

SECTION SIX: EFFECTIVE DATE 

The ordinance will take effect on June 1, 2005. 

THE FOREGOING ORDINANCE was offered by Commissioner 
moved its adoption. The motion was seconded by Commissioner 
being put to a vote, the vote was as follows: 

, who 
, and 

ROBERT P. JANES 
DOUGLAS ST. CERNY 
RAY JUDAH 
TAMMY HALL 
JOHN E. ALBION 

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS - day of May, 2005. 

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
CHARLIE GREEN, CLERK OF LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

By: By: 
Deputy Clerk Chairman 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
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INTRODUCTION 

Lee County operates and maintains a wide vat&y of parks and recreational facilities for tbe benefit of 
county residents and visitors (see Figures 1 and 2). To ensure that new development contributes to the 
cost of capital improvements needed to maintain existing levels of service of parks and recreation 
facilities, the County has charged park impact fees since 1985. These fees were last updated in 2001. 
The poqxxe of tbis study is to determine the proportionate fait share of the capital costs of new park 
facilities that can be assessed on new development tbmugb updated park impact fees. 

Figure 1 
EXISTING COMMUNITY PARKS 

Lee County first adopted pack impact fees in 1985. At that time there was a single park fee that was 
informally divided into two components-regional and community parks. In 1989, the park impact fee 
was formally divided into separate regional and community park impact fees. Also in 1989, the fees 
were adjusted downward to reflect lower unit occupancy, but the fees still incteased slightly because the 
discount was reduced from 20 percent to 10 percent In 1990 and 2001, comprehensive updates of the 
park impact fees were conducted. The bistoty of combined regional and community park impact fees 
assessed by Lee County is shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

* includes mobile home not lowsed in mobiie hae park 
l * includes duplex. two family attached. townhouse. residential condominium, and apwment 
Sw~e.’ Les Caunfy Ordinances 85-24.8914.~16.9S4.9 and 01-13. 

Figure 2 
EXISTING REGIONAL PARKS 
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK 

Impact fees are a way for local governments to require new developments to pay a proportionate of the 
infrasmcmre costs they impose on the community. In contrast to tmditional “‘negotiated” developer 
exactions,impact fees are charges that are assessed on new development using a standard formula based 
on objective characte&ics, such as the number of dwelliog units constructed orvehicle trips generated. 
The fees ate one-time, up-front charges, with the payment usually made at the time of building permit 
issuance. Essentially, impact fees require that each new development project pay its pro-rata share of 
the cost of new capital kilities required to serve that development. 

Since impact fees were pioneered in states like Florida that lacked specific enabling legislation, such fees 
have generally been legally defended as an exercise of local govemment’s broad “police power” to 
regulate land development in order to protect the health, safety and welfare of the community. The 
courts have developed guidelines for constitutionally valid impact fees, based on “rational nexus” and 
“rough proportionality” standards.’ The standards set by court cases generally require that an impact 
fee meet a three-part test: 

1) The need for new fadties must be created by new development (first prong of the dual rational 
nexus test); 

2) The expenditure of impact fee revenues must provide benefit to the fee-paying development 
(second prong of the dual rational nexus test); 

3) The amount of fee charged must not exceed a proportional fair share of the cost to serve new 
development (tough proportionality standard). 

A Florida district coutt of appeals described the dual rational nexus test in 1983 as follows, and this 
language was quoted and followed by the Florida Supreme Court in its 1991 St j&m CIW@Y decisiom2 

’ Ho&tw~ Inc v. Bwanikom& 431 So. 2d 606,611.12 (Ph. 4th DCA), review dmied, 440 So. 2d 352 (Ha 
1983), quoud md followed in Sr. Johns Conn~ “. N&ea.rtF&faB~.&krsAs~‘n, 583 So. 2d 635,637 (Ik 1991). 
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The Need Test 
To meet the tit prong of the dual rational nexus test, it is necessary to demonstrate that new 
development creates the need for additional parks and recreational facilities. The State’s Gmwtb 
Maaa.gementAdquim that counties establish levels of service for parka and recreational facilities and 
a plan for ensuring that such standards arc maintained.3 The County’s comprehensive plan expresses 
the County’s commitment to maintaining specified lev& of service in terms of park facilities pet 1,000 
residents (see section of this report on Level of Service). The county’s rapidly-growing population 
creates demands for new park facilities in order to maintain acceptable levels of service. As shown in 
Table 2, the pexmancnr, year-round population of the county grew 32 percent during the 1990s. while 
the population of the unincorporated area has been reduced by the incorporation of two new 
municipalities doting the decade, it has still condoued to grow at a significant pace. 

Table 2 

FOR Myers 45,206 48,208 7% 

Cape Coral 74,991 102,286 36% 

Sanibel 5,468 6.064 11% 
Fort Myers Beach da 6,561 n/a 
BonitaSprings n/a 32,797 n/a 
Subtotal, Incorporated 125,665 195,916 56% 

Subtotal, Unincorporated* 209,448 244,972 17% 

Total, County-Wide 335,113 440,888 32% 
l 1830 figure includes arm that is not FOR Myers Beach and &nits Springs 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau (Fort Myers Beach inmpmted 12/31/95. Bonita 
Springs incorporated 12~31199) 

There is every indication that the strong grow& the county has 
experienced in recent years will continue. PoPulation 

Figure 3 
LEE COUNTY POPULATION 

pr&tions prepared b; tbe Southwest Florida l?egional E+WW- 
Planning Council indicate that the county will condnue to add xw@n - 
about 10,000 new residents each year through the year 2020.* sw,Mx) _ 
Only after 2020 will the growth begio to taper off, as illustrated 

cHd 
, / 

in Figure 3. Continuing strong population growth will create Ym.om 

growing demands for community and regional park facilities to WJ.~ -- I 
maintain cutrent levels of service. This grow&induced need so,wo _ 
for parks capital improvements is reflected in the Coomy’s FY 
2003/04-2007108 C@itdI@mmwzent Pivgmm, which programs m.Mo 

$131 million for communiiq and regional park improvements xww 
over the next five years. 0, 

1980 !9!30 am! am xm! 2030 
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The community and regional park impact fees are imposed on new residential and hotel/motel 
development These new developments will allow the continued growth of the residential and tourist 
population in Lee County. The incseased population will result in increased demand for parks and 
recreational facilities. If the County is to maintain its current levels of service of parks facilities, 
expressed as the ratio of acres of park land per 1,000 population, it will have to acquire and develop 
additional community and regional parks. 

The Benefit Test 
To meet the second prong of the dual rational nexus test, it is necessary to demonstrate that new 
development subject to the fee will benefit &om the cxpenditwe of the impact fee funds. One 
requirement is that the fees actually be used to fill the need that serves as the justification for the fees 
under the first part of the test. The park impact fee ordioances contain provisions requiring that impact 
fee revenues be spem only on growth-related capital improvements for the type of park ficiIiy 
(community or regional) for which the fee was collected. For example, the regional park impact fee 
ordinance states that the “Funds collected from regional parks impact fees must be used for tbe purpose 
of capital improvements for regional packs,“’ and de&es “capital improvement” as: 

These provisions ensure that park impact fee revenues ate spent on parkimprovemcms that expand the 
capacity of the psrk system to accommodate new users, rather than 011 the maintenance or rehabilitation 
of existing park facilities or other putposes. 

Another way to ensure that the fees be spent for their intended purpose is to require that the fees be 
refunded if they have not been used within a reasonable period of time. The Plotida Disttict Coort of 
Appesls upheld Palm Beach County’s road impact fee in 1983, in part because the ordinance included 
refund provisions for unused fees.’ Both ofLee Coomy’s parkimpact fee ordinances comain provisions 
reqobing that the fees be rcmmed to the fee payer if they have not been spent or encumbered within 
six yeas of fee payment. 

For regional park +Xlities, these above provisions arc sufficient to show benefit Regional park 
faciIities,whi& ate either natural resource-based or contain sigoificant athletic facilities, draw users f&m 
a wide area sod provide benefit to developments throoghout the county. Gmxmmity pack faciIities, in 
contrast, serve a more limited gcograpbic arca. 

For the purpose of the communiy park impact fees, the unincorporated area of the county, plus 
Sanibel, is cuarndy divided into eight benefit districts (see section on Benefit Districts). The 
commuoiy park impact fee ordinance provides that impact fee funds collected from development 
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within a benefit distxict must be spent w&io that benefit district or on an improvement that will benefit 
such disuict 

Sec. 2-350. Use dfemis. 
(i) Fsmal a&&djom mmmmu~ pa&r iqbactfw must be Ned@ th pmpom of c&ta/ 
iqbmwuentijr mmmmd~pa&r. Except arpmvided in wbse&n () of this section, mm& 
parks impactj& wlkctions, inclldag aq intemrt earned tbweon, kss admititmtim costi stained 
$mmmt to subsecth (d) of tbk mfiion, mast be used exctim/y $r qbitai i+rooemont~ for 
mmmtmi~pmkr n&n wfbt the benefit of tbe commraity par&s ihjwtfee bet@ &i&-t in wbicb 
tbefirnd wee co/k& . . 
. . . 
($ Unks~pmbititod by an qpmptite intmiocaf agmemwtt, moni~pkccdin mm mmmuni&paorrCr 
impactje tmstjmd mg be botmwed andphdin aootber mmmwni~parks impactfee tmrtjznd so 
long IL( the Board of Corrnp Commissionwsji& &termim.s in apub& me&g that tbc karr &not 
dimrpt or otbonmh alter the timing efpmtion of capihdfahv to tbe fen&g disttiilt and will be 
q%idjvm .@ca@a~ kknhj%d nwnw somcr &bin twoyems, ditaarfmm the bormtmhg &bict or 
from some otbermm, &b intewt at a rate estabhhed by ibe boardat the b’me it autbo&s tbe hm 
.m8 

In this update, modest changes to the communiy park impact fee benefit district boundades are 
proposed that are designed to strengthen the relationship between impact and benefit. The most 
significant proposed change is to replace District 1, which consists mostly of incorporated Fort Myers, 
with a new northeast district that includes substantial unincorporated area in the ateas of Alva and Fort 
Myers Shores. 

In sum, ordinance provisions requiring the earmarking of funds, refuodiog of unexpended funds to 
feepayets, and rest&ion of communiy park impact fee revenues to be spent within the eight benefit 
districts (nine counting the Gateway subdistrict) in which they were collected ensore that the fees are 
spent to benefit the fee-paying development 

Rough Proportionality Test 
Io addition to the dual rational nexus test established by the Florida courts, impact fees must also meet 
Federal consdmtional reqokements for a regulatory fee. The most important recent legal development 
regarding development fees is the 1994 decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in DoIan Y. ~7% of Tigan~!~ 
In D&n, the Supreme Court expanded upon &e rational nexus test, adding to it a requirement that there 
be a “rough proportion&y” between the impact of a proposed development and the burden of the 
exaction imposed on it The Gut suggested that the calculation of proportionality should be based 
on an “klividualized detemkatio~” That is exactly what an impact fee system does. An impact fee 
system takes the individualized facts of a proposed development and computes the estimated traffic 
impact of that development (an individoalized determination) and then bases the fee on that 
computation (giving us something even better than a “rough” proportionality). 

The County’s park impact fees are proportional to the number of people expected to reside in the 
development during peak season condiiions. Since it is the growth in population that results in the need 
for additional parks and recreation facilities, and since facilities must be sized to meet peak conditions, 

8 Lee County Iad Devebpmcnt Code, Sec. 2.350 

9 Do&n Y. Gtj ofT&mi, 512 US. 374,129 L Ed. 2d 304,114 S. Ct. 2309 (1994) 
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this methodology ensures that the park impact fees assessed are proportional to the impacts of the 
development In addition, the park impact fee ordinances each contain provisions allowing an applicant 
who believes that his development will have less impact than indicated by the fee schedules to submit 
an independent fee calculation study. 
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BENEFIT DISTRICTS 

There am two kinds of geographic areas in impact fee systems: setice areas and benefit districts. A 
service atea, also sometimes called an assessment district, is an area that is served by a defioed group of 
capital facilities aod is subject to a uniform impact fee schedule. A benefit disttict is an area within 
which fees collected ace earmarked to be spent. 

The regional park impact fees ate based on the entire population of the county, inclwiing residents in 
the municipalities as well as io the wincotponted area. The entire county is a single service area and 
benefit distdct for regional park impact fees, and regional park impact fee revenues may be spent 
anywhere within the county. Prior to the 2001 update, Fort Myers and Sanibel collected the County’s 
regionalparkimpact fee pursuant to interlocal agreements. Since the 2001 update, FortMyers nolonger 
collects regional park impact fees, since the amount of credit for the Red Sax Stadium was determined 
to be mote than the fee. The other three municipalities-Fort Myers Beach, Bonita Springs and Cape 
Coml-assess their own park impact fees. 

The County’s community park system is designed to serve primarily the unincorporated ateas of the 
county, sod the County’s community park impact fees are oat coIlected within any of the mticipalities 
except for Sanibel, with collects them pursuant to an intergovemmental agreement The County’s only 
communiy park on Sanibelor Cap&a islands is at Sanibei Elementaq School, which serves municipal 
as well as unincorporated area residents. Consequently, the service area for community parks is the 
unincorporated area of the county plus the City of Sanibel. 

The community park service area is 
subdivided into eight commuoity 
Dark imoact fee benefit districts (see 
&ure 4). In addition, a subdis&t 
for the Gateway Development of 
Regional Impact (DRQ area (named 
District 9) has been created within 
District 3. Impact fees collected 
within each district are earmarked to 
be spent on community parks withio 
that same district Impact fees may 
be spent on an improvement in an 
adjacent district if the improvement 
wiIl provide benefit to the fee-paying 
development 

Figure 4 
CURRENT BENEFIT DISTRICTS 

In the three pus since the fees were 
last updated,‘O communiy and 
regional park impact fee revenue 
collected by the County from new 
development io the unincorporated 
area has increased steadily, from $5.5 
million in FY 2002 to $7.5 million in FY 2003 to $9.8 million in FY 2004 (see Table 3). 
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Table 3 

1 - Unincorporated Fort Myers $18,224 923,378 935,227 
2 - N. FOR MyerslAJva $174,467 $189,163 $246,484 
3 _ East Lee Co&high Acres $888.045 $1.306.398 $2d60,436 
4. S. Fort Myers $1,176,359 $1,731,94ll $1,821,273 
5 - Pine Island $a,373 $162,811 $190,210 
6 - SanibeftCaptiva $19,724 98.515 93,275 
7 - Boea Qrande $3.930 53.930 93,311 
8 - Es&o 5693,911 9793,868 $733,380 
9 -Gateway (subdistrict of 3) $56,510 $93.665 $198,870 
Subtotal, Community Perks $3,120,553 94.313.568 $5.691.446 
Regional Parks $2346.443 $3,147,576 94,089,712 
Total Park impact Fee Revenues $5.488.998 $7,461,144 $9.761.156 
Source: LEB County lmpad Fee Coordinator. October lg. 2004 (value of credits for in*ind contributions 
induded in revenuesI. 

While the benefit disnicts appear to be working reasonably well, the consultant and County staff 
propose making some changes to the districts to reflect demographic and p&&l changes since they 
were first cteated 20 years ago. The recommended changes are shown in Figure 5. 

One change would be to exclude the incorporated area of municipalities, except for Sanibel, from the 
benefit districts, since the County’s communiy parks are not intended to provide other than incidental 
service to munkipalresidents. The boundaries of the new benefit distriqs that are adjacent to municipal 
boundaries would use the municipal city limits as their boundary, and if that boundary changes due to 
annexation, the boundary of the benefit district would automatically change as well. Enclaves of 
unincorporated atea withb~ municipalities would be assigned to an a&lacent benefit district, as shown 
in Figure 5. 

The recommended benefit district boundaries generally follow easily identifiable geographic or physical 
features (e.g. Caloosabatchee River, I-75), municipal boundaries or section lines. This makes the 
administrative determination of the appropriate benefit district easier to determine than some of the 
existing boundary lines. In addition, the nomenclature of the districts has been changed to avoid 
confusion with the previous districts and conform to the needs of the County’s record-keeping system. 

The number of benefit distdcts would remain the same, but the incotporated area would generally falJ 
into smaller distdcts. This is primatily because the current District 1, which is now made up almost 
entirely of incorporated Fort Myets and no longer functions as a workable County benefit disttiq is 
essemially swapped for the new district 41 in the northeast part of the county. Disuict 2 becomes 42, 
giving the area east of SR 31 to the new District 41 and gaining the area north of Cape Coral, which 
used to belong to District 5. District 3 becomes a significaody smaller Disttkt 43, giving up some of 
its notthem area to the new District 41 and some of its southern atea to the two adjacent districts to the 
south. Distict 4 becomes Disuia 44, losing some of its southern area to District 8 and gaining some 
atea to the east ftom District 3. District 5 becomes a smaller Disbkt 45, losing the area north of Cape 
Coral to the old District 2. Districts 6 and 7 are unchanged, but are renumbered 46 and 47 to be 
consistent with the new numbering scheme. Disuict 8 becomes District 48, which has been given parts 
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of the adjacent Districts 3 and 4 to compensate for the fact that much of its former area is now in the 
City of Bonita Springs. The old District 9, which is now officially a subdistrict of District 3, p&wily 
serves the Gateway development and is proposed to become District 49, a scpatate benefit district that 
formerly covered a somewhatlarger area butis now to belimited just to the GatewayDN development 

Figure 5 
PROPOSED COMMUNITY PARK BENEFIT DISTRICTS 

I- 
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LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Lee County’s comprehensive plan, the Lee Pkm, specifies several level-of-service standards for various 
types of parks and recreational facilities. These include both a “regulatory” standard and a “desired’ 
standud. For regional parks, the regulatory standard is seven acres of regional parks per 1,000 peak 
seasonal residents of the entire county, including municipal residents and visitors. The actes used in 
calculating this standard are improved acres that are open for public use, and include regional parks 
operated by federal, state and municipal governments. The existing level of service is somewhat bigher 
than the desired standatd of eight acres per 1,000 persons. For community parks, the regulatory 
standard is 0.8 acccs of developed communi~ parks per 1,000 permanent, year-round residents in each 
of the c&lx communiy pa& benefit districts. Some of these community parks arc on land owned by 
the school district, but have been improved and are maintained and operated by the County. The 
desired level-of-service standard set forth in the IA PLSJ is to achieve two acres per 1,000 residents. 

Impact fees ace usually based on the existing levels of service, rather than adopted or desired levels of 
service. In Lee County’s case, the existing level of service genem.Uy falls between the regulatoty standard 
and the desired standaid. Consequently, using one of the adopted standards would result in impact fees 
that were either too high Of too low. 

The adopted led of service standatds, which arc expressed in terms of acres per thousand persons, 
are better suited for park planning putposes than for calculating appropriate impact fees. The levels of 
service used in calculating park impact fees generally rely on the replacement value of existing park land 
and improvements, rather than on acres, since, for czample, an acre of intensively-developed park land 
is not equivalent to an acre of open space or passive recreation land. 

While the County’s adopted level of service standards for community parks are based on permanent, 
year-round residents, tourists and visitors make use of community parks as well as regional parks.” It 
is the&ore recommended that the community park fees should continue to be assessed on hotel and 
motel units. The fees for community packs, like the fees for regional parks, should be based cm peak 
season conditions. 

Estimates of existing housing units are more accurate than population estimates, because to estimate 
population requires additional assumptions about what pcrcennge of units ate occupied. The pack 
impact fees can more reliably be based on the number of dwelling units (and hotel/motel moms), 
without having to deal with the intervening variable of occupancy rates. Consequently, the denominator 
usedin the impact fee level of service measure will be equivalent single-family dwelling units, rather than 
population. 

This study continues the approach of basing the pack impact fees on the existing level of service, and 
measutingthat level of service in terms of the ratio of the replacement value of existing facilities to some 
measure of existing residential development. Tbe measure of existing dwelopment is the subject of the 
next section. 

” In a survey t&en on September 15,X04 for the Lce County Parks and Reczeation Department of users in 
five communi~ p&6,1.3 percent of park users dewibed tbcms~ as a tourist or visitor and aaorher 1.3 percent 
dcsaibed tbemsclaa as .a seasonal resident. By compacison, hotels and motels lCCOUnt for only 1.9 percent of 
commtitypndr equivalent dwelling units (see Table 6). 
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SERVICE UNIT 

Disparate tgpes of development must be,mmslated into a common unit of measurement that reflects 
the impact of new dmelopmeot on the demand for park facilities. Tbis unit of measurement is called 
a “service unit” As discussed earlier, this report recommends the use of a service unit that avoids the 
need to make assumptions about occupancy rates. This service unit is the “equivalent dwelling tit 
or ElXJ, which represents the impact of a typical single-family dwelling. By deiinition, a typical single- 
family unit represents, on average, one EDU. Other types of units each represent a fraction of an EDU, 
based on their relative average household sizes. 

The level of service for park facilities is measured in terms of population, because demand for park 
facilities is proportional to the number of people in a dwelling unit Consequently, data on average 
housebold size for various types of units is a cddcal component of a pack impact fee. The most recent 
and reliable data on average household size io Lee County is the 2000 U.S. Census. 

In the 2001 park impact fee update, average household size was based on data for new onits, defined 
as those built in the last ten years. while new units do tend to have more residents than average, the 
fees ace not based directly on household size, but on EDUs. The EDUs by housing type will be 
vktoally identical, regardless of whether they ate based on average household size of new units or all 
units.l~ 

Given that average household sizes for new units and all tits will yield essentiaUy the same FJXJ 
multipliers, the EDUs for this update will be based on the larger sample derived from all households 
in Lee County. ‘Ihe fraction of an EDU associated with other housing types are shown in Table 4. 
Beginning with the 2001 park impact fee update, time-share units have been included with other muhi- 
My wits, since the distinction is based on the ownership and operation of the complex, rather than 
on the type of saucture. In addition, mobile home and recreational vehicle parks are included in the 
same housing category. 

Table 4 

SingleFamily Detached Dwelling 278,512 107,438 2.59 1.00 
Multi-Family/iimashar Dwelling 107,83? 55,403 1.95 0.75 
Mobile Home/W Park Dwelling 48,927 25,758 1.90 0.73 
Hotel/Motel Room n/a n/a 1.20 0.48 
Source: Wousehold population and occupied units in Lee County from 2CfM Census. SF-3 14~6 sample 
data: average household size for hoWmote vwms is onehalf average room occupanwfrom information 
pmvidsdbypopermmanagenin2o04perResesmhDataServicaP. Inc..Februanl;g22W5memorandum: 
EDUslunlt is ratio of werage household size to singlefamih, detached average household size. 

I2 For example, 2030 US Census 5% Public Use Micro Sample (RIMS) data for Lee County indicate that the 
avemge household sizes of units built dudog the 1990s arc 265 penons for single-family detached units, 203 pasons 
for multi-tiy and 2.01 for mobile homes. Average household tics from the same data source for all units arc 256 
persons for single-family detached, 1.97 for multi-Family and 1.91 for mobile home. The multi-family EDUs pee unit 
would be 0.77 for both new units and alI units, aad the mobile home EDUs would be 0.76 for new units and 0.75 fox aIL 
units. While these numbers differ slight@ from rhoM,piesented in Table 4, due to the smaller sample size, they illuaete 
that the EDU mukiplias will lx virtwdly the same qardless ofwhether theg arc bad on new units C.I alI units. 
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In ordet to determine the cxistig level of service, it is necessary to estimate the total number of EDUs, 
both county-wide for the regional park impact fee, and in the unincorporated area (plus Sanibel) for the 
community park fee. The iirst step is to compile an estimate of existing dwelling units. The 2090 
Census enumerated dwelling units exist&g as of April 1,ZOOO. Adding the dweliiag units autbotied 
by building permits issued in the first four years and nine months of tbis decade yields estimates of 
dwelling units as of January 1,2M)5. These esdmates ate summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5 
EXISTING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 

Xngle-Family Detached 

Multi-Family!ljmeshare 44,447 3,146 3,283 2,466 3,637 3d58 60,439 
Mobile Home/W 33,117 133 154 224 262 87 33,977 
Total, Comm. Park Serv. Area** 136,671 6,053 6,678 6,084 8311 6,547 172,544 

Single-Family Detached 122,543 5,018 6,641 7,208 9,632 9,858 160,900 

Multi-Famlly/Timesharee 82,920 3,832 3,741 3,058 4,462 4,676 102,686 
Mobile Home/W 39,942 148 166 236 266 93 40,856 
Total, Reg. Park Sew. Area+** 245,405 8,698 10,550 10,602 14,363 14,627 304,445 
* first nine months ** unincorporated area plug City of Sanibel *** all of Lee County 
Source: 2oM) dwelling units from 2ooO U.S. Census. SF.3 lin8 sample data: annual units permitted January 2OiX through 
September 2004 frMn Lee County Community Dwelopment Department. November 22,201X memorandum: Cii of Fort Myws 
Communip, Oevelopwm Department, Ocmber 12.2004 rne.mmndum: and U.S. Census ~hnp://cen~ts.censua.govn. 

The final step in detetminin g total service units is to multiply the number of existing residential units 
by the EDUs pet unit calculated earlier based on relative average household sizes. To determine the 
total EDUs for the purpose of the community park impact fee, the number of existing dwelling units 
of each housing type in the unincorporated area (plus Sanibel) is multiplied by the appropriate EDUs 
per unit and the results for all housing types are summed. 

Regional parks serve the entire county, and for this reason the EDUs for regional parks are based on 
county-wide dwelling counts. The County could assess these fees countywide, but has so far chosen 
not to. Until the last update, the City of Fort Myers assessed the regional fee pursuant to an interlocal 
agreement with the County, and there is nothing to prevent the County from enterzing into similar 
agreements with other cities. Dividing regional park costs by county-wide EDUs ensures that costs are 
allocated among all residential development in the county, not just development in the unincorporated 
area. 

As shown in Table 6, there are 160,062 park service units QZDUs) in the unincorporated parts of the 
county, and 273,320 park service units county-wide. 
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Table 6 
EXISTING PARK EQUIVALENT DWELLING UNITS 

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 86,931 1.00 88,931 
Multi-FamilyrTimeshsre Dwelling 60,439 0.75 45,329 
Mobile HomeiRV Park Dwelling 33,977 0.73 24,803 
HoteVMotel Room 6,519 0.46 2,988 
Community Park EDUs, Unincorporated Area plus Sanibel 160,062 

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 160,906 1.00 160,900 
Multi-FamilyiTimeshare Dwelling 102,689 0.75 77.017 
Mobile Home/RV Park Dwelling 40,856 0.73 29,825 
Hote!iMotel Room 12,126 0.46 5,578 
Renional Park EDUs, Countv-Wide 273.320 
Source: EtisinQ dwelling units from Table 5: hoteVmotel moms based on 2002 rooms and 196% 
20.X growth rate in rwms from Lee County Visitor and Convention Bureau. December 2M12: 
EDUslunit from Table 4. 
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CAPITAL COST 

As part of the impact fee update, the County retained an appraiser to detetmine appropriate park land 
costs for the fee calc&tions. The appraiser identified 42 sales throughout Lee County over the last 
three years that were comparable to most new community and regional park sites, other than very large, 
resource-based regional parks and very small beach parks or boat ramps. These tppical pa& sites ranged 
from 11 to 100 acres in size. In addition, six sales of sites in 2002 and 2003, ranging from 80 to over 
2,000 acres in size, were determined to be comparable to large, resource-based regional parks. Finally, 
seven sales of beach sites in 2003 and 2004, ranging from one-quarter to seven acres in size, were 
determined to be compatables forvety small beach pa&s and boat tamps. Purchases pdor to 2002 were 
not considered relevant due to the tapidly-changing values of land in Lee County. 

The appraiser interviewed either the buyer, sellu or agent involved in each transaction to verify the 
selling price, finan cmg, modvation to pwcbase and sell and any lease and/or income expense 
infotmation. The appraiser considered both weighted and transactional averages, and gave heavier 
weight to mote recent sales. A summary of some of the most si@icant data from the appraiser’s 
repon, along with the appraiser’s opinions of the current costs of land in Lee County for 
communiy/regional patks, resource-based pa&s and beach parks, is presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 
AVERAGE PARK LAND COSTS PER ACRE 

Community~RsgiomlParks: 
2002 
2003 

14 $24.129,993 799.14 $30.195 934,842 
21 §55,800,792 1.03364 563.659 569,357 

2004 7 514,747,220 207.26 571,153 $66.495 
5YearTotal 42 $104.678,005 2D40.04 551,360 557,455 
2-Y@% Total 28 580,648,012 1,240.90 $56,944 $64,911 

Appraiseh Opinion 365.ooo 

ResowceBasedParla: 
2002 
2003 
Total 

WilhoutZOOO+ acre site 
Appraiwfs Opinion 

2 51.275.500 186.20 $6.860 $6,982 
4 513.883.600 2.862.30 $4,851 57,372 
6 515.159.100 3.Q46.69 $4.973 $7,242 
5 57.919.800 99450 57.964 5796 

3e.ooo 

BeachParks 
2003 6 514,274,100 4.29 $3.327.296 54,069,977 
ZOJM 1 $3,520,000 7.36 $476,261 $478,261 
TOtal 7 $17.794.100 11.65 51.527.391 $3.566.875 

WiioutExtremes 5 $12.253.300 4.94 53,032,QQ5 $3,267,333 
Appraism%Oplnion $2813.666 

*sales~ricesforZW2and2~salesadiustedtoDecember2M)4dolla~besed~n 12%annualincreaseinlandcosfsin LeeCounty 
Source: W. Michael Maxwell. Maxwell 6 Hendry Valuation SeMces. Inc. Lee CountyParkandR lmpocrFeeSwdy(hd 
Comp~enti. December 9.2004 study. January 27.2005 rqott 
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Thetotalreplacementcostofexistingcommunitgpatkfadlites,indudingboth~datldimprovements, 
is about $125 million, as summarized in Table 8. Land costs mete based on recent sales of comparable 
sites, as described above. The cost of buildings was based on insured values. The cost of other 
improvements was baaed on current unit costs. No land costs were included for parks located on knd 
owned by the Lee County School Disaict 

Table 8 

County-Owned Land @.) 
Buildings (value) 
Parking (acres) 
Basebfdl 
FOOmall 
soccer 
Small Courts 
Amphiieater 
Picnic Area 
Bleachers (4 tier) 
Boardwalks (sq. ft.) 
Boat Ramp 
Handball 
Kiosk 
Trails (mi) 
Playground 
Tennis Court 
Seawall (linear feet) 
PCIOI 
Volleyball 

613 565xmO 
n/a n/a 
27 515woo 
46 5450,000 
11 53oomo 
40 5300,ooo 
39 512.COO 

2 575,000 
39 55DOO 

123 58.ooo 
1,050 550 

1 56ooml 
10 520.000 

3 56Doo 
72 57o.wo 
28 55o.ooo 
72 51OuDJO 
80 $140 

8 5tKwoo 
7 510,000 

539345,ooo 
521.423.210 

54,102,500 
520.700.000 

53Am-moo 
512,000,000 

54%0~ 
5150,000 
51g5,OwJ 
59El.000 

552,500 
5600,000 
$200,000 

518,oaO 
55.040,000 
51.400.000 
57,200JJOO 

511,ZM) 

56do0,aoo 
$70,000 

Basketball I3 $100,000 51300.000 
TOtal 512W59.410 
Source: Numbers from Tables 19 and 20: land cost per acre from Table 7: other unit 
costs from Lee County Parks and Recreation Depertment. August 18. 2006 and 
September 17.2004. 

The total replacement cost of existing regional park facilities, &hxling both land and improvements, 
is about $212 million, as summa& ed in Table 9. The regional facilities include the Red SOS stadium, 
which is now owned by Lee County, although the Ciy of Fort Myen retains the debt. Building costs 
were based on insured values. The costs of other improvements were based on CUttent unit costs. Land 
costs were based strictly on County-owned property. 
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Table B .-_._ _ 
REGIONAL PARK IMPROVEMENT SUMMARY 

Active Regional Parks (a&) 326.70 S65,CoO 621.365m 
Resource-Based Parks (ac.) 1.4cmo 5WOO Sa,400,000 
Beach Park/Boat Ramps (ac.) 22.24 $2,613,600 $56,126d64 
Buildings (value) n/a n/a §60.733#699 
Parking (acres) 34 $l!YJ,OOO $5,081,250 
Baseball 19 545wm $8.550.000 
Soccer 2 5300,ooo 5600,000 
Small cowl 15 Sl5.wO $225,000 
Amphitheater 7 $75,000 $525,000 
Picnic 28 $5.000 $140,000 
Bleachers (4 tier) 23 5mJo $164,lmO 
Boardwalks (sq. ft.) 14A230 550 $7.261.500 
Boat Ramp 10 5JsGQ,wo 56,000,000 
campsites 16 $4.000 S72,C’JO 
Kiosk 25 $sJm 5150,000 
Signs 75 53mJ 5225,000 
Trails (miles) 460 57O.WO $33.600.000 
Playground 6 550,wo 5400.000 
Seawall (linear feet) 460 $140 $67,200 
volleyball 6 $10.000 560.000 
hi $211.766.613 

Source: Numbers from Tables 21 and 22: sverags land cost per acre from Table 7: 
other unit costs fmm Lee Counfy F’ar!ss and Recreation Depsrtment. August 18.2004 
and September 17,2004. 

Dividing the total replacement cost of existing park land aad capital improvements by the number of 
existing park service units (or EDUs) yields the cost pet EDU to maintain the existing level of service. 
The cost to maintab the current level of service for community parks in unincorporated areas of the 
county is $784 pet ESDU, as summarized in Table 10. The cost pex service unit to maintain the current 
county-wide level of wvice for regional parks is $77.5 pet EDU. 

Table 10 

Park Replacement Cost 5125,459,410 
Total Existing Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) 160,062 

-Cost per EDU $783.62 
Soum: Park re+G+ment costs from Tables 8 and 9: fotaf EDUs fmm Table 6. 

5211.766.613 
273,320 
$774.79 
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REVENUE CREDITS 

To avoid double-charging, new development should not be required to pay ~fot new patk facilities 
teqtied to serve it through impact fees, while also having to pay for existing park facilities through 
property tax or other payments used to retire outstanding debt In addition, new development should 
not have to pay for that share of new pa& facilities that will be funded through state or federal grants 
or other outside funding sources. 

Lee County taxpayers are still repaying two bond issues that wetc wholly or pattially used to fund 
communiy or regional park improvements. ‘3 AU of these remaining bond issues will be repaid over the 
next nine years. he net present value of future debt service payments per equivalent dwelling unit is 
presented in Table 11. 

Table 11 
PARK DEBT SERVICE CREDIT 

2005 5263,205 273.320 50.96 5563,371 273,320 52.13 

2006 5356,752 278,896 51.29 51.014.534 276,896 53.64 
2007 5359,293 264,585 51.26 $1.016.064 284,585 53.57 
2clO6 5359,572 290,391 51.24 51.016.853 290,391 53.50 

2009 5359,339 296,315 51.21 51.016.196 296,315 53.43 
2010 5365,679 302,360 $1.28 $1.090.684 302,360 53.61 
201, 5411,131 308,528 $1.33 $1.040.618 308,528 $3.37 
2012 5120,519 314,622 50.38 5226,691 314.822 50.72 
Total 52.617.490 56.95 57,005,011 $23.97 

Net Present Value 57.46 $19.96 
Somx' DebtserViceattrfbutableto community and regional parks derived from Lee Coun~DebtManoaL N1999 BNZWZ: 
cou~tide EDUsbasedonyear2M)5EDUsfromTable6andannuslgrowthrateof2.04%basedonprojected20002010cou~ 
widepopulationgrowthfromSouthwesfFlaridaRegionalPlanningCouncil. ~olumeOneof~e~~g/cRegionalPo~~Phn, March 
2M)2:netprssentvaluebasedon20yearsat4.45%discountrate:discoumratebasedonaversgeyieldon20yearAAAmunicipal 
bondsreported byfmsbonds.comonJanualy7.2005. 

In addition to the County-wide debt service credits for commwiy and regional parks, there should also 
be a credit for the City of Fort Myets’ outstanding debt for the Red Sax Stadium. Approximately $2 
million of regional park impact fees were used to help pay for the stadi~. The City issued revenue 
bonds to pay for most of the remaining land and improvement co~ts.‘~ The bonds are being repaid with 
a combination of five revenue sources, which include excess utility taxes, &ancbise fees, ocwpation 

” Fit, a variety of ccmmmiq md qional park imp~~vemats, totaling $1.6 and $3.1 million, mpeaiveiy, 
wex funded with the $30.5 million s&S 1989C Capital Refundiag Revenue Bonds, which were subsequently refunded 
with Series 1993 B Capital Il&mihg Revenue Bonds. Second, a number of commtitg and regkml park 
impovemmta, totaling 12.0 and $5.8 million, respecdveiy, were funded with the $29 million Series 1989 B Capital 
Refunding Revenue Bonds, which were mbsequendy refunded with Series 1997 A Cqhl Refunding Revtnue Bonds. 

‘khe stadium was migidly paid for with two City bond issues. The 1992-B tarable issue, which built the 
stadium, and the 1992-q which teimhurscd the City and then was tuned around and used to buy the land The 1992-A 
issue was advvlce refunded as part of the 1997-A issue. The 1992-B issue bad a cash def-ce and was partially 
refunded by P potdcm of the 1999 Gulf Breeze loan 
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taxes, ‘/1 cent sales tax revenues and guaranteed emidement revenues. The outstanding debt on the 
stadium is $18.5 million. This amounts to $786 for every park service wit in Fort Myers, as shown in 
Table 12. Tbis debt per EDU is greater than the couq-wide regional park cost of $775 per EDU. 
Consequently, new residential development in Fort Myers does not pay a regional park impact fee. 

Single-Family Detached* Dwelling 9.389 I .oo 9,389 
Multi-Family Dwelling 15,170 0.75 I I.378 
Mobile HomeiRV Park Dwelling 906 0.73 661 

Hotel/Motel Room 4,696 0.46 2,160 

Total Fort Myers Park EDUs 23,588 
Outstanding Debt for Red Sox Stadium $18.531.374 
Regional Park Debt Credit per EDU $785.63 
“includes mobile homes located outside of a mobile home pa* 
Source: Existing units from Zoo0 U.S. Census and building permit records: existing hotel/motel 
rooms from Lee County Visitor and Convention Bureau; EDUs/unit from Tabled: outstanding debt 
from City of Fort Myers Finance Depanment. September 24.2004. 

Lee County has a history of receiving State grants for and spending some Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) funding on community park improvements. Over the last ten years, tlx County 
has spent an average of $187,575 am~ually of such outside funding on community park improvements, 
as summarized in Table 13. 

Table 13 
COMMUNITY PARK GRANT FUNDING FY 199C2005 

CDBG FY Is34/95 Charleston Park $14,941 I.279 $19,110 
CDBG FY 1995/96 Charleston Park $31.226 I.243 $38,816 
NOM FY 1996-97 - 50 1.208 50 
CDBG FY 1937-98 Harlem HtsiKelly Road 5170,964 1.181 $201,897 
CDBG FY IWE Harlem Hts/Kelly Road 5?9202 I.163 $92,228 
NOW FY1999-00 - 50 I.137 50 
LWCF FYzOOO.01 Schandler Hall Park $loo,OOa 1.100 $110,000 
FRDAP FY 2000.01 Buckingham Park $132,ooO 1.100 $145,200 
FRDAP PI 200102 Schandler Hall Park $200,000 1.070 $214,MUl 
FRDAP FY 2002-03 Veteran’s Park $200,ooo 1.048 5209,500 
FRDAP FY 200+04 Schandler Hall Park 5200.000 1.030 5xwQo 
CDBG FY 2004.05 Charleston Park $388.M‘l 1.000 5mwx4 
CDBG FY 2004-05 Harlem HtaiKelly Road $260,256 1.000 $250.256 
Total Grant Funding 1994-2004 $1.767.325 $1.675.751 
Average Annual Grant Funding $187.575 
Source: Lee County Human Services Dept.. April 13.2WI: Lee County Parks and Recreation Department. September 16.2004. 
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Lee County has also received some grant funding in recent years for regional park facilities. Additional 
funds from the Florida Communities Trust have been used for open space pz~~rvation and have not 
been used for regional pa&. Over the past ten years, the County has receixd an average of about 
$59,000 annually in grant funding for regional park improvements, as summarized in Table 14. 

Table 14 Table 14 
REGIONAL PARK GRANT FUNDING, REGIONAL PARK GRANT FUNDING, FY 1995.2005 FY 1995.2005 

NOW FYI994/95 - 50 I .279 50 
NOW p/1995/96 - 50 1.243 50 
Pollution Recovery M 199697 Lakes Park 547,474 1.208 557,349 
FRDAP FY 199647 MEdElWiS 5100,000 1.208 5120.800 
SEA Tree Grant FY 1996-97 MN.4nZS 527.668 1.208 533,665 
DEP FY 1997-98 Caloosahatchee 575,000 1.181 $66,575 
Flowway w 199899 Lakes Park $100,ooo I.163 5116,300 
FRDAP N 1998-99 Hi&y Creek Ma. Park 5TWNO I.163 $116,300 
NOIW FY199900 - so 1.137 $0 
NOIW FYZOQO-01 - 50 1.100 50 
WHIP FY2002-03 Calowahatchee Park 519,991 1.04 520,951 
WHIP FY2Oil3.04 Caloosahatchee Park 519,998 1.030 $20,598 
WHIP PI200405 Caloosshatchee Park $19,275 I.ooo $19,275 
Total Grant Funding 1994-2004 5509,606 5593,812 
Averase Annual Grant Funding 1999-2004 $50,961 559,381 
Source: Lee County Human Services Department &rilt3.2001: Lse County Parks and Recreation Department. September 16. 
2004. 

Lee County’s park impact fee studies have trxlitionaliy given credit for outside funding based on 
historical patterns of funding. A case could be made that credit does not need to be given for CDBG 
funds, because the County has discretion wet how to spend CDBG money. The same logic does not 
apply to State park grants, which ate earmarked for speciJic pa& capital improvements. It would be 
unreasonable to assume that the county will not get any State gmnts in the future. The recent past is one 
of the only available guides to funding patterns of the future. 

Assuming that the County continues m receive State park grants and spend CDBG funds on community 
and regional parks proportional to the amount of development it serves, over the typical 7.0.yeat bond 
tinancin~ period for capital facilities the County will receive the equivalent of a curtcnt lump-sum 
conttibution of $15.28 per service unit for community parks and $2.87 per service unit for regional 
parks, as shown in Table 15. 
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Table 15 

Annual ParkCapital Funding $187,576 559,381 

Total Existing Park Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs) 160,062 273,320 

Annual Park Funding per EDU $1.17 50.22 

Net Present Value Factor for Future Funding 13.06 13.06 

Park Fundinq Credit per EDU $15.28 $2.87 
Source: Annual grant funding from Tables 13 and 14: eating park EDUs from Table 6: net present valve factor based on 20 years 
at 4.43% discount rate: discount rate based on yihds on 2C-year @A municipal bonds reported by fmsbondszom on January 7. 
2005. 

The Conservation 2020 mill levy is a county-wide property tax that generates about $10 million annually 
in tzevenue dedicated for acqtig land for preservation. However, the conservation land purchased 
with these funds generally does not have public access and thus does not qualify a$ regional park land. 
Since none of the land acquired with Conservation 2020 funding has been included in the existing level 
of service on which the regional park impact fees ate calculated, no impact fee credit is warranted. 

Another park funding source is Tourist Development Council @‘DC) funding. The County uses these 
funds exclusively for the operation and maintenance of the County’s beach parks. Since none of the 
money is spent on capital improvements, na impact fee credit is warranted. 

Reducing the costs per service unit by the park debt service credits and the anticipated grant funding 
per service unitleaves acommuniypatknet cost of8761 per EDU, and ategionalparknet costofT 
per FXXJ for new development in the unincorporated area and panicipating munidpalities other than 
Fort Myers., as shown in Table 16. 

Table 16 
PARK NET COST CALCULATIONS 

Debt Service Credit per EDU 
Red Sax Stadium Credit~per EDU 

Source: Casts par EDUfromT.~ble 10: debtservice credits per EDUfromTable 11: Fott Myers debtcrediincludws 
credii from Table 12: grant funding wedifs per EDU from Table 15. 
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FEE SCHEDULE 

The approach wed to calculate park impact fees is to multiply the number of equivalent dwelling units 
(EDUs) per unit associated with vacious housing types by the net cost per EDU of maintaining the 
existing level of service. These park impact fee calculations are presented in Table 17. 

Table 17 
PROPOSED PARK IMPACT FEES 

Single-Family Detached 
Multi-Family/Timeshare 
Mobile HomelRV Park 

Source: EDUs per unit from Tables 4: net costs per unit based on ED&/unit and net costs per 
EDU from Table 16. 

The ptoposed fees by housing type calculated above are compared with the County’s current park fees 
in Table 18. The proposed increase over current fees is due to several factors, which include increasing 
land costs, more accurate estimates of the cost of acqu&ing park land and better estimates of 
impfovemem costs. 

Table 18 

Single-Family Detached 5655 5461 $1,116 $761 5752 51,513 36% 
Multi-FamiIyfiYmeshare 5485 $341 5826 5571 5584 $1,135 37% 
Mobile Home/W Park $458 $322 5780 5566 5549 51,105 42% 
ti0WM0tel 5327 5230 5551 5350 $346 569e 25% 
Source: Proposed fees from Table 17: current fees from Lee County Land Development Code. Ch. 2. Art. VI: Impact Fees. 
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APPENDIX A: COMMUNITY PARKS 

Table 19 
COMMUNITY PARK INVENTORY, PART 1 4 

Ah Park 10 
Bay Oaks Center 6 
Bayshore Elem School n/a 
Boca Grande Center 2 
Boca Grande Park a 
Boca Grande Wheeler St. 40 
Buckingham Center 1 
Buckingham Park 51 
Cape Coral High School Pool n/a 
Charleston Park 4 
cwress Lake Pool 1 
Es&m Park 65 
Estem High School n/a 
Gateway Park 16 
Hancock Park (to bwgiven to Cape Coral) 
J. Colin English Elem School n/a 
Jerry Brooks Park 10 
Judd Park 14 
Judd Park Boat Ramp n/a 
Kalbj Road Park 42 
Lee Counn/ Sports Complex (part) 30 
Lehigh Acres Community Park 20 
Lehigh Acres Middle School da 
Matlacha Park 9 
NorthFort Myers Center 1 
North Fort Myers Park 51 
North Forl Myers Pool 3 
North Community Center Pool n/a 
Olga Canter Park 2 
Phillips Park and Pool a 
Pine Island Elem School n/a 
Riverdale High School da 
Royal Palm park n/a 
Rutenburg Park 40 
San Carlos Community Ctr 6 Pool 4 

0.69 
1.03 
0.00 
0.02 
0.36 
0.00 
0.05 
2.37 
0.00 
0.70 
0.00 
0.W 
0.00 
0.45 

0.00 
0.92 
0.32 
0.00 
2.94 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.56 
0.09 
2.46 
0.03 
0.00 
0.25 
0.39 
0.00 
0.04 
0.11 
2.66 
0.33 

0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

26 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

San Carlos Elem School n/a 0.00 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 01 
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Sanibel Elem School n/a 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Schandler Hall Park 7 0.51 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 
South Fort Myers Park 44 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Spring Creek Elem School n/a 0.00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Suncoast Elem School n/a 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tanglewood Elem School n/a 0.00 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Three Oaks Community Park 38 2.49 4 0 4 4 0 2 11 0 0 
Tlce Elem School n/a 0.00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Veterans Park 81 3.12 2 0 1 1 1 3 4 0 0 
Veterans Park Multi-Gen Center 5 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Villas Elem School n/a 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total: 613 27.35 46 11 40 39 2 39 123 1,050 10 
Source: Lee County Parks and Recreation Department. A~gw 6 and August 23.2004. 
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Table 20 
COMMUNITY PARK INVENTORY, PART 2 

Community Parks 
Insured 

Buildings 

Alva park 0 
Bay Oaks Center 0 
Bayshore Elem School 0 
Boca Grande Center 0 
Boca Grande Park 0 
Boca Granda Wheeler St 0 
Buckingham Center 0 
Buckingham Park 0 
Cape Coral High School Pool 0 
Ch&3ston Park 0 
Cypress Lake Pool 0 
Estero Park 0 
Estero High School 0 
Gateway Park 0 
Hancock Park (to be given to Cape Coral) 
J. Colin English Elem School 0 
Jerry Brooks Park 0 
Judd Park 0 
Judd Park Boat Ramp 1 
Kelly Road Park 0 
Lehigh Acres Community Park 0 
Lehigh Acres Middle School 0 
Lee Countv Sports Complex (pan) 0 
Matlacha Park 0 
N. Fort Myers Community Center 0 
North Fort Myers Perk 0 
North Fort Myers Pool 0 
North Community Center Pool 0 
Olga Center Park 0 
Phillips Park and Pool 0 
Pine Island Elem School 0 
Riverdale High School 0 
Royal Palm Park 0 
Rutenburg Park 0 
San Carlos Community Ctr ti Pool 0 
San Carlos Elem School 0 
Sanibel Elem School 0 
Schandler Hall Park 0 
South Fort Myers Park 0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
2 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
1 
2 
0 

2 
6 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
8 
0 

2 
4 
4 
0 
0 
2 
3 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
3 
2 
6 
0 
6 
0 
0 
4 
2 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

60 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
4 
0 

2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 

Spring Creek Elem School 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 

$628AQO 
$2,012,6Gu 

$447,500 
$2,231,0GU 

s200,ooo 
$1.377.600 

5232.600 

$760,400 

5619,600 
$125,CXlO 

$1.005.800 
$627,900 
$248.500 

$560,900 
$166,200 

$458,300 
$232,900 

$1,034,100 
s4Q4Aoo 
$287,100 

$452,160 
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Community Parks 
lntttrsd 

Buildings 

Suncoast Elem School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Tanglewood Elem School 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Three Oaks park 0 0 2 6 0 0 3 0 $1,6QO.700 
Tice Elem School 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 

veterans Pa* 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 $837,100 
Veterans Park Multi-Gen Center 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 $4,a!%210 
Total 1 3 28 72 SO 8 7 13 $21,423,210 
SOUrce: Lee County Parks and Recreation Department, August6 and August 23.7004: value of insured buildings from “Lee Cwnty 
Board of County Commissionen Insured Property Schedule.” 2004. ~xceptVeterans Park Multi-Generational Center. which is actual 
cosf Per Parks and Recreation Department. March 7.2005 memorandum. 
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APPENDIX B: REGIONAL PARKS 

Regional Parks 

Alva Boat Ramp 
Bonita Beach Park 
Bonita Beach Access 2-7 
Davis Blvd Boat Ramp 
Ft Myers Beach Access 37-41 
Imperial River Boat Ramp 
Little Hickory Island Park 
Lynn Hall Memorial Park 
Matlacha Park Pier 
Matlacba Boat Ramp 
North Shore Park Pier 
Orange River Kayak Launch 
Punta Rassa Boat Ramp 
Turner Beach Park 

1.4 0.26 0 0 0 0 0 0 
4.0 1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3.3 1.65 0 0 0 0 0 0 
de 0.15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1.0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
n/a 1.20 0 0 0 0 1 0 
2.0 0.50 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5.0 0.56 0 0 1 0 2 0 
l-de 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
n/a 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Illa 0.12 0 0 0 0 2 0 
2.4 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Illa 0.69 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3.0 0.23 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 21 
REGIONAL PARK INVENTORY, PART 1 

200 
0 
0 
0 

2,400 
50 

6ml 
1,360 

0 
1040 

0 

-&ooo 
0 

Tropical Point Park 0.2 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal, Beach Parks 22.2 6.36 0 0 1 0 5 0 13,450 

Bowmans Beach Park 196.0 0.28 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Hickey Creek Mitigation Park+ 720.0 0.50 0 0 0 1 1 0 1,200 
Lakes Park 287.0 4.83 0 1 3 2 6 4 12,680 
Mantarues pass Pa* 47.0 0.03 0 0 0 1 1 0 60,000 
Nalle Grade Park 80.0 0.00 0 0 10 0 1 0 0 
Six Mile Cypress Ctr 70.0 0.96 0 0 0 1 2 0 50,000 
Subtotal, Resource-Based Parks 1.400.0 6.59 0 1 13 5 12 4 123,680 

Bowdiich Point Park 17.0 0.44 0 0 0 1 0 0 5,Otxl 
Caloosahatchee Park (leased) da 0.74 0 0 0 0 3 0 500 
Cii of Palms Boston Ball Pa* 13.0 0.00 2 0 0 0 0 y 0 
ldalie Paddling Center 13.0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Imperial River Boat Ramp n/a 1.20 0 0 0 0 1 0 2.400 
Lee County Civic Center 97.0 4.50 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Lee County Sports Complex (part) 50.0 10.61 a 0 0 0 2 0 0 
Manatee Park (leased) n/a 0.48 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 
Minor League Bw.too 5-Plex 51.7 1.09 5 0 0 0 1 6 0 
Red Sax Stadium 13.0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Terry Park 36.0 1.67 4 1 1 0 1 13 0 
Ten Mile Linear Park 32.0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal, Active Regional Parks 326.7 20.92 19 1 1 2 11 19 7,900 

Total 1,750.g 33.68 19 2 15 7 28 23 145,230 
* not including additional 360 acres purchased with 2020 Consewation funds 
Source: Lee County Parks and Recreation De.panment August 6 and August 23,2W4 
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Table 22 
REGIONAL PARK INVENTORY, PART 2 

Regional Parks 

Alva Boat Ramp 

Insured 
Buildinga 

1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 
Baita Beech P&k 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 $215,40(: 
Sonita Beech Access 2-7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Davis Blvd Boat Ramp 1 0 0 0 0 0 loo 0 
Ft Myers Beach Access 37.41 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Imperial River Boat Ramp 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
Little Hickory Island Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lynn Hell Memorial Perk 0 0 3 2 1 0 0 1 $203,700 
Matlacha Perk Pier 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Matlacha Boat Ramp 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

North Shore Perk Pier 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Orange River Kayak Launch 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Punta Rassa Boat Ramp 2 0 1 0 0 0 300 0 
Turner Beech Park 0 0 1 1 0 0 80 0 
Tropical Point Perk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal, Beach Perks 7.0 0.00 7 4 2 0 480 3 419,100 

Bowmans Beech Perk 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 
Hickey Creek Mitigation Perk 0 0 2 25 0 0 0 0 $104,900 
Lakes Park 1 8 1 3 3 0 0 2 $998,900 
Manterms Pass Park 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 

Nalle Grade Perk 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 $65,000 
Six Mile Cypress Slough Ctr 0 0 3 6 0 0 0 0 8803,400 
Subtotal, Resource-Based Parks 1.0 8.00 8 40 3 0 0 3 1,972,200 

Bowditch Point Perk 
Caloosahetchee Perk (leased) 
ciky of Palms Boston Bell Perk 
ldalia Paddling Center 
Imperial River Boat Ramp 
Lee County Civic Center 
se County Sports Complex+ 
Wanatee Perk (leased) 
Minor League Boston 5-Plex 
qed Sax Stadium 
rerw Park 

0 0 3 10 1 0 0 0 $542,000 
0 10 1 5 0 0 0 0 $155,900 
0 0 2 4 0 2 0 0 
0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 
2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 $12,905,700 
0 0 2 2 0 4 0 0 521,695,525 
0 0 0 0 1 0 Y 0 $132,400 
0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 518,531,374 
0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 S4.379.700 

Ten Mile Linear Park 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
hbtotal, Active Regional Parks 2.0 10.00 10 31 3 7 0 0 58342,599 

r0td 10.0 18.00 25 75 8 7 480 6 60.733399 
’ includes Minnesota Twins Hammond Stadium 

Source: Lee County Pati and Recreation Department. August 6 .snd August 23.2004: wlue of insured buildings from “Lee County 
Board of County Commissionws Insured Pmpeny Schedule,’ 2004. with exception of Red Sax Stadium. which is based on 
outstanding debt from Table 12. 
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I 1 

EXHIBIT A 



LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
FINANCIAL &ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACT STATEMENT 

PROPOSED COUNTY ORDINANCE 

NAME OF ORDINANCE: LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE - CHAPTER 2 
AMENDMENT TO REGIONAL PARKS AND 
COMMUNITY PARKS IMPACT FEES 

I. DESCRIPTION OF ORDINANCE 

A. Statement of Purpose: 

To comply with three-year update requirement for impact fees 
collected for Regional and Community Parks. 

B. Narrative Summan, of Ordinance (Several Sentence Summarv): 

The ordinance provides a revised fee schedule for Regional 
Parks and Community Parks Impact Fees. The update is 
based on March 2005 Park Impact Fee Update by Duncan 
Associates. The ordinance updates Article VI, Chapter2 of the 
Land Development Code and provides a revised fee schedule 
for Regional Parks (2-306) and Community Parks (2-346). 

C. Princioal Division(s) or Deoartment(s) Affected (List): 

Department of Community Development 



LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
FINANCIAL &ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACT STATEMENT 

PROPOSED COUNTY ORDINANCE 

II. Fiscal Impact on County Agencies/County Funds 
(This section to be completed by Division of Budget Services 

A. What is estimated Demand? 
(Develop Indicators) 

B. What is estimated Workload? 
(Develop Indicators) 

C. What are the estimated costs: 

1 ST YEAR $‘s 2ND YEAR $3 
Existina New Existina New 

PERSONNEL 
FRINGE 
OPERATING 
CAPITAL OUTLAY 

TOTAL 

D. List the anticipated revenues to cover costs identified in 1I.C. above. If a fee is to be 
charged, answer the following: 

1. What is the basis (rationale) for the fee? 

2. Do the anticipated fees cover the full cost of operation? If not, what 
percentage of the costs are covered? 

E. Give a brief narrative analysis of the information contained in 1I.A. through D. above. 


