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INTROPU(TION 

'l11e purpose of this study .is to update Lee County's road irnpact fees. The road impact fees were 
originally adopted in 1985. The fee schedules were updated in 1989, 1990 and again in 2000. The 
current road impact fee schedule is based on a previous. study by Duncan Associates.1 

Impact fees arc most appropriate for communities experiencing rapid growth. During the last decade, 
the County's population grew by approximately 32 percent, significantly higher than the 24 percent 
growth experienced by ilie state as a whole. The population of the unincorp'orated area in 2000 was 17 
percent higher than it was in 1990, even after subtracting ilie population of Fort Myers Beach and Bonita 
Springs, boili of which incorporated during the last decade. 

Table 1 

Bonita Springs (1) n/a 32,914 7.5% n/a 

Cape Coral 74,991 102,206 23.2% 36.,3% 

Fort Myers 45,206 48,046 10.9% 6.3% 
Fort Myers Beach (2) n/a 6,539 1.5% n/a 

Sanibel 6,042 

Notes: (1) Incorporated on January 1, :woo; (2) Incorporated on January 1, 1996 
Source: 1990 and 2000 U.s, Census. 

The CO\mty's road impact fee program applies more or less throughout the County, except within the 
City of Cape Coral. Cape Coral has udopted a completely independent road impact fee system. All other 
municipalities currently participate in the County road impact fee system to some extent. 

_ _'_There are cllr~ently eight roat! impact fee benefit districts in the unincorporated area of the County in 
which fees arc collected. As the permitting authority by intedocal agreement, the County ilso collects 
road impact fees for the Town of Fort.Myets Beach and ilie City of Bonita Springs. Both of these 
municipalities have modeled ilieir road impact fee ordi~ances on the County's road impact fee ordinance, 
including the fee schedule, and have entered lnto agreements allowing the County to collect the Jmpact 

- ----fi::e:s--as--part of the-permitting process. The County remits rollearrl irnp-:.ct &" fimd~ to tbe-two.­
rnunlcipalitics on a quarterly basis. 

In contras.t, the City of Sanibel and the City of Fort Myers have not adopted their own road Jmpact fee 
ordinances, butlnstead have entered into interloc'<ll agreements wlili the County to collect and administer 
the County's road impact fees within theit respective jurisdictions. These two municipalities ,retain the 
impact fees iliey collect and spend them within their corporate limits. 

' Duncan Associates and Chris R. Sw_enson, P.E., Road Impact Fee Update for Lee County, Florida, April 
2000. 
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Over the last two years, the County's total road impact fee revenue for the nnlncorporated area, including 
both actual fees collected and credits for developer contributions, totaled about $30 million, as 
summarized in 'I'able 2. The municipalities of Fort Myers, Port Myers Beach and Bonita Spring~ 
essentially apply the Cmmty's road impact fee schedule within their jurisdictions, and they collected an 
additional $11 million over the last two years (Sanibel's impact fee collections are minimal and are not 
shown). 

Most of the County's road impact fee revenue is collected in two benefit districts: District 3 and District 
4, which are located east and south of Fort Myers, respectively. The cities of Fort Myers and Bonita 
Springs also collect a significant amount of revenue. 

Table 2 

1) Fort Myers Area, Unincorporated $442,057 $283,955 $726,012 
2) Lee county, North $1,125,204 $279,864 $1,405,068 
3) Lee County, East $9,910,255 $1,379,658 $11,289,913 
4) Lee County, South $9,911,959 $4,579,430 $14,491,389 

5) Lee County, West $824,475 $4,872 $829,347 
6) Captiva $122,612 $0 $122,612 

7) Boca Grande $49,020 $0 $49,020 
5 

source: Lee County Impact Administrator, January 22, 2003 facsimile and City or Fort Myers, Occcmber 4, 
2002 memor<Jndum; "fees" represent fees actually paid; "credits" represent developer credits used to offset 
thelrnpll~at otherwise wnuld..hmleJre"""nll.Jru.bw.aqJrg.,erf"---------------------· 

BENEFIT PISTRI(TS 
~------~------------------------------------------------

luau iwpact fee 9ystcm, it is jhlfler-tnRHe-Ek-arly-eefine the geo~G-."I!.'{;m: v!ithln which imp:«:t fees 
will he collected and within which the fees collected will be spent. There nrc really two types of 
geographic areas that serve clifferent functions in an impact fee system: assessment districts and benefit 
districts. Assessment districts, which may also be called service areas, define the area within which a set 

. of common capital facilities provides service, and for which a fee schedule based on average costs within · 
that district is calculated. Benefit districts, on the other hand, represent an area Within which the fees 
collected must be spent. They ensure that ir;nprovemen ts fimded with impact fees are constructed within 
reasonable proximity of the fecpaying developments as a means of helping to ensure that fee paying 
developments benefit from the improvements. 
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Currently, the County is divided into eight benefit districts for the road impact fees. The current benefit 
districts :~rc shown in Figure 1. These districts have not been revised since they were originally 
established in 1985. 

Figure 1 
CURRENT BENEFIT DISTRICTS 

Due to several changes since the benefit d.isuif.ts were established, the County might want to consider 
reducing the number of districts and reconfiguring them .somewhat. While changing the district 
imundadcs would create some administiathrc work, it should not be overly burdensome. B2sicall.v,y,~«.Gh~e--------'--. 
Couvty W9\llCl n<;ed to spef}~fund~a)ready collected according to the existing disuict boundaries, but 
any new fee collections would Le earmarked into the new districts. ·--

One alternative would be to expand the boundaries of District 1. 'Ibis district was originally intended 
to encompass the City of Fort Myers, but since it also includes some unincorporated area, it also-· 
functions as a Lee County benefit district. Now that the City has annexed beyond District 1 into the two 
adjacent districts (3 and 4), it docs not make much sense either for the City or the County. Dlstrkt 1 
could be replaced by a new Central disuict bounded by Daniels Parkway/SR 82 on the south and the 
Caloosahatchee River on the north. The enlarged Central benefit district would include all of Fort 
Myers' corporate area as well as the unincorporated area to the east. 
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Another change that has taken place since the benefit districts were originally established is the 
incorporation of Bonita Springs, comprising most of District 8. The remaining incorporated area of 
District 8 could reasonably be merged into Districts 3 and 4 by extending l-75, which is a significant 
barrier to east/west movement in the mral parts of the county. To the part ofDistrict 3 tell)ainlng from 
the expansion of the Central district could be added the portion of District 8 (Bonita Springs area) east 
of 1-75 to create a new Southeast benefit district. . 

To the part ofDistrict 4 remaining from the expansion of the Central district could be added the portion 
of District 8 (Bonita Springs area) west of1-75. In addition, it could also be combined with District 6 
(Sanibel/Captiva area), a combination that makes sense because the Sanibel Causeway and Summerlin 
Road form the _main corridor through the two districts. 

Districts 2 and 5 could reasonably be combined into a new North benefit district. This consolidat~d 
district would encompass All the unincorporated area north of the Caloosahatchee River. Since the river 
is a major batri~r to the movement of motor vehicles, it is a logical benefit district boundary. 

Finally, there have been no changes that would warrant changes to the boundaries of District 7, which 
could be renamed the Boca Grande benefit district. In sum, it is recommended that the current eight 
benefits be reconfigured and reduced to five. The proposed benefit district boundaries are illustrated 
in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 
PROPOSED BENEFIT DISTRICTS 
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A\AJOR RoADWAY Sv~TEM 

A road impact fee program should include a dear definition of the major roadway system that is to be 
funded with the impact fees. The County's road impact fee ordinance defines the major roadway system 
implicitly in its definition of "approved roads" for which credit against the road impact fees is 
authorized. Approved .toads consist of all arterials, collectors, freeways and expressways, as well as 
designated access roads. Approved roads are divided into three classes, which determine the extent to 
which developers Ylho improve them are eligible for credit. Class 1 roads are those included for 
imptovementin the County five-year Capital Improvements Program (CIP), Class 2 roads are those 
scheduled for improvement within the next ten years, and Class 3 roads are those shown on the 
functional classification map, but which are not programmed for improvement within the next ten years. 
The division of the major roadway system into classes is intended to prevent premature development 
in areas not 1\ priority for major road improvements from es~entially monopolizing the expenditure of 
impact fee funds through the credit mechanism. The County's major roadway system is illustrated in 
Figure 3, which also indicates the location of major planned road improvements. - . 

Figure 3 
MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM 

-l>IAJOR RO,\IllMI'IIOVI!MENf5 THIT/\lfVfoJ,Y 
PROORMIMED TIIRUUC;II CClNSTI!lK11UN rll.\~ 

1'. \'. 2Q02.m - 2QQ7.\JR 
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An inventory of the existing major roadway system was prepared as part of this update and is presented 
in Table 20 of the Appendix. The major purpose of the inventory is to determine the total amount of 
WIVe! on the major roadway system, expressed in vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) .. 'flus figure is used to 
calibra"te national travel demand factors to local conditions. A summary of the major roadway system 
is presented jn 'Table 3 below. 

SERVJ(E UNIT 

34.1 2,218,144 
State Arterials 128.4 3,496,491 
County Arterials* 258,3 4,089,198 
County Collectors* 73.4 352,887 
City of Fort Myers 19.2 292,388 
City of Cape Coral 104.0 869,097 

* Includes ~omo roads belonging to Fort Myers Beach and Bonita Springs 
source: Table 20 or the Appendix; dallyVMT Is annual average dally trips (MDn 
adjusted to represent peak season volumes. 

A service unit creates the link between supply (roadway c:apacity) and demand (traffic generated by new 
development). An appropriate service unit basis for road impact fees is vehlcl~-miles of travel (VM1).­
Vehicle-milcs is a combination of the number of vehicles traveling during a given time period and the 
distance (in miles) that these vehicles travel. 

__ .The two time periods most often used in traffic analysis arc the 24-hour day (average daily trip~ or AD1) 
and the single huul: of the day with the highest traffic volume (peak hour trips or PH1). Lee County's 
current road impact fee system is based-an ADT. The regional transportation model is also based on 
ADT. However, the County's comiJrehcnslve plan sets forth desired level of service standards that arc 
based on PH'T . 
. --- . ---------~-----------------------

The County's peak ~g~ traffic ch~~cteristics reflect the area's retirement and tourist orientation and ~re 
significantly different from national averages. For exa-mple, approximately eight percent of average daily 
traffic on the County's major roadways occurs during the afternoon peak hour, compa~ed to a national 
average of about ten percent. Peak hour trip generation rates based on national data may not be 
representative of all land uses in Lee County. On the other hand, studies in Lee County have shown that---:.­
national average daily trip generation rates are more representative of Lee County. For this reason, we 
recommend continuing to base the County's road impact fees on average daily trip_ generation. 
Consequently, average daily VMT will" be used as the service unit for the road impact fee update. 
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METHOPOI.OGY 

As with the previous update, the proposed road impact fee methodology is based on a 11 demand-drlven11 

model, which basically charges a new development the cost of replacing the capacity that it consumes 
on the major roadway system. '!'hat is, for every vehicle-mile of travel (VMT) generated by the 
development, the road impact fee charges the net cost to construct an additional vehicle-mile of capaCity 

(VMC). 

Since travel is never evenly distributed throughout a roadway system, actual roadway systems require 
more than one unit of capacity for every unit of demand in order for the system to function at an 
ncceptable level of servlce. Suppose for example, that the County completes a major arterial widening 
project. The completed arterial is likely to have a significant amount of excess capacity for some period 
of time. If the entire system has just enough capacity to accommodate all of the vehicle-miles of travel, 
then the excess capacity on this segment must be balanced by another segment being ov~r-capacity. 
Clearly, roadwl:\y systems .in the real world need mote total aggregate capacity than the total aggregate 
demand, because the traffic does not always precisely match the available 'capacity. Consequently, the 
standard demand-driven model generally underestimates the full cost of accommodating new 
development at the existing level of service, Nevertheless, it is a conservative, legally-defensible approach· 
that has been upheld by the Florida courts, and this update recommends that the basic formula be 
retained. 

In most rapidly growing communities, some roadways will be experiem;ing an unacceptable level of 
congestion at any given point in time. One of the principles of impact fees is that new development 
should not be charged for a higher level of service than is provided to existing development. In the 
context of road impact fees, this has some.times been interpreted to mean that impact fees should not 
be spent on roadways that are already over-capacity. Actually, it is not necessary to address existing 
deficiencies in a demand-driven system, which, unlike an improvements-driven system, is not really 
designed to recover the full costs to maintain the desired LOS on all roadway segments. Instead, it is 
only designed to maintain a minimum one-to-one overall ratio between system demand and system 
capacity. Virtm1lly all major roadway systems have more capacity (VMC) than demand (VMT) on a 
*Yste-m-wlde-haVs..-Cnnse.quent44-~nrl~drivrn system, the lcveloLservice standard is really ____ ~--~ 
a systemwide V MC/VM'l' ratio of one. Since the County's major roadway system currently operates at 
better than this LOS, there are no existing deficiencies on a system-wide basis. 

'The recommended impact fee fonnula is presented in Figure 3. 
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figure 3 
ROAD IMPACT FORMULA 

IMPACT FEE ::: VMT x NET COST/Vi'•IT 

Where: 

VI'IT "" 
ADT 

%NEW 

LENGTH 

ADJUST "' 

+ 2 "' 
NET COST/VMT 

COST/VMT 
COST/LANE-MILE "' 

AVG LANE CAPACITY "' 

CREDIT/VMT 
$/GAL 

MPG 

365 

NPV 

ROADWAY (APACITY 

ADT X % NEW x LENGTH X ADJUST+ 2 
Trip ends during average'weekday 

Percent of trips that are primary trips, as opposed to passby or 
diverted-link trips 

Average length of a trip on the major roadway system 

Adjustment factor to calibrate national travel demand factors to local 
conditions 

Avoids double-counting trips for origin and destination 

COST/VMT-CREDIT/VMT 
COST/LANE-MILE + AVG LANE CAPACITY 

Average cost to add a new lane to the major roadway system 

Average dally capacity of a lane at deslred .. LOS 

$/GAL + MPG X 365 X NPV 
Capacity-expanding funding for roads per gallon of gasoline consumed 

Miles per gallon, average for U.S. motor vehicle fleet 

Days per year (used to convert dally VMT to <~nnuai VMT) 

Net present value factor (I.e., 12.79 for 20 years at 4.7% discount) 

Nationally-accepted transportation level of service (LOS) categories have been developed by the 
transportation engineering profession. Six categories, ranging from LOS A to LOS F, generally describe 
driving r.nnditions in terms of such factots as speed and travel time, freedom to ma~euver, traffic 
intenuptlons, comfort and convenience, and safety. LOSA represents free flow, while LOS F represents 
tlTc bre:rhluwn uf traffk flvw, ... hatacterh.cd by stop-an$gv-eonditions-;------

In contr11st to LOS, service volume capacity iS a quantitative measure, expressed in terms of the rate of 
flow (vehicles passing a point during a period of time). Service volume capacity represents the maximum 
rate of flow that can be accommodated by a particular type of roadway while still maintaining a specified 
LOS. The service volume . capacity at LOS E represents that maximum volume that can be 
RGC01111110U\lted befure~the flO IV breaks down into stop and so coneitie-as-"..hfl~Cte.th:e LOS F, IUld 
thus represents the ultimate capacity of the roadway. 

The analysis of the capacity of Lee County's major roadway system has been based on the generalized 
planning capacity estimates promulgated by' the Florida Department of 'Transportation (FDOl), as 

. modified by Lee County based on local data. These capacity estimates are based on Highway Capacity 
Manual procedures and take into consideration roadway cross-sections, left tum bays at intersections, 
posted speed limits, the spacing of signalized intersections and the characteristics of the area ~.e., rural, 
rural developed, transitioning to urban and urbanized). 
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The generalized capacity estimates developed for platming purposes by Lee County are hourly capacities, 
rM.her than average daily capacities. These capacities are essentially the same for LOS D and LOSE, since 
the capacities of the intersections have already been reached by the time the segment volumes reach LOS 
D. The hourly capacity numbers also contain a cUrectional split (D) factor. The D factor used in the 
generalized Lee County calculations is 0.58 (which represents a typical peak hour directional split of 58% 
ln the dominant direction and 42% .in the opposite direction). 

Average daily Cflpacities are calculated by applying a specific peak hour factor to the peak hour capacity. 
'I'o convert from peak hour to daily capacity, the hourly capacity is divided by the percentage of daily 
·travel occurring .in the peak hour. In the case where AM and PM peaks differ, the higher peak is used. 

For area-wide planning humbers, such as are used ln impact fees, a generalized peak factor, usually 
borrowed from another community, is often used. However, the .Leu Co11ntyTr4fic Co11nt Rpor/contains 
the peaking characteristics for muldple pennanent count stations in the County. Thls allows application 
of appropriate:: peaking characteristics to each project used in the cost calculations, and also defends 
against any charges that Lee County's peaking characteristics ai:e unique due to the retiree population. 
Where the capacity improvement is planned on an existing transportation facility, the count station 
assigned to the facility in the Lee County1hiffic Count &portwas used. For new facilities, the count station 
judged to be the most likely to reflect traffic peaking characteristics on the new facility was used. · 

The average capacity per new lane-mile is determined based on the same set of improvements used to 
determine the average cost per lane-mile. In the 2000 update, aU of the road improvements used to 
determine the average cost and capacity per new lane-.niile were drawn from the Lee County Capital 
Improvements Program. 

It would be reasonable, however, to base the fees on the cost to add capacity to the .major roadway . 
system in Lee County, regardless of whether the capacity ls added to County or State roads. The County 
is increasingly participating in the cost of State road improvements in Lee County. The travel demand 
used to calculate the fees in this update include travel on State roads as well as County roads. Finally, 
motor f~el tax credits are provided for the portion of gasoline t.'lxes that are used to fund State toad 

-irnprovemerus.-----

For these reasons, it is reasonable to include the cost of State road improvements in determining the 
average cost to add capacity to the majol' roadway system. Including State road improvement costs will 
bring the impact fees closer to the true cost of accommodating the impacts of growth on the major 
roadway system in tee County. However, because including State road costs has a significant effect on 
the-fee,two alttltn?.tive fees will be caknlHted, one hasednn...County planned road improvements only, 
and the other based on both County and State planned wad improvements. While the higher fees based 
on the inclusion of state roads are the maximum fees that can be supported by this update, the County 
Commissioners may chose to impose the lower fees based on only County road costs, or to use this 
lower fee schedule in a ·gradual phase-ln of the maximum fees. .. 

'fhe average cost to !!dd capacity to the major roadway system is determined by examining County 
roadway improvements listed in Lee County's FY 2002/20002-200612007 Capital Improvements Program 
and State roadv~ay improvements listed in the Florida Department of Transportation's Distrid One 
Adopted Work Program1 FY 2003 I 2004-200 7 I 08. In all, capacity-expanding projects adding approximately 
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1,715,051 vehicle-miles of capacity (VMC) to the major roadway system are under construction or in the 

planning ptocess in Lee County (see 'fable 4). 

Table 4 

Colonial Blvd 1-75 to SR 82 2.50 2 5.00 3,490 5,240. 1,750 0.08 21,875 54,688 
Cypress Lake Summerlin to us 41 0.90 2 1.80 3,490 5,240 1,750 0.08 21,875 19,688 

Gladiolus Dr Winkler to Bass Rd 0.80 4 3.20 1,660 5,240 3,580 0.07 51,143 40,914 

Gladiolus Dr B~ss Rd to Pine Ridge 1.50 2 3.00 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26,143 39,215 

Bass Rd Healthpark to Gladiolus 0.80 2 1.60 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26,143. 20,914 
G-unnery Rd SR 82 to Lee 2.20 2 4.40 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.09 20,333 44,733 

Imperial St BB Rd to E Terry 1.00 2 2.00 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.08 22,875 22,875 

Koreshan Ext. Three Oaks to Ben Hill 0,'/0 4 2.80 0 3,490 3,490 0.08 43,625 30,537 

Ortiz Ave SR 884 to SR 82 1.70 2 3.40 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.09 20,333 34,566 

Palmetto Conn. Idlewild to SR 884 1.00 2 2.00 0 1,660 1,660 0.07 23,714 23,714 

SIX Mi Cypress Pk Daniels to Winkler Ext 2.30 2 4.60 1,660 3,490 1,830 0,09 20,333 46,766 

Summerlin Rd Boy Scout to University 2.40 2 4.80 3,490 5,240 1,750 0.08 21,875 52,500 

Summerlin Rd San Carlos to Gladiolus 4.26 2 8.52 3,490 5,240 1,750 0.07 25,000 106,500 

Winkler Rd Summerlin to Gladiolus 0.40 2 0.80 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26,143 10,457 

Gladiolus Winkler to Summerlin 0.44 2 0.88 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26;143 11,503 

Three Oaks Ext. N of Allee to Daniels 3.51 4 14.04 0 3,490 3,490 0.09 36,778 136,111 

Three O<Jks Ext. E Terry to Brooks 4.15 4 16.60 0 3,490 3,490 0.06 43,625 181,044 

Three Oaks Corkscrew to Allco 4.60 2 9.20 1,660 3,490 1,630 0.08 22,875 105,225 

Treeline Ext. Daniels to Termination 1.50 2 3.00 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26,143 39,215 

subtotal, County Road Projects 39.56 103.24 1,165,750 

SR 739 US 41 to Allco 0.24 4 0.96 0 3,490 3,490 0.06 43,625 10,470 

SR 739 Allco to Six Mile 3.25 6 19.50 0 5,240 5,240 0.08 65,500 212,875 

5R /39 Six Nlk to Daniels 1.26 4 5.03 1,660 5,240 :'1,580 0.08 44,750 56,251 

SR 739 Daniels to Winkler 4.05 2 8.11 3,•190 5,240 1,750 0.06 21,875 68,659 

sif78-
SR 78 
us 41 

- Soltrce: Pro)CCGirO~•m<y,-F¥-fi~~//;11/-Jm~t&-Progt<mwmd florida D.,p,.rtment or Transportation. District One Droft 
·TentatiVe Work Program, FY 2003/2004-2007/08, October 21, 2002; Lee County Metropolitan Planning Organization, 2020 Transportation Plan, 
-lffioptd-nea>mtmrJl,2.(1(!Cl.,-arrumdcdJanuarv 17. 2003; peak hour ca~aciUes are lOS 0/f. from Lee County Generalized TWo-Way Peak ff.our Servfce 
Volumes, July 2000i new dally capacity Is nel'! peak hollr r::11paclly rllvlrllld by peak hour factor; new dally VMt; Is new aaily capacity llmes s"gmuul 
miles. 

To calculate the average daily capacity per new lane-mile, the total new daily VMC for all listed capacity-

expanding projects is divided by the total number of new lane-miles that will be consLnlcted as a result 

of the capacity-expanding improvements. As shown in Table 5, the average daily capacity per new lane-

mile, for both LOS D and LOSE, will be about 11,236 vehicles per day for this representative set of 

planned road improvements. If only County road improvements are considered, the capacity added per 

Ian e-mile is slightly higher. 
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Source: New dally VNC and new lane·mlles from Table 4. 

(OST PER SERVICE UNIT 

One of the key inputs into the toad impact fee formula is the cost per lane-mile to construct new 
roadway capacity. While the most obvious component of roadway construction is the physical roadway 
itseif, other clements arc invoived, all of which add to the cost to the project. Included in the 
consideration of new toadway costs for Lee County are professional services (such as planning, and 
design), actual consttuction costs, right-of-way Oand) costs, and other costs, which, in Lee County, 
primarily consist of costs for environmental mitigation, but may also include elements such as utility 
relocation. 

The average cost per new lane-mile is determined using the same set of improvements used to determine 
the average capacity per new lane-mile. In a demand-driven impact fee system, roadway construction 
costs are entered into the formula as an average ·cost for providing new roadway capacity. Using thls 
method, assuming there arc no dramatic changes to the type of construction contemplated in the County, 
it is not necessary to revisit impact fees each time that the capital improvement program changes. 
Updates at reasonable periodic 1ntetvals are sufficient to analyze potential changes to average costs. 

In the 2000 update, all of the road improvements used to determine the average cost per lane-mile were 
drawn from the Lee County Capital Improvements Program. In this update, 39 of the total project costs 
arc for State road projects. Fol"the r-easons enumerated in the previous :>ectiuu, it is reasullaLl..: tu li1duJe 
the cost of State road im_E~cwements in deterCilining__0~_.average cost to add capacity to the major 
roadway system. There is also precedent for doing so. While many Florida toad impact fee ordinances 
allow fee revenues to be spent on State .road projects, several other counties have adopted a fee based 
on a study that explicitly includes the cosi:S of State road projects. Lake County's road impact fees are 
based on State road projects,z although they were discounted by 36 percent so that they were 
a~th~-mtl.d~en"had they been based exclusWcly-on C'ont:lty road projects. 

~~~====-= --- ·--~-~ ---~-----~-~~----~- ------

2 From Tlndale-Oilver and Assor.lates, Lake County Trc1nsportat/on Impact Fee Study, December 2001, 
p. 9-5: "The average cost of building roads In lake County should be used In th'e Impact fee equation regardless 
of whether the road being bullt Is state or county. The cost to build a lane mile of road In Lake County Is based 
on historical data that Includes both state and cou11ty roads. The fee can be reduced by an across the board 
discount of a specified percentage via a policy decision by the Board of County Commissioners (BCC). However, 
using a construction cost that only Includes County road costs Ignores the fact that approximately 64 percent of 
the future vehicle miles of travel occurring In Lake County are projected to occur on the state highway 
system.... Including state costs In the Impact fee cost component gives the County greater flexibility In the 
expenditure of lmpact·fee funds and places the County In a stronger position to continue the practice of 
spending Impact fees on state road projects. If only County costs were Included In the Impact fee cost 
component, the County could be challenged If It wanted to spend Impact fees on state road projects. As growth 
continues to occur, Improvements to state roads will become more critical. A number of counties use Impact 
fee funds on state projects to accelerate and leverage state projects that benent their county." 
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Another county to explicitly include State road costs is Sumter County, which included the portion. of 
the cost of State road improvements not covered by State funding. In addition, a number of 
jurisclicdons have implicitly included State road costs by basing the fees on Florida Department of 
Transportation generalized pet mile cost estimates, including Palm Beach County, St. Lucie County, 
Milltni-Dacle County, Broward County and the City of Orlando. However, because including State r9ad 
costs has a significant effect on the fee, two alternative fees will be calculated, one based on County i'Oad 
costs only, and the other based on both County and State toad costs. 

The capacity-expanding improvement projects identified in the County's CIP and FDOT1s Lee County 
work prog.tam for the next five. years are summarized in Table 6. These projects will add approximately 
153 new lane-miles, with the costs for these projects totaling $305.5 milli.o~. · 

Colonial Blvd l·75 to SR 82 2.50 4 6 2 5.00 $5,306,000 
cypress Lake Summerlin to US 41 0.90 4 6 2 1.80 $3,310,000 
Gladiolus Pr Winkler to Bass 0.80 2 6 4 3:20 
Gladiolus Dr Bass to Pine Ridge 1.50 2 4 2 3.00 $12,482,000 
Bass Rd Healthpark to Gladiolus 0.80 2 4 2 1.60 
Gunnery Rd SR 82 to Lee 2,20 2 4 2 4.40 $9,371,000 
Imperial St Bonita Bch Rd to E Terry 1.00 2 4 2 2.00 $11,977,000 
Koresha n Ext. Three Oaks to Ben Hill 0.70 0 ~ 4 2.80 $18,740,000 
Ortiz Ave SR 884 to SR 82 1.70 2 4 2 3.40 $6,248,000 
Palmetto Conn. Idlewild to SR 884 1.00 0 2 2 2.00 $3,915,000 
Six Ml Cypress Pk Daniels to Winkler Ext 2.30 2 4 2 4.60 $5,014,000 
Summerlin Rd Boy Scout to University 2.40 4 6 2 4.80 $18,784,000 
Summerlin Rd san Carlos to Gladiolus 4.26 4 6 2 8.52 
Winkler Rd Summerlin to Gladiolus 0.40 2 4 2 O.BO $17,315,000 
Gladiolus Winkler to Summerlin 0.44 4 6 2 0.88 
Three O;~k:; E);t. N of /'.!Icc to Daniels 3.51 0 4 4 14.04 $15,654,000 
Three Oaks Ext. E Terry to Brooks 4.15 0 4 4 16.60 $33,181,069 
TMrs:; Ooks 
Treeline Ext. Daniels to Termination 

39.56 

US 41 to Allco 0.24 0 4 4 
SR 739 Allco to SIX Mile Cypress Pkwy 3.25 0 6 6 

SR 7.;19 Slx Mile cypress Pkwy to Daniels-. ~26 2 _fi ____ 4 __ 

SR 739 Daniels to Winkler 4.05. 4 6 2 
SR 78 E of Slater to l-75 2.25 2 4 2 
SR 78 Chiquita to Santa Barbara 1.87 2 4 2 
us 41 Collier Co to Bonita Beach Rd 1.31 4 6 2 
us 41 rlos 4 6 2 

sourco: lee County, FY 2002/03·2006/07 Capite/ Improvements Program; Florida Department orTronsportatlon, District One Five 
Year Adopted Work Program, FY July 1, 2002 Throughtlunc 30, 2007; District One Draft Tontatlva Work Program, FY 2003/2004· 
2007/0B, October 21, 2002; Lee County Metropolitan Planning OrganlzaUon,2020 Transportation Plan, adopted Dacember 8,2000, 
amended January 17, 2003, · 
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The average cost per unit of capacity added by the planned improvements can be dete~tniued by first 
dividing the total cost by the total added capacity, resulting in an average cost for a new lane-mile. This 
ranges from $'1.8 million to $:<1 .. 0 miJlion per lane-mile for County and combined County/State road 
improvements, respectivel:r. TI1e cost per VMT is then calculated by dividing the average cost of a new · 
lane-mile by the average daily capacity added per Ian~. As shown in Table 7, the average cost per service 
unit ranges from $160 per VMT for County road improvements to $178 per VMT for County and State 
improvements. 

Table 7 

Sourco: Planned Improvement project costs and new lane-miles from Table 6; 11verage capacity per 
new lane-mile from Table 5. 

REVENUE (REDITS 

In the cl\lculation of the impact of new development on infrastructure costs, credit should be given for 
revenues that will be ·generated by ne)V development and used to pay for capacity-related capital · 
improvements. In Lee County, capacity-expanding road improvements are funded almost exclusively 
with road impact fees and Federal, State and local gasoline and motor fuel taxes. There is some 
mltstanding County debt for past road improvements, but these bonds are being retired wlth the 
Cmmty's gas tax receipts. 

In the calculation of this road impact fee, credit must be given for that portion of Federal, State and 
Jocart"ueftaxes- that are being used to fund capacity-expanding capital improvements on the major 
roadway system in Lee County. . 

TI1c amount of Federal and State motor fuel tax revenue that is applied toward funding capacity~ 
G;"rmling--clpita.Limprnv~rn~nts is rl~termined bas~d nri constmction nod right of-way proje~ts in the 
first year of each of the last five Florida Department of Transportation Five-Year Wo.rk Programs for 
"l.ee County, as shown 1n Table tl below. · -
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.. Table 8 

Interchange Imp $345,000 $14,564,000 $218,000 
Interchange Imp $2,500,000 
Interchange Imp $89,000 
Add lanes $3,200,000 
Interchange Imp $2,500,000 

Corkscrew-Daniels Parkway Add Lanes $3,100,000 
-75@ Colonli.ll, Northbound Ramp Interchange Imp $1,080,312 
-75 @ Colonial, southbound Ramp Interchange Imp $1,382,997 

SR 739, Wlnkler-Hanson New Road Ext. $4,421,000 
R 739, us 41-Six Mile Cypress New Road Ext. $14,367,000 $310,000 $38,187,000 
R 739, Winkler Ave-SR 82 Add Lanes 

R 739, Hanson .. SR 82 Add Lanes $2,321,500 $53,000 
R 739, Fowler-SR 82 -__ ,_ Add Lanes $5,059,000 
R 78 @ Burnt Store Traffic Signals $:2.5,000 
R 78, E of Chlqulta-W of S Barb Add Lanes $1,300,000 $989,000 $5,365,000 $495,000 
R 78, H(lrt Rd-Siater Rd Add Lanes 

R 78, Slater-I-75 Add Lanes $750,000 $1,245,000 $7,932,000 $1,331,158 $10,520,000 
SR 78 @ Hancock Bridge Pkwy Traffic Signals $150,000 
SR 80@ I-75 Interchange Imp $52,000 
SR 80, E of Hkkey Cr-lverson Add Lanes $1,162,000 $25,000 $1,100,000 

R 80, Iverson-Hendry Co Add Lanes $641,000 $1,200,000 
R 82, Sunshine-Green Meadow Add Turn lanes $304,646 
R 82, Evans-Michigan Llnk Add Lanes $2,660,000 
R 82, Michigan-Ortiz Ave Add Lanes $706,000 $5,130,000 

SR 867, San Carlos-Sotithdale- Add Lanes $1,773,000 
SR 884 @ Ortiz Ave Add Turn lanes $10,000 
US 41 Bus @ Littleton Rd Add Turn Lanes $136,000 
US 41 Bus, Marianna-Littleton Add Lanes $6,250,000 $924.000 
us 41, Collier Co-Bonita Beach Add Lanes $1,000,000 $7,163,221 $250,000 
U&41T 

US 41, Old US 41-Corkscrew Add lanes $125,000 
US 41 @ Winkler Ave Intersection Imp $160,000 

us 41, N of Is Park-S of Daniels Add Lanes $613,000 
US 41, s of Allco-N of Js Park Add Lanes $374,000 

11s- 41i'3arrEarios"idko-RU--

US 1~ \,l_l_cto.!:la-N __()fist St_. Interchange Imp $373,000 

Pine Ridge @ SR 865 Add Turn Lanes $10,000 
Palmetto Ave, Colonial- SR 82 New Road Ext. $5,000,000 

0 

Source: Capaclty-exp!!ndlng Improvement funding from first years of Florida Department of Transportation, District One Adopted Work Programs, FY 
1996/i 997-2003/2004. 
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Total motor fuel tax revenues collected in Lee County for each year are estimated based on the gallons of 
motor fuels sold in Lee County and the Federal/State tax rate per gallon in effect at the time. On average 
over the five-year period, it is estimated that 35 percent of Federal and State motot fuel taxes collected in Lee 
County have been spent on capacity-expanding improvements to the major roadway system in the county, 
as shown in Table 9. 

Source: Total gallons of fuel sold In Lee County (Includes gasohol and diesel) for FY 1996/97 through FY 2001/02 from the 
Florida Department of Revenue; estimated gallons for FY Z002/03 and 2003/0<\ based on annual ln~rease of 5%; federal/state 
motor fuel tax per gallon from the Florlda Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental Relations; FOOT capadty-expandlng 
Improvement funding from Table B. 

Based on that historical percentage and the current tax structure, it can be reasonably anticipated that 
approximately 13.3 cents of the 38.1 cents per gallon of Federal and State fuel taxes will be available in the 
future for capacity-expanding capital improvements (see Table 10 below). 

As summarized in Table 10 below,local motor fuel taxes amount to 16 cents per gallo.n. The amount oflocal -
motor fuel taK that is applied towards capacity-expanding capital improvements is determined by 1ooki~g __ 
at fmandal reports prepared by the State of Florida and Lee County. 

The State imposes a 2-ccnt per gallon excise tax on motor fuels that is distributed to local governments. The 
original intent of the Constitutional Fuel Tax (also known as the S<h/6:~-, Cent Fuel Tax) was to pro0de the 
necessary revenue to cover debt servi~e managed by the Florida Board of Administration, with the remaining 

----~----------~ 
balance distributed to local governments. Approximately 20 percent of the Constitutional Fuel Tax revenue 
for Lee County is retained by the State to eover debt service for the for the 1973 Road/Bridge Bond Issue 
(Mantanzas Pass and Hurricane Bay Bridges). The remaining 80 percent is being remitted to the County, 
which has been spending it on the operation and maintenance of the existing m;1jor r9adway systcm.3 

n _ Th~ Countr fuel Tnx, also known as the 7"' Cent Fuel Tax, is distributed to counties via the same 
distribution formula used for the Constitutional Fuel Tax, and the proceeds are used by Lee County solely 
for the operation and maintenance of the existing major roadway system. 

3 In FY02/03, the State will receive an estimated $4,992,359 In Constitutional Tax revenue, of which 
$3,981,000 will be distributed to Lee County (from the Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental 
Relations, 2002 Lor:al Government FlnancTal Jnformatlon Handbook, "Constitutional Fuel Tax, Summary of 
Distributions by County, State Fiscal Year 2002/03," <1nd the Lee County Revenue Manual, FY 2000/0l). 
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The Municipal Fuel '!'ax, also known as the 8th Cent Fuel '!'ax, is joined with non-transportation revenues 
and distributed to the cities from the Revenue Sharing'I'rust Fund for Municipalities. This money is not 
earmarked for transportation purposes. 

Local governments in Florida a.r:e authorized to levy up to 12 cents oflocal option fuel ta:xes in the form of 
three separate levies. All12 cents oflocal option fuel taxes are authorized for Lee County. '!'he County uses 
a portion of the local fuel tax to retire debt service on the 1993 and 1997 Series G.ls Ta:x Bonds, with the 
remnining portion distributed among the county and municipal governments according to interlocal 
agreement or statutory formula. 

'!'he Six Cent Tax is a tax of six cents per gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within the County. '!'he entire 
six cents is pledged to retire the 1993 and 1997 Series Gas Tax Bonds. However, only two cents, or one­
third,is actually used for debt service, with the excess going to the 'Transportation Capital Improvement 
Fund and informally earmarked for road resurfacing and rehabilitation. 

The Five Cent Tax is a tax of five cents per gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within the County. All of 
the five-cent local option gas tax revenues are used for capacity-expanding improvements. Approximately 
one-half is dedicated to debt service for East/West Corridor improvements associated with the Midpoint 
Memorial Bridge, while the other half is used for other capacity-expanding projects. 

The 9'h Cent Tax is a tax of one cent per gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold in the County. The County is 
not required to share the proceeds of the 9"' Cent Tax with the municipalities, and the funds are only to be 
used for transportation purposes. Approximately 55 percent of the 9"' Cent '!'ax revenues are used to J:etire 
debt service on the 1993 Series Gas Tax Bonds, with the balance used for the operation and maintenance 
of the existing major roadway system.4 

The motor fuel tax credlts per gallon are summarized in Table 9. For every gallon of gasoline sold in Lee 
County, motorists currently pay approximately 54 cents per gallon in motor fuel taxes. Of this, approximately 
21 cents per gallon can be expected to be available for capacity-expanding improvements to the major 
roadway system in Lee County based on past experience, or about 39 percent of motor fuel taxes paid. 

--------------------------

1 In 2001, lee County received $2,531,000 In guo Cent Tax, of which $1,1471635 was used to retire the 
debt service on the 1993 Series Gas Tax Bonds, with the balance used for the operation and maintenance of 
roadway system (from the Lee County Revenue Manuf!11 FY 2000/01 and the Lee County Debt Manual, FY 2001). 
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Subtotal, Federal/State Motor Fuel Tax per Gallon $0.381 35% $0.133 

sm and 6"' Cent Ta_x (Constitutional Fuel Tax) $0.020 20% $0.004 
7~~> Cent Tax (County Fuel Tax) $0.010 0% $0.000 
B"' Cent Tax (Municipal Fuel Tax) $0.010 0% $0.000 
Six Cent Local Option Tax $0.060 33% $0.020. 
Ave cent Local Option Tax $0.050 100% $0.050 

$0.160 50% $0.080 

Source: Federal, State and SCETS tax mtes per gallon as or January 1, 2003 from the Florida Department of Revenue; 
local fuel tax rates per gallon from Lee County Revenue Manual, FY 2000/01; percent federal/state capacity funding per 
gallon from Table 9; percent of Constitutional Fuel Tax for capacity derived from the Florida Legislative Committee on 
Jnter!Jovernmental Relations, 1002 Local Government Financial Information Himdboak, •constitutional Fuel Tax, Summary 
of Distributions by County, State fiscal Year 2002/03" (http://f~n.state.n.us/ldr/estlmatcs/cofuel3.pdf)and the Lee County 
Revenue Manual, FY 2000/1001 ); percentages for local motor fuel taxes derived from the Lee County Revenue Manual, 
FY 2000/2001 and the Lee County 2001 Debt Manual (http://www.lee-county,com/onllnedocuments.htm). 

Over the approximately 20-year useful life of road improvements, new development could be expected to 
generate approximately $59 in capadty-expancling road funding for every daily vehicle-rnlle of travel, ·as 
shown in Table 11. This is the amount of credit that should be applied against the cost of accommodating 
the transportation demands of new development. 

L's~o:u:r<~e~:~M~o~to~r-ffu~e~lt~i'l~x~fl~m~d~ln~g~p~e~rg~aillll~on~f~ro~m~T~ab~l~e~9~; a~v~e~ra~g~e~m~l~le~s~p~er;:;g~anillo;::;n;:I-!Sii\~aiiiv~e;=,ra~fl;;e:;:;to~r=;;a;;:ll;;rn~o;;:tCJ;r:;;vc;;j•l;\k;;;:'le;s;f~or;:l~9;;;9;;0:;;rr;;;o;;mctui<s;:;c~"~"~su~s;'--------~-
Bureau, Statistical Abstra<t of the United States, :woo, Tables 1049 and 1050; net present value based on 4.8% dls~ount rate, which 
Is the average Interest rate on 20-year 11M munlclpal bonds clted on bloomberg,com, bondsonllne.com and fmsbonds on Aprll14, 2003. 
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TRAVEL PEMANIJ 

The travel demand generated by specific land use types h a product of three factors: J) ttitJ generation; 2) 
percent new trips; ~nd 3) trip length. 

TRIP GENEMTJON 
Trip generation rates are based on information published in the most recent edition of the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers' (ITE) Trip Generation manual. Trip generation rates represent trip ends, or· 
driveway crossings at the site of a land use. Thus, a single one-way trip from home to work counts as one 
trip· end for the residence and one trip end for the work place, for a total of two trip ends. To avoid 
over-counting, all trip rates have been divided by two. This places the burden of travel equally between the 
otigin and destination of the trip and eliminates double-charging for any particular trip. There have been 
a couple of local studies that. have found trip 'rates for some uses that wei:e significantly different fl:om 
national average trip rates. Unfortunately, these studies had limited sample sizes and were conducted over 
ten years ago. c?.nsequently, in most cases this study relies on more current national trip generation data .... 

NEW TRIP FACTOR 
Trlp rates also need to he adjusted by a "new trip factor" to exclude pass-by and cliverted-link trips. This 
adjustment is intended to reduce the possibility of over-counting by only including primary trips generated 
by the development. Pass-by trips are those trips that are already on a particular route fora different purpose 
and simply stop at a particular development on that route. For example, a stop at a convenience store on 
the way home from the office is a pass-by trip forth~ convenience store. A pass-by trip does not create an 
additional burden on the street system and therefore should riot be counted in the assessment of impact fees. 
A diverted-link trip is similar to a pass-by trip, but a diversion is made from the regular rome to make an 
interim stop. The reduction for pass-by and divetted-link trips was drawn from ITE and other published 
information. 

AVERAGEiRIP LENGTH 

In the context of a road impact fee based on a demand-driven methodology, we are interested in determining 
the average length of a trip on the majut tuaJway sysicui wiihln Le;e Com1ty. In the previous road impact 
fcc update, the consultant used 'national trip rate data and calibrated a local average trip length of 5.52 miles 
for Lee County. For thls update, an analysis was conducted of origin-destination survey data collected at 
several major intersections in Lee County} Th~ analysis found average trip lengths that were comparable 
to national average trip lengths. Based on this finding, the consultant and Lee County transportation staff 
decided that it would be better to use national data for both trip generation rates and average trip lengths, 

----aruHerealibrate· total VM.T to !G~S-mlng-a-m:w..ad}ustmenuacto,:cr.~~----------------

-T;tble 12 below, shows national average trlp lengths by trip purpose. Tilt!~ Department ot 
Transportation's 2001 National HotiSehold Travel S11rvry identifies average trips lengths for specific trip 
purposes, including home-to-work trips, doctor/ dentist, school/ church, shopping, and other personal trips. 
In addition, an average residential trip length was calculated using a weighting of 40 perct:nt work trips and 
60 percent average trips, based on the assumption that a typical home would have two workers generating 
four tdp ends of the approxim~tdy ten trip ends generated by a single-family unit during a week day. 

~ CRSPE, Inc., Lee County Trip Length Study, January 2003 
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To or from work 
Residential 

Doctor/Dentist 
Average 
School/Church 
Family/Personal 

Table 12 

12.19 
10.77 
9.89 
9.82 
7.50 
7.43 

Source: US. Department of Transportation, National Household 
Trav.el Survey, 2001; residential trip length Is weighted 40% local 
worl< trip length and 60% average trip length. 

LOCAL APIUSTMI:NT FAC'f()R 

The first step in developing the adjustmcn~ factor for local travel de..mand is to estimate the total daily 
vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) that would be expected on Lee County's major roadway system based one_ 
national travel demand characteristics. Existing land use data were compiled using information ftom the Lee 
County Property Appraiser for all jurisdictions in the County. Existing land uses ate multiplied by average 
daily trip generation rates, percent of primary trips and average trip lengths and summed to estimate total 
county-wide VMT. As shown in Table 13, existing county-wide land uses, using national trip generation 
and trip length data, would be expected to generate approximately 17.3 million VMT every day. 

Table 13 

Single-Family Detached 210 Dwelling 140,896 4.79 674,892 10.77 7,268,585 

Multi-Family 220 Dwelling 89,929 3.32 100% 298,564 10.77 3,215,537 

Mobile Home/RV Park 240 Pad ~6,782 2.40 100% 64,277 10.77 692,261 

Hotel/Motel 310/320 Rooms 9,463 4.51 60% 34,143 10.77 367,715 

Shop Center/Gen. Retail 820 1000 sq ft 31,649 21.46 62% 421,096 6.61 2,783,446 

Bani< 911 lOOO sq ft 1,057 76.24 27% 6.61 147,594 

Nursing Home 620 1000 sq ft 3,138 2.35 75% 5,531 9.89 54,699 

Church 560 1000 sq ft 3,154 4.56 75% 10,787 7.50 60,900 

Day Care Center 565 1000 ·sq ft 515 39.63 24% 4,898 7.50 36,737 

Elementary/Sec. School 520/522/53 1000 sq ft 10,380 6.21 24% 15,470 7.50 116,028 
0 

Industrial Park i30 1000 sq ft 3,493 3.48 95% 11,548 10.77 124,370 

W11rehouse 150 1000 sq ft 20,276 2.46 47,770 10.77 514,486 

source: Existing units from the Lee County Property Appraiser, August ~002; trip rates, primary trips and trip lengths from Table 16; dally trips 
Is product or trip r<~te and primary trlps; dally VMT Is product of dally trips and trip length. 
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The next step in developing the local travel demand adjustment factor is to determine actual county-wide 
VMT on Lee Cmmty's major roadway system. As noted earlier, an inventory of the existing major 
roadway system was prepared as part of this update (see Table 20 of the Appendix). Roadway segment 
lengths, recent travel volumes and peak season factors are used to determlne actual daily VM'I'. 

The majority of the average daily traffic volumes for 2001 were obtained from Lee County's Department 
of Transportation and FDO'I'. The County monitors average daily traffic for all arterials maintained by 
the State or County. 'fhe 2001 traffic counts were supplied by the County to the consultant in digital 
format. These counts were supplemented by counts maintained by the City of Cape Coral. Lack of 
traffic counts for certain roadways in the City of Fort Myers required use of estimated volumes based 
on the judgment of the consultant, but these roadways make up a very small percentage of the total 
traffic in th!! County. Prelimlnary 2002 count data was compared with 2001 counts for selected 
intersections, and from this data it was determined that 2002 counts are on average 4.25 percent higher. 
This factor was used to adjust all counts to 2002levels. · 

Counts provid~ by all agencies were average annual counts. However, there is a significant seasonal 
vadation in traffic in Lee County, and it was neces'sary to convert average annual counts to peak season 
counts. As with capacity, conversion of the counts was based on the permanent count station assigned 
to a particular llnk. In the few cases where a count station has not been assigned, the count station 
judged to be the most likely to reflect traffic peaking characteristics on the new facility was used. As part 
of the reporting generated by the permanent count stations, variations in monthly traffic are calculated. 
These variations are reported as a percentage of traffic during a particular month as compared to average 
annual traffic. In Lee County, traffic is heaviest during February and March. For purposes of converting 
traffic to peak season, traffic characteristics for March were used. In the instances where March data was 
unavailable, data for February was used. 

Once traffic counts were converted to peak season, conversion to total county-wide VMi' was 
straightforward. Counts for each segment were multiplied by the centerline length of the segment to 
calculate VMT for the link. VM'I' for individual links were totaled to arrive at an· actual county-wide 
VMT. The det:tiled count data, peaking factor and VM'I' for each roadway segment are presented in 
~k2Qo£th~Ap~nd~------------------------------------------------------------

Before the projected VMT could be compared to actual VMT, the actual VMT must be reduced by the 
amount of travel associated with "through trips" that do not have an origin or destination in the County. 
Data interpolated from the 1990 and 2020 regional travel demand models indicate that 
i>-extdriru-to-extcrnai" trips arc equivalent to i .2 percent oi ttlp~ generated within Lee County. However, 

__ sincelhe__lltca r:overed by the model extend:; beyond Lee County into adjoining r:ounties, the model may 
be under-estimating the percent of through trips. To compensate for this, the percentage of through 
trips will be assumed to be twice as much as predicted by the model, or 2.4 percent. Applying this 
percentage to the number ofttips estimated to be generated within Lee County by existing land use yields 
an estimate of through trips. Since the majority of through trips are likely to occur on I-75, multiplying 
through trips by the length ofl-75 through the county provides a reasonable estimate ofVJyiTassoclated 
with through traffic. Subtracting through ttip,VMT from total VMT results in the VMT associated with 
trips generated within the county. As shown in Table 14, locally-generated trips account for about 9.9 
million VM'I' on the major roadway system every day. 
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Source: Total dally trips generated Within lee County from Table 13; perc:ent trips through 
lee County with no origin or dcstln!!tlon In county estimated from regional travel demand 
model; average length of through trips based on length ofl-75 through county; total dally 
VMT from Table 3. 

Comparing the results of the last two tables, it can be seen that projected VMT using existing land use 
data and natio-nal travel demand characteristics significantly over-estimates VMT actually observed on 
the major roadway system. Consequently, it is necessary to develop an adjust~ent factor to account for . 
this variation. The local travel demand adjustment factor is the ratio of actual to projected VMT on the 
major roadway system. As shown in Table 15, the average daily demand for each land use should be 
multiplied by a local adjustment factor of 0.57. 

Source: Actual dally VMT from Table 3; projected dally VMT Table 13. 

·The result of f;:Ombining trip generation rates, primary tdp factors, average trip lengths and a local 
-- - wjustment f.tctor is a travel demand schedule that establishes the VMT durlng the avernge~\IN'te~e:H'I":.£.d~aa:vy------~ 

generated by various land use types per unit of development for Lee County. 'Ihe recommended travel 
demand schedule is presented in T'able"16. · 
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Table.16 
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PoTENTIAl. FH St:HEPl.H.ES 

Ush"lg the impact fee formula and the inputs calculated in this report, tl~e maximum potential road 
impact fees per unit of development for various land uses arc shown in 'Table 17, based on County road 
improvements, and in 'Table 18, based on both County and State road improvements. 

Impact fees could be adopted at less than ·100 percent of the level shown in the net cost s~hedule, 
provided that the reduction is applied uniformly across all land use categories in order to retain the 
proportionality of the fees. The impact fee ordinance contains a provision allowing the option .of 
independent fee determination studies for those applicants who can demonstrate that their development 
will have less impact on the need for road facilities than indicated by the fee schedule. 

Single-Family Detached Dwelling ;2.9.41 $160 $4,706 $59 $1,735 $2,971 

Multi-Family Dwelling 20.38 $160 $3,261 $59 $1,202 $2,0.59 
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad 14.73 $160 $2,357 $59 $869 $1,488 
f:lderly/Disabled Housing Dwelling 10.07 $160 $1,611 $59 $594 $1,017 
Adult Cong. Living Facility (ACLF) Dwelling 6.63 $160 $1,061 $59 $391 $670 
Hotel/Motel Room 22.15 $160 $3,544 $59 $1,307 $2,237 
RETAIL/CoMMERCIAL 

Shopping Center/General Retail 1000 sq. ft. 50,13 $160 $8,021 $59 $2,958 $5,063 
Bank 1000 sq. ft. 79.59 $160 $12,734 $59 $4,696 $8,038 
Car Wi!sh, Self Service Stall 16.66 $160 $2,666 $59 $983 $1,683 
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1000 sq. ft. 111.39 $160 $17,822 $59 $6,572 $11,250 
Golf Course (open to public) Acre 0.54 $160 $1,366 $59 $504 $852 
Movie Theater 1000 sq. ft. 73.53 $160 $11,765 $59 $4,338 $7,427 
Restilurant, Sit-Down 1000 SQ. ft. 64.40 $160 $10,304 $59 $3,800 $6,504 
Restauwnt, Fast Food 1000 sq. ft. 126.36 $160 $20,218 $59 $7,455 $12,763 

1000 sq. ft. 23.13 $160 $3,701 $59 $1,365 $2,336 
10onq. ft.· 76.40 $160 $12,224 $59 $4,508 $7,716 
1000 sq. ft. 35.47 $160 $5,675 $59 $2,093 $3,582 
1000 sq. ft. 9.94 $160 $1,590 $59 $586 $1,004 

-----

Source: Dally VMT per unit from 'fable 16; cost per VMT from Table 7; credit per VMT from Table 11. 
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Single-Family Detached Dwelling 29.41 $178 $5,235 $59 $1,735 $3,500 
Multi-Family Dwelling 20.38 $178 $3,628 $59 $1,202 $2,426 
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad 14.73 $178 $2,622 $59 $869 $1,753 
Elderly/Disabled Housing Dwelling 10.07 $178 $1,792 $59 $594 $1,198 
Adult Cong. Living Facility (ACLF) Dwelling 6.63 $178 $1,180 $59 $391 $789 
Hotel/Motel Room 22.15 ·$178 $3,943 $59 $1,307 $2,636 
R~TAil/ COM M I!RCJA l 

Shopping Center/General Retail 1000 sq. ft. 50.13 $178 $8,923 $59 $2,958 $5,965 
Bank 1000 sq. ft. 79.59 $178 $14,167 $59 $4,696 $9,471 
Car Wash, Self Service Stall 16.66 $176 $2,955 $59 $983 $1,982 
convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1000 sq. ft. 111.39 $178 $19,827 $59 $6,572 $13,255 
Golf Course (open to public) Acre 8.54 $178 $1,520 $59 $504 $1,016 
Movie Theater 1000 sq. ft. 73.53 $176 $13,088 $59 $4,338 $6,750 
Restaurant, Sit"Down 1000 sq. ft. 64.40 $178 $11,463 $59 $3,800 $7,663 
Restaurant, Fast Food 1000 sq. ft. 126.36 $178 $2.2,492 $59 $7,455 $15,037 
OFFICE/INSTITUTIONAl 

Office, General 1000 sq. ft. 23.13 $170 $4,117 $59 $1,365 $2,752 
Office, Medical 1000 sq. ft. 76.40 $178 $13,599 $59 $4,508 $9,091 
Hospital 1000 sq. ft. 35.47 $178 $6,314 $59 $2,093 $4,221 
Nursing Home 1000 sq. ft. 9.94 $178 $1,769 $59 $566 $1,183 
Church 1000 sq. ft. 14.62 $178 $2,602 $59 $663 $1,739 
Day Care Center 1000 sq. ft. 40.66 $178 $7,237 $59 $2,399 $4,838 -----.--- ~. 

Elementary/Sec. School (private) 1000 sq. ft. 6.37 ·$178 $1,134 $59 $376 $758 
INDVSl"RII\1. 

Industrial Park 1000 sq. ft. 20.30 $176 $3,613 $59 $1,198 $2,415 
Warehouse iOOO sq. ft. 1<1.46 $176 $2,574 $,.. .... .J;I $1)53 $1,72.1 

- -----~~fv·~~~~----------------------------------------------------------------~-----

------ -----~ -;:----,-
The two alternative sets of maximum fees calculated- in this repo-rt are compared with the cutrent fees 
in 'Table 19. If the fees are based solely on the average cost of adding capacity with County road 
improvement projects, the updated maximum fees will be, on average, by about 22 percent higher than 
existing fees. Alternatively, if the fees are based on the average cost of County and FDO'T road 
improvement projects, the updated maximum fees will be 44 percent higher, on average, than existing 
fees. 

For administrative simplicity, the variable fees by size categories for a shopping center and genera) office 
building have been consolidated. For com)?arison purposes, the proposed shopping center fee is 
compared wlth'the fee currently assessed on a sho)?ping center th11t is between 100,000-249,999 square 
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feet and the proposed general office fee is compared with the fee currently assessed on general office 
building that is over 100,000 square feet. 

The revised fees f~r a self-servke car wash are consid~rably lower than the fee that is currently being 
assessed. In October of 2000, an independent impact fee study was conducted for self-serve car wash 
facilities in Lee County, :md the results showed that national average daily trip generation rates per car 
wash bay were in general unrepresentative of Lee County. The results of the study were incorporated 
into this update. · 

Table 19 

Single-Family Detached 

Multi-Family Dwelling $1,687 $2,059 $2,426 
Mobile Home/RV Park Pad $1,221 $1,488 $1;753 22% 
Elderly/Disabled Housing .Dwelllng n/a $1,017 $1,198 n/a 
Adult Con g. LIVIng Facility (ACLF) Dwelling $550 $670 $769 22% 43% 

Hotel/Motel Room $1,834 $2,237 $2,636 22% 44% 
RETAil-/ COMMERCIAl 

Shopping Center 1000 sq. ft. $3,669 $5,063 $5,965 31% 54% 

Bank 1000 sq. ft. $6,063 $6,038 $9,471 33% 56% 

Car Wash, Self Service Stall $7,749 $1,683 $1,982 -78% -74% 

Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 1000 sq. ft. $6,715 $11,250 $13,255 ;f9% 52% 

Golf Course (open to pub~lc) Acre $711 $862. $1,016 21% 4\3% 
Movie Theater 1000 sq. ft. $5,600 $7,427 $8,750 33% 56% 

Restaurant, Sit-Down 1000 sq. ft. $4,905 $6,504 $7,663 33% 56% 

Restaurant, Fast Food 1000 sq. ft. $9,886 $12,763 $15,037 29% 52% .. 

OFFlCE/ll'fSTITUnONAl 

Office, General 1000 sq. ft. $1,918 $2,336 $2,752. 22% 43% 

Office, Medrcal $6,334 $7,716 $9,09i 22% 44% 
941. $3,582 $4,221 22% 44% 

1000 sq. ft. $824 $1,001 $1,183 
1000..sq. ft, $1,402 $1,476 $1,739 5% 24% 

1000 sq. ft. $3,900 $4,107 $4,838 5% 24% 
1000 sq. ft. $611 $643 $758 5,% 24% 

1000 sq. ft. $1,681 $2,050 $2,415 
-----

SotJrcc: current fees from l<!e County land Development Code Sec. 2·266; potential fees from Table 17. 
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APPENDIX 

1-75 Collier County l.lne Bonita Beach Rd 69,848 1.0 1.12 78,230 
l-75 Bonita Beach Rd Corkscrew Rd 63,071 7.4 1.12 522,732 
J-75 Corkscrew Rd Allco Rd 65,156 4.3 1.12 313,791 
I-75 Allco Rd Daniels Pkwy 68,805 3.8 1.12 292,8~4 
I-75 Danlels Pkwy Colonial Blvd 62~550 4.5 1.12 315,252 
I-75 Colonial Blvd MU< 63,071 1.6 1.12 113,023 
1-75 MU< Luckett Rd 62,029 1.5 1.12 104,209 
I-75 Luckett Rd SR 80 60,465 1.9 1.12 128,670 
1-75 SR80 SR 78 49,519 2.4 1.12 133,107 

Subtotal, Interstate 34.1 2,216,144 

Bus 41 NB SR 82 (MLK Jr) SR 80 EB (2nd St) 15,638 0.4 1.12 7,006 
Bus 41 NB SR 80 EB (2nd St) SR 80 WB (1st St) 10,946 o·.2 1.12 1,839 
Bus 41 NB SR 80 WB (1st St) N. End of Bridge 16,159 1.3 1.12 23,528 
Bus 41 58 N. End of Bridge SR 80 WB (1st St) 16,159 1.2 1.12 21,718 
Bus 41 SB SR 80 WB (1st St) SR 80 EB (2nd St) 16,:159 0.2 1.12 2,715 
Bus 41 56 SR 80 EB (2nd St) SR 82 (MI..K Jr) 16,680 0.3 1.12 5,604 
Bus 41 N. End of Bridge Pondella Rd 32,318 0.5 1.12 18,098 
Bus 41 Pondella Rd SR 78 26,063 1.1 1.12 32,110 
Bus 41 SR 78 littleton 17,410 1.0 1.12 19,499 
Bus 41 Littleton Laurel Dr 8,861 0.5 1.12 4,962 
BUs 41 Laurel Dr US41 8,861 1.1 1.12 10,917 

. Colonial Blvd us 41 Fowler st 43,264 0.5 1.07 23,146 
Coldnlal Blvd Fowler St Metro Pkwy 521 225 0.8 1.07 44,ClS 

Winkler Ave 39,513 2.1 1.2.5 103,722. 
Six Mile Pkwy 
1-75 . 

McGregor Blvd Winkler Rd Brentwood 23,978 0.8 1.10 21,101 
McGregor Blvd Brentwood Colonial Blvd 22,310 o.a 1.10 19,633 
Metro Pkwy Six Mile Pkwy Daniels Pkwy 10,634 1.3 1.11 15,345 
Metro Pkwy Daniels Pkwy Crystal Dr 25,541 1.3 1.11 36,856 
Metro Pkwy Crystal Dr Danley Dr 31,275 1.1 1.11 38,187 
Metro Pkwy Danley Dr Colonial Blvd 37,530 1.2 1.11 49,990 
Metro Pkwy Colonial Blvd Winkler Ave 21,371 o.s 1.11 11,861 
Metro Pkwy Winkler Ave WarehCJuse Rd 22,414 0.5 1.11 12,440 
Metro Pkwy Warehouse Rd Hanson st 18,661 0.8 1.11 16,571 
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MLK (SR 82) Ford St Highland Ave 30,754 0.4 1.10 13,532 
MLK (SR 82) Highland Ave Michigan Link 27,105 1.1 1.10 32,797 

MLK (SR.82) Michigan Link Ortiz Ave 21,893 0.8 1.10 19,266 
MLK (SR 82) Ortiz Ave 1·75 19,286 0.6 1.10 12,729 

MLK (SR 82) 1·75 Buckingham Rd 15,638 1.5 1.10 25,803 

MLK (SR 82) Buckingham Rd . Colonial Blvd 12,406 1.0 1.10 13,647 

MLK (SR 82) Colonial Blvd Gateway Blvd 10,217 0.8 1.08 8,827 

MLK (SR S2) Gateway l31vd Gunnery Rd!O, 2:1.7 3.5 1.08 38/620 

MLK (SR 82) Gunnery Rd Alabama Rd 10,946 3.5 1.08 41.,376 

MLK (SR 82) Alabama Rd Bell Blvd 6,151 4.2 1.08 27,901 

MLK {SR 82) Bell Blvd County Line 7,089 2.7 1.08 20,672 
San Carlos Blvd Estero Blvd Main st 25,541 0.6 1.08 16,551 
San Carlos Blvd Main st Summerlin Rd 25,541 2.5 1.16 74/069 
San carlos Blvd Summerlin Rd Kelly Rd 16,472 1.1 1.17 21,199 
San Carlos Blvd -~ Kelly Rd McGregor Blvd 16,472 .. 0.6 1.17 11,563 

Six Mile Pkwy US41 ·Metro Pkwy 33,360 1.2 1.25 50,040 

SR 31 SR 80 SR 78 8,132 1.4 1.09 12,409 

SR31 SR 78 N. River Rd 7,402 1.3 U3 10,874 

SR 31 N. River Rd County Line 3,998 2.0 1.13 9,035 

SR 78 Burnt Store Rd Chfqufta Blvd 16,055 2.0 1.24 39,816 

SR78 ChiqUita Blvd Santa Barbara Blvd 20,850 2.3 1.24 59,464 

SR 78 Santa Barbara Blvd Del Prado Blvd 24,499 2.3 1.24 69/871 

SR 78 Del Prado Blvd Barrett Rd 20,746 2.1 1.10 47,923 

SR78 Barrett Rd us 41 20,746 0.5 1.10 11;410 

SR 78 us 4:1. Wai-Mart Entrance 23,978 0.4 1.06 10/167 

SR 78 Wal~Ma,rt Entrance Piney Rd 23,978 0.4 1.06 10,167 

SR 78 Piney Rd Bus41 27,626 0.4 1.06 11,713 

SR 78 Bus 41 Hart Rd 33,360 1.1 ~.13 41,466 

SR 78 Hart Rd Brewers Rd 27,626 0.4 1.13 12,487 

Srt 78 Brewers Rd Slater Rd 27,626 0.8 1.13 24,974 

SR 78 Slater Rd 1·75 20,954 2.9 1.13 68/666 
10,112 0.6 1.13 6,856 

-

Nalle 11.d Sk 31 10,112 2.7 1.13 
SR82 (MLKJr). - Bus 41 SB 10,217 1.1 1.09 
Bus 41 SB Seaboard St 15,638 0.5 1.09 

1.09 
aus 4l SB us 11 (Fouotaln Int) 6,881 0.5 1.09 
Seaboard St Prospect Ave 31,275 2.0 1.09 

Prospect Ave Ortiz Ave 

SRBO Ortiz Ave 1-75 28/669 1.2 1.09 37,499 

SR80 1-75 SR31 28,148 2.7 1.09 82,840 

SR 80 SR 31 Buckingham Rd 27,105 2.5 1.09 73,861 

SR80 Buckingham Rd Hickey Creel< Rd 15,742 2.5 1.09 42,897 

SR 80 Hickey Creek Rd Mitchell Ave 13,240 0.9 1,09 12,988 

SR 80 Mitchell Ave J9el Blvd 13,240 4.0 1.09 57,726 

SR BO .Joel Blvd County Llne10, 946 2.2 1.09 26,249 

us 41 Collier County line Bonita Beach Rd 33,881 1.0 1.13 38,286 

us 41 Bonita Beach Rd Terry st 47,434 1.1 1.13 58,960 
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us 41 Old 41 Corkscrew Rd 43,2G4 3.5 1.20 181,709 
us 41 Corkscrew Rd Broadway 33,360 0.7 1.20 28,022 
us 41 Broadway Sanibel Blvd 40,136 "1.9 1.20 91,5:1.0 
us 41 Sanibel Blvd Allco Rd 40;658 2.2 1.20 107,337 
us 41 Allco Rd Island Park nd 56,295 1.0 1.20 67,554 
us 41 Island ·Park Rd Jamaica Bay w. 53,689 1.6 1.20 103,083 
us 41 Jamaica Bay W. Six Mile Pkwy 66,720 0.5 1,20 40,032 
us 41 Six Mile Pkwy Andrea In 40,656 0.5 1.07 21,752 
us 41 Andrea Ln Daniels Pkwy 40,658 0.8 1.07 34,803 
us 41 Daniels Pkwy College Pkwy 54,731 0.7 1.07 40,994 
us 41 College Pkwy south Rd 59,944 1.4 1.07 89,796 
us 41 South Rd Boy Scout Rd 56,295 0.4 1.07 24,094 
us 41 Boy Scout Rd North Airport Rd 42,743 0.8 1.07 36,588 
us 41 North Airport Rd Colonial Blvd 50,040 0.2 1.07 10,709 
us 41 Fountain Interchange N. Key Dr 47,642 0.9 LlO 47,1.66 
us 41 N. Key Dr _Hancock B. Pkwy 47,434 0.7 1.10 36,524 
us 41 ~l;mcock B. Pkwy Pondella Rd 29,190 0.3 1.10 9,633 
us 41 Pondella Rd SR 78 26,584 1.3 1.10 38,015 

us 41 SR 78 Littleton Rd 25,020 1.0 1.10 27,522 
us 41 Littleton Rd Bus 41 17,618. 1.2 1.10 23,256 
us 41 Bus 41 Del Prado Blvd 19,078 0.8 1.10 16,789 

50 3.4 1.10 
Subtotal, State Arterials 128.4 3,496,491 

Alabama Rd SR 82 Milwaukee Blvd 3,336 1.9 1.08 6,845 
Alabama Rd Milwaukee Blvd Homestead Rd 5,838 1.7 1.05 10,421 

Alexander Bell SR 82 Milwaukee Blvd 1,147 2.3 1.08 2,849 

Alexander Bell Milwaukee Blvd Leeland Heights 3,336 3.4 1.05 11,910 
Allco Rd us 41 Lee Rd 18,557 2.1 1.09• 42,477 
Allco Rd · Le~ Rrl Thtee Oaks Pkwy 16,680 0.8 1.09 14,545 

Allco Rd Thrae Oaks Pkwy l-75 17,931 0.5 1.09 9,772 

Bonita BeachRd-- Imperlarst--·-· 1-/5 
Bonita Beach Rd I-75 Bonita Grand Dr 10,3:2.1 0.7 1.22 8,814 

Boyscout Rd · Summerlin Rd Clayton Ct 24,186 0.4 1.11 10,739 

Boyscout Rd Clayton Ct us 41 24,186 0.3 1.11 8,0!J4 ~ 

-

Buckingham Rd SR 82 Orange River Blvd 2,919 1.8 1.08 24,590 

Buckingham Rd Orange River Blvd SR 80 6,464 2.6 1.08 18,151 

Burnt Store Rd SR 7!! Diplomat Pkwy 4,483 2.8 1.22 15,314 

Burnt Store Rd Diplomat Pkwy" County Line 3,545 6.3 1.22 27,247 

Cape Coral Bridge Del Prado Blvd W. End of Bridge 41,387 0.4 1.10 18,210 

Capa Coral Bridge W. End of Bridge McGregor Blvd 41,387 1.3 1.10 59,183 
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College Pkwy Winkler Rd Whiskey Creek Dr 40,241 0.8 1.11 35,734 
College Pkwy Whiskey Creek Dr Summerlin Rd 41,804 0.8 1.11 37,122 
College Pkwy Summerlln Rd us 41 33,047 0.9 1.11 33,014 
Colonial Blvd McGregor Blvd Summerlin Rd 50,978 0.4 1.07 21,819 
Colonial Blvd Surnmerlln Rd US41· 50,561 0.7 1.07 37,870 
colonial Blvd 1-75 SR 82 22,622 2.4 1.10 59,722 
Corkscrew Rd US41 Three oaks Pkwy 17,618 1.3 1.20 27,484 
Corkscrew Rd* Three Oaks Pkwy I-75 19,391 0.8 l.20 18,615 
Corkscrew Rd I-75 Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 8,027. 0.5 1.20 4,816 
Corkscrew Rd Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy Wildcat Run Dr 2,502 . 1.7 1.20 5,104 
Corkscrew Rd Wildcat Run Dr Allco Rd 2,502 2.6 1.20 7,806 
Corkscrew Rd Allco Rd County Line 2,507. 10.4 1,20 31,225 
Cypress Lake Dr McGregor Blvd South Point Blvd 15,221 Q.4 . 1.17 7,123 
Cypress Lake Dr South Point Blvd Winkler Rd 19,286 0.6 1.17 13,539 
Cypress Lake Dr Winkler Rd Summerlin Rd 26,584 • 0.7 1.17 21,772 
Cypress Lake Dr Summerlln Rd us 41 34,820 0.9 1.17 36,665 
Daniels Pkwy us 41 Big Pine Way 37,009 0.5 1.17 21,650 
Daniels Pkwy Bfg Pine Way Metro Pkwy 37,009 0.6 1.17 25,980 
Daniels Pkwy Metro Pl<wy Six Mile Pkwy 37,009 0.8 1.25 37,009 
Daniels Pkwy Six Mile Pkwy Palamlno Dr 47,434 2.2 1.25 130,444 
Daniels Pkwy PalamlnoDr I-75 45,140 0.6 1.25 33,855 
Daniels Pkwy 1-75 Treeline Ave 36,696 0.5 1.26 23,118 
Daniels Pkwy Treeline Ave Cha.mberlln Pkwy 36,696 0.8 1.26 36,990 
Daniels Pkwy Chamberlin Pkwy Gateway Blvd 18,765 1.7 1.10 35,091 
Daniels Rd West Link Dr SR-82 18,000 3.2 1.10 63,360 
Del Prado Blvd . Cape Coral Pkwy SE 46th St 27,835. 0.3 1.08 9,0!.9." -· 
Del Prado Blvd s~ 46th st Coronado Pkwy 28,982 0.6 1.06 18,780 
Del Prado Blvd Coronado Pkwy Cornwallis Pkwy 42,013 1.3 1.08 58,986 
Del Prado Blvd Cornwallis Pkwy Coral Point Dr 50,040 1.8 1.09 98,178 
Del Prado Blvd Coral Point Dr Hancock B. Pkwy 34,924 2.0 1.09 76,134 

Del Prado Blvd Hancock B. Pkwy NE 6th St 21,267 0.7 1.09 16,21.7 

Hickory Ellvd Avenlda Pescador 
Avenlda Pescador - Mid Island Dr 
Mid Island Dr 
us 41 

Fowler St 
Fowler sr------ ---wrnkler Av-e--~- -ffalTSOTISi:--~ --

Fowler St Hanson St SR82 25,333 1.3 1.10 36,226 

Gladiolus Dr McGregor Blvd Pine Ridge Rd 10,321 '0,5 1.15 5,935 

Gladiolus Dr Pine Ridge Rd Bass Rd 18,244 1.6 1.15 33,569 

Gladiolus Dr Bass.Rd Winkler Rd 19,391 . 0.8 1.15 17,840 
Gladiolus Dr Winkler Rd Summerlin Rd 19,391 0.5 1.16 11,247 

Gladiolus Dr Summerlin Rd us 41 41,596 1.5 1.20 74,873 

Gunnery Rd SR 82 Lee Blvd 6,255 2.5 1.06 1~,869 

Gunnery Rd Lee Blvd Buckingham lld 8,027 1.5 1.07 12,883 
Hancock B Pkwy Del Prado Blvd NE 24th Ave 20,537 1.1 1.10 24,850 
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Hancock B Pkwy Orange Grove Blvd Moody Rd 23,978 1.2 1.10 31,651 
Hancock B Pkwy · Moody'Rd us 41 24,082 0.9 1.10 23,841 
1-llckory Blvd Bonita Beach Rd Mclaughlln Blvd 12,510 1.1 1.08 14,862 
Hickory Blvd Mclaughlin Blvd Melody Lane 10,634 0.7 1.08 13,039 
Hickory Blvd Melody lane Estero Blvd 7,715 6.7 1.08 55,826 
Homestead Rd SR 82 Leeland Heights 6,464 5.6 1.05 38,008 
~iomestead Rd Leeland Heights lee Blvd 22,935 1.1 1.05 26,490 
Joel Blvd Bell Blvd Country Club(n) 13,031 0.9 1.08 12,666 
Joel Blvd Country Club(n) 18th St 5,317 3.9 1.08 22,395 
Joel Blvd 18th St SR 80 5,317 3.1 1.08 17,801 
Koreshan Blvd us 41 Three Oaks Pkwy 2,189 1.8 1.20 4,728 
lee Blvd SR 82 Gunnery Rd22, 518 3.6 1.07 86,739 
Lee Blvd Gunnery Rd Homestead Rd 24,707 3.9 1.07 103,102 
lee Blvd Homestead Rd Leeland Heights 9,591 1.6 1.07 16,420 
Leeland Heights - Homestead Rd Lee Blvd 14,387 0.4 1.07 6,158 
Leeland Heights Lee Blvd Joell31vd 14,387 1.6 1.07 24,631 
Littleton Rd Corbett Rd us 41 6,255 1.5 1.06 9,945 

'· Littleton Rd us 41 Bus 41' 5,734 0.7 1.12 4,495 
Luckett Rd Ortiz Ave 1-75 10,634 0.8 1.10 9,358 
McGregor Blvd Sanibel T Plaza Harbor Dr 20,120 0.2 1.29 5,191 
McGregor Blvd Harbor Dr Summerlln Rd 23,039 2.2 1.29 65,385 
McGregor Blvd Summerlin Rd Kelly Rd 11,155 1.7 1.04 19,722 
McGregor Blvd Kelly Rd Thornton Rd 17,097 0.3 1.04 5,334 
McGregor Blvd Thornton Rd San Carlos Blvd 17,097 0.7 1.04 12,447 
N River Rd SR 31 Franklin Lock Rd 2,398 4.5 1.09 11,762 
N River Rd Franklin Lock Rd Broadway Rd 1,355 5.7 1.09 8,419 

N River Rd Broadway Rd County Une 1,981 3.6 1.09 7,773 
Old 41 County Line Bonita Beach Rd 10,634 1.2 1.05 13,399 
Old 41 Bonita Beach Rd Terry St 17,410 1.0 1.05 18,281 
Old 41 Terry St Rosemary Rd 17,618 0,3 1.05 5,550 

Old 41 Ros~mary Rd us 41 12,614 2.7 1.05 35,761 
1 

Staley Rd Buckingham Rd 
Colonial Blvd - SR.82 1.7 

SR 82 Ballard St 1.1 
Ballard St Tice St 1.3 

s 0.3 

Pondella Rd Westwood Rd Orange Grove Blvd 17,097 0.6 1.06 10,874 
Pondella Rd Orange Grove Blvd US41 17,097 1.6 1.06 28,997 
Pondella Rd us 41 .Bus 41 17,410 0.6 1.06 11,073 

Sanibel causeway Sanibel Shoreline Toll Plaza 20,120 2.9 ;1..25 72,935 
Six Mile cypress Metro Pkwy Daniels Pkwy 20,537 1.8 1.25 46,208 
Six Mile Cypress Daniels Pkwy Winkler Ext. 13,553 3.7 1.10 55,16f 

SIX Mile Cypress Winkler Ext. Challenger Blvd 10,842 0.8 1.10 9,541 

Six Mile Cypress Challenger Blvd Colonial Blvd 10,842 0.5 1.10 5,963 
SIX Mile Cypress SR 78 Nalle Grade Rd 5,838 4.0 1.13 26,388 

1 
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Stringfellow Rd Pine Island Rd Pineland Rd 8,132 3.3 1.31 35,155 

Stringfellow Rd Pineland Rd Main St 3,545 3.7 1.31 17,183 

Stringfellow Rd McGregor Blvd San Carlos Blvd 21,163 2.2 1.29 60,061 

Summerlin Rd San Carlos Blvd Pine Ridge Rd 21,059 0.5 1.26 13,267 

Summerlin Rd Pine Ridge Rd Bass Rd 32,318 1.7 1.26 69,225 

Summerlin Rd Bass Rd Gladiolus Dr 35,862 1.8 1.26 81,335 

Summerlin Rd Gladiolus Dr cypress Lake Dr 21,997 1.8 1.26 49,889 

Sumnierlln Rd cypress Lake Dr College Pkwy 28,043 0.7 1.11 21,789 

Summerlin Rd College Pkwy Boy Scout 31,953 1.9 1.11 67,389 

Summerlin Rd Boy Scout- Colonial Blvd 22,257 1.1 1.11 27,176 

Summerlin Rd SRB2 Lee Blvd 1,355 3.6 1.07 5,219 

sunshine Blvd Lee Blvd W 12th St 3,545 3.2 1.07 12,138 

Sunshine 13lvd Corkscrew Rd San Carlos Blvd 7,506 3,1 1.20 27,922 

Three Oaks Pkwy San Carlos Blvd Allco Rd 5,942 1.7 1.09 11,011 

Three Oaks Pkwy County ·une Bonita Beach Rd 8,861 1.0 1.13 10,013 

Vanderbilt Dr Santa Barbara Blvd Country Club Blvd 35,237 1.1 1.07 41,474 

Veterans Mem. Pkwy Country Club Blvd Midpoint Bridge Toll 40,345 1.5 1.07 64,754 

Veterans Mem. Pkwy Midpoint Bridge Toll P McGregor Blvd 39,302 2.9 1.07 121,954 

Veterans Mem. Pkwy US41 Old 41 1:1.,572 1.8 1.22 25,412 

W Terry St Summerlin Rd Gladiolus Dr 3,545 0.5 1.26 2,233 

Winkler Rd Gladiolus Dr Brandywine Clr 11,051 0.8 1.26 11,139 

Winkler Rd Brandywine Ctr cypress Lake Dr 12,823 0.9 1.26 14,541 

Winkler Rd Cypress lake Dr College Pkwy 13,657 0.7 1.11 10,611 

Winkler Rd College Pkwy Sunset VIsta 7,089 0.5 1.11 3,934 

Sun Blvd 7 

Subtotal, Lee County Arterials 256.3. 4,089,198 

Allco Rd I-75 Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 6,776 0.5 1.09 3/693 

Allco Rd Be~ Hill Griffin Pkwy Corkscrew Rd 1,043 7.2 1.09 8/185 

A & W Bulb Rd Gladiolus Dr McGregor Blvd 3,440 1.3 1.17 5,232 

Bass Rd Summerlin Rd Gladiolus Dr 5,942 1.3 1.26 9,733 

Triple Crown Ct 4/796 1.09 
N. River Rd 4,691 o.s 1.08 

South Seas 6,568 3.3 1.25 

Metro Pkwy 

Fiddlesticks Blvd Guardhouse Daniels Pkwy 6,255 1.6 1.25 12,510 

Hart Rd Sr78 Tucker lane 7,819 2.6 1.13 22,972 

lana Rd Davis Rd McGregor Blvd 6,464 2.6 1.11 18,655 

Island Park Rd Park Rd us 41 8,444 1.6 1.07 14,456 

Kelly Rd McGregor Blvd San Carlos Blvd 3,545 1.2 1.04 4,424 

Kelly Rd San Carlos Blvd Pine Ridge Rd 2,169 1.2 1.04 2,732 

Laurel Dr Bus 41 Breeze Dr 6,881 1.9 1.12 14,643 

Lee Rd san Carlos Blvd Allco Rd 7,506 1.5 1.09 12/272 

Milwaukee Blvd Homestead Rd Columbus Blvd 209 3.6 1.05 790 
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Nalle Rd Sr78 Nalle Grade Rd 2,815 2.7 3..13 8,589 
N Airport Rd us 41 Fowler st 900 0,5 1.07 482 
Orange Grove Blvd Club Entr. 4Lane End 9,070 1.0 1.06 9,614 
Orange Grove Olvd 4lanc End Hancock B. Pkwy 9,070 0.9 1.06 . 8,653 
orange Grove Blvd Hancock a. Pkwy Pondella Rd 9,800 1.0 . 1.06 10,3.88 
Park Meadows Dr Summerlin Rd us 41 4,900 0,8 1.07 4,194 
Pine Ridge Rd San Carlos Blvd Summerlin Rd 11,363 1.0 1.11 12,613 
Pine Ridge Rd Summerlin Rd Gladiolus Dr 6,047 1.7 1.11 11,411 
Pine Ridge Rd Gladiolus Dr McGregor BlVd 5,004 0.4 1.11 2,222 
Plantation Rd Daniels Pkwy Idlewild st 6,464 2.5 1.25 20,200 
Richmond Ave Leeland Heights E 9th st 1,043 2.1 1.05 2,300 
Richmond Ave E 9th St E 12th st 1,043 0.8 1.05 876 
Richmond Ave E 12th St Greenbriar Blvd 626 2.6 1.05 1,709 
south Pointe Blvd cypress lake Dr College Pkwy 10,008 0.8 1.11 6,667 
Staley Rd Luckett Rd Orange River Blvd 2,398 1.6 1.09 4,182 
East Terry St Bonita Grand Rd Old US 41 900 2.5 1.22 2,745 
East Terry St Old US 41 Morton Ave 9,174 1.8 1.22 20,145 
Tlce St 55 80 Ortiz Ave 4,274 0.6 1.09 2,795 
Tlce Sl Ortiz Ave Staley Rd 2,606 2.3 1.09 6,533 
Whiskey creek Dr College Pkwy Sautem Dr 6,776 0.9 1.11 6,769 
Whiskey Creek Dr Sautern Dr McGregor Blvd 3,232 0.9 1.11 3,229 

Subtotal, Lee County Collectors 73.4 352,887 

McGregor Blvd Colonial Hill 19,286 0.9 1.10 19,093 
McGregor Blvd Hill 1st 15,429 . 1.9 1.10 32,247 
McGregor Blvd 1st us 41 15,429 0.6 1.10 10,183 
Palm Beach Blvd Bus 41 Prospect 26,063 3.0 1.10 86,008 
MLK Blvd (SR 82) us 41 Cranford 10,634 0.9 1.10 10,528 
Edl5nn Ave us 41 Highland 11,989 1.9 1.10 25,057 

Hanson us 41 Fowler 8,340 0.6 1.10 5,504 

Hanson Evans Metro 

Central Winkler H811son 

Central Hanson Edison 

Broadway Edison MLK 
EV3R&------ CnJonLal 

Evans Winkler ~Janson 
Eva~----~----rnm~---

Winkler us 41 f'owler 12,197 0,6 1.10 8,050 

Winkler Fowler !:vans 20,329 0.1 1.10 2.,236 

Winkler Evans Metro 20,329 0.5 1.10 11,181 

Winkler Metro Challenger 15,533 1.3 1.10 22,212 

Winkler Challenger Colonial 15,533 0.8 1.10 13,669 

Winkler Ext Colonial Challenger 2,398 0,3 1.1.0 791 

Winkler Mile 

subtotal, Fort Myers Arterials and Collectors 
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Andalusa Blvd Troplcana Diplomat 4,379 1.2 1.06 5,570 
Andalusa Blvd Diplomat Kismet 900 0.9 1.22 988 
Beach Pkwy Chiquita Surfside 3,753 1.9 1.07 7,630 
Cape Coral Pl<wy Del Prado Leonard 31,379 0.5 1.08 16,945 
Cape Coral Pkwy Coronado Leonard 33,986 0.3 1.08 11,011 
Cape Coral Pkwy Palm Tree Coronado 35,445 0.5 1.07 18,963 
Cape Coral Pkwy Santa Barbaro Palm Tree 40,032 0.5 1.07 21,417 
Cape Coral Pkwy Pelican · Santa Barbara 32,839 0.5 1.07 17,569 
Cape Coral Pkwy Skyline Pelican 24,916 0.5 1.07 13,330 
Cape Coral Pkwy Chiquita Skyline 18,348 1.0 1.07 19,632 
Cape Coral Pkwy sw 25th Chiquita 8,236 1.1 1.07 9,694 
Celtus Pkwy Burnt Store ElDorado 900 1.0 1.22, 1,098 
Chiquita Blvd ElDorado Cape Coral 6,359· 1.0 1.07 6,804 
Chiquita Blvd cape Coral Beach- 14,491 0.8 1.07 12,404 -
Chiquita Blvd -~ Beach Savona 15,429 0,8 1.07 13,207 
Chiquita Blvd Savona Gleason 17,931 0.6 1.07 11,512 
Chiquita Blvd Gleason Miracle 16,055 1.0 1.06 17,018 
Chiquita Blvd Miracle Trafalgar 12,510 1.0 1.06 13,261 
Chiquita Blvd Trafalgar SR78 15,116 1.0 1.06 16,023 
Chiquita Blvd SR 78 Troplcana 5,421 1.9 1.06 10,918 
Chiquita Blvd Troplcana Diplomat 900 1.1 1.22 1,208 
Chiquita Blvd Diplomat Kismet 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Chlqulta.'Bivd Kismet Wilmington 900 0.4 1.22 439 
Coronado Pkwy ElDorado Cape Coral 11,885 0.7 1.06 8,819 
Coronado Pkwy Cape Coral SE 47th 11,676 0.1 1.08 1,261 
Coronado Pkwy SE 47th VIncennes 10,842 0.7 1.08 8,197 -

Coronado Pkwy VIncennes Del Prado 13,865 0.6 1.08 8,985 
Country Club Palm Tree SE 9th 8,027 1.0 1.06 8,669 
country Club SE 9th Wildwood 8,027 0.8 1.08 6,935 
Country Club Wildwood Archer 12,406 1.1 1.08 14,736 
Country Club Archer Veterans 18,244 0.3 !_.06 5,802 
C"1luntcy _c'Juh _ _ _ _ y_et_erilmi ______ ~_ 

Country Club Nicholas SE lOth 

country Club SE lOth Vl.scaya 

Cultural Park SR 78 Hancock 

Cultural Park Hancock SE 5th 

Diplomat 13,240 1.0 1.06 14,034 

us 41 8,757 3.5 1.06 32,488 
Burnt Store. ElDorado 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
ElDorado Chiquita 900 1.1 1.22 1,208 --·-

Diplomat Pkwy Chiquita Nelson 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 

Diplomat Pkwy Nelson Del Prado 3,649 3.0 1.06 11,604 
El Dorado Blvd Celtus Tropicana 900 1.7 1.22 1,867 
El Dor!ldo Blvd Troplcana Diplomat 900 0.8 1.22 678 

El Dorado Blvd Diplomat Kismet 900 1.3 1.22 1,427 
El Dorado Blvd Kismet Jacarando 900 1.1 1.22 1,208 

lh 
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El Dorado Pkwy Chiquita Skyline 5,000 1.0 1.:1.0 5,500 
El Dorado Pkwy Skyline Pelican 5,000 o.s 1.10 2,750 
El Dorado Pkwy Bayside Coronado 5,000 1.1 1.10 6,050 
El Dorado Pkwy Coronado Pel Prado 5,000 0.7 1.10 3,850 
Gleason Pkwy Pelican Skyline 5,317 0.6 1.06 3,382 
Gleason Pkwy Santa Barbara Pelican 7,923 0.5 1.06 4,199 
Gleason Pkwy Skyline Chiquita 3,440 1.0 1.06 3,646 
Hancock Bridge Pkwy Del Prado Cultural 11,780 1.1 1.08 13,995 
Hancock Bridge Pkwy. Cultural Santa Barbara 11,885 1.0 1.08 12,836 
Kismet Pkwy ElDorado Chiquita 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Kismet Pkwy Chiquita Nelson 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Kismet Pkwy Nelson Juanita · 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Kismet Pkwy Juanita ·Andalusia 900 1.1 1.22 1,208 
Kismet Pkwy Andalusia Del Prado 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Kismet Pkwy Del Prado · NE 24th 3,128 . 1.0 1.06 3,316 
Mlrilcle Pkwy surfside Chiquita 3,962 1.0 1.06 4,200 
Mohawk Pkwy Pelican Skyline 2,189 0.5 1.07 1,171 
Mohawk Pkwy Skyline Chiquita 3,952 1.0 1.10 4,358 

Nelson Rd Embers Troplcana 900 0.9 1.22 988 
Nelson Rd Troplcana Diplomat 900 1.0 1,22 1,098 
Nelson Rd Diplomat Kismet 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Nelson Rd Kismet Wilmington 900 0.9 .1.22 988 
Nicholas Pkwy Santa Barbara SR 78 4,379 1.4 1.07 6,560 
Nicholas Pkwy Country Club Santa Barbara 10,112 1.2 1.07 12,984 
Palm Tree Blvd Cape Coral SE 47th 9,383 0.1 1.08 1,013 
Palm Tree Blvd Country Club Wildwood 6,151 1.3 1,08 8,636 
Pa.lm Tree Blvd SE41th Countr( Club 8,444 0.2 1.08 1,Eii4 
Pelican Blvd Cape Coral Mohawk 7,715 1.1 1.10 9,335 
Pelican Blvd Mohawk Gleason 6,568 1.0 1.10 7,125 
Pellc<~n Blvd Cape Coral ElDorado 8,236 0.9 1.10 8,154 
Rose Garden Rd sw 58"' ElDorado 900 1.5 1,485 

19,495 0.5 1.07 10,430 
Veterans 22,935 0.5 1.07 12,270 
SW 22 Ter 29,399 0.2 1.07 6,291 
Tr<~falgar 24,395 0.9 
Nicholas 
Hancock 

-+lnf'leacl~-------sR'lS------

Savona Pkwy Aqua linda Chiquita 2,919 0.7 1.10 2,248 

SE 24 Ave Vfsceya Hancock 7,089 1.1 1,10 8,578 

SE 47 Ter Del Prado SE 17th 4,274 0.2 i.1o 940 ------ --·--

SE 47 Ter Palm Tree Coronado 12,197 0.7 1.10 9,392 

SE 47 Ter Coronado VIncennes 11,468 0.2 1.10 2,523 
SE 47 Ter VIncennes Del Prado 7,610 0.4 1.10 3,348 

Skyline Blvd Trafalgar SR78 5,108 1.4 1.07 7,652 

Skyline Blvd Cape Coral Mohawk 9,800 1.1 1.10 11,858 
Skyline Blvd ElDorado C<~pe Coral 7,610 0.9 1.10 7,534 

l.EE (OUNTY\Road Impact Fee Update July 28, 2003 Draft, Page 34 



Skyline Blvd Gleason Miracle 11,051 1.0. 1.07 11,825 
Skyline Blvd Miracle Trafalgar 8,027 1.1 1.07 9,448 
Trafalgar Pkwy Santa Barbara Skyline 8,132 1.1 1.07 9,57i 
Trafalgar Pkwy .Skyline Chiquita 5,421 1.0 1.07 5,800 
Trafalgar Pkwy Chiquita surfside 2,919 1.0 1.07 3,123 
Troplcana Pkwy Burnt" Store ElDorado 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 

Troplcana Pl<wy ElDorado Chiquita 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Troplcana Pkwy Chiquita Nelson . 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Troplcana Pkwy Nelson Juanita 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Troplcana Pkwy Juanita Andalusia 900 1.1 1.22 1,208 

VIncennes Blvd Cape Coral SE 47th 5,942 0.1 1.10 654 
VIncennes Blvd SE 47th Coronado 3,545 0.5 po 1,950 
Vlscaya Pkwy Del Prado SE 24th 14,804 1.0 1.08 15,988 
Vlscaya Pkwy SE 9th Del Prado 17,618 0.6 1.08 11,41_6 

Subtotal, Cape Coral Arterials and Collectors 104.0 869,097 

Casa Ybel Rd W Gulf Dr. Middle Gulf Dr 2,500 0.6 1.25 1,875 

Casa Ybel Rd Middle Gulf Dr Birdsong Place 2,500 0.3 1.25 938 

Casa Ybel Rd Birdsong Place Periwinkle Way 2,500 0.7 1.25 2,188 

Gulf Dr Rue Belle Tarpon Bay Rd 2,500 5.3 1.25 16,563 

Gulf Dr Tarpon Bay Rd Casa Ybel Rd 2,500 0.7 1.25 2,188 

Gulf Dr Casa Ybel Rd Donax St 2,500 1.6 1.25 5,000 

Periwinkle Way Tarpon Bay Rd Casa Ybel Rd 9,600 1.4 1.25 16,800 

Periwinkle Way Casa Ybel Rd Donax St 9,600 0.7 1.25 8,400 

Periwinkle Way Donax St Causeway Blvd 9,600 0.7 1.25 8,400 

Periwinkle Way Causeway Blvd Ferry Landing Dr 9,600 1.3 1.25 

sanibel-Captiva Blvd Captiva Bridge Rue Belle 5,900 3.4 1.25 

Blvd Rd 7 750 

source: Leo County DepartmcntofTransportatlon, Trilfflc:O:JunlyRepofi,2001, Florida Department ufTranspoJtatlon,f/orldil Traffic: 
Jnformiltlon, 2001, nnd the City of Cape Coral's web site section titled 2001 Traffic Counts; most MOTs based on 2001 traffic count 
data Increased by 4.25% for 2002, MOTs or 900, 2,"500 and 5,000 arc estimates based on local knowledge and judgement from 
CRSP~, February 11, 2003 memorandum. 
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