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I. BACKGROUND: 
An update of Roads Impact Fees has been prepared by Duncan Associates, in association with CRSPE, Inc. Pursuant to L 

County Land Development Code (LDC) &&266(f), Roads Impact Fee schedules are to be reviewed and updated every three years 
necessary. The last review was conducted in 2000. A copy of the fee study is attached, along with a draft copy of the applicat 
sections of LDC Chapter 2 and Appendix K (district maps). There are changes proposed with respect to rates, including an opti, 
for inclusion ofstate roads in the fee, and a proposed reduction oftbe current eight impact fee collection districts to five. The propos 
draft calls for decreases to become effective immediately, and increases to take effect approximately 90 days after adoption. 

The consultant’s repolt and draft ordinance were reviewed by the Executive Regulatory Oversight Committee on August 1 
2003, by the Land Development Advisory Committee on August 8,2003 and the Local Planning Agency on August 25,2003. 

Attachments: (1) Road Impact Fee Update, Lee County, Florida, prepared for Lee County, Florida by Duncan Associates, 
in association with CRSPE, Inc., July 2003 (Labeled “July 28, 2003 Draft” in the Footer). 

(L, umft Ordinance for LiX Chapter 2 and Appendix K, labeled “Draft 5” Iln_ the fx+x. 
(3) Financial & Administrative Impact Statement (FAIS) form 

8. MANAGEMENT RECOMMYENDATIONS: - . 
9. RECOMMENDED APPROVAL: 

APPROVED 
DENIED 
DEFERRED 
OTHER 



prepared by 

ROAD &DATE 

LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 

.I July 2003 



Introduction ....................................................... 1 
BenefitDistricts ................................................... .2 
Major Roadway System ................................................ 5 
ServiceUnit.. ....................... 
Methodology 

.....~.......t ..; ............. .fi 
........................................ ; .............. 7 

RoadwayCapacity .................................................. 8 
Costperserviceunit ................................................ 11 
Revenue Credits ...... 13 
TravelDemand .::....::..::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 18 

Trip Generation ................................ : ............ ..18 
New Trip Factor ................................................ 18’ 
Average Trip Length ............................................ 18 
Local Adjustment Factor ........................ ; ............... 19 

Potential Fee Schedules ............................................. 23 
Comparative Fees ................................................. 24 
Appendix...:.~ ...................................... ,, ............... 26 

Table 1: 
Table 2: 
Table 3: 
Table 4: 
Table 5: 
Table 6: 
Table 7: 
Table 8: 
Table 9: 
Table 10: 
Table 11: 
Table 12: 
I 01 I5 
T:bl: 14: 
Table 15: 
Table 16: 
Table 17: 

A 0. 
Table 19; 

-fatjfe LO: 

LEE COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH, 1990-2OOr LEE COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH, 1990-2000 . . . . ‘. . . ; . . . . . . . . . . 
ROAD IMPACT FEE REVENUE, i=Y 2000/01 AND FY 2001/02~ ~ . . . . ~ . . . . . ROAD IMPACT FEE REVENUE, i=Y 2000/01 Al 
EXISTING TRAVEL ON MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM EXISTING TRAVEL ON M 
CAPACITY ADDED BY PiANNi CAPACITY ADDED BY PLANNED IMPROVEMENT PRO%& ’ : : : : : : : : : : : 
AVERAGE DAILY CAPACITY PER NEW LANE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . AVERAGE DAILY CAPACITY PI 
PiANNEDIMPROVEMENTPROlECTCOSTS . . . . . . . . ~*i~=~,~:ss~~. PLANNED IMPROVEMEN 
ROAD COST PER SERVICE UNIT, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . . ROAD COST PER SERVICE UNIT, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ., . . . . . . 
FEDERALJSTATE FUEL TAX CAPACITY FUNDING, FY 99/00 - FY 03/04 . . . . FEDERALJSTATE FUEL TAX CAPACITY FUNDING, FY 9 
PERCENT.OF FEDERAL/STATE FUEL TAX FUNDING TO CAPACITY . . . . . . . PERCENT.OF FEDERAL/STATE 
MOTOR FUEL TAX CREDIT PER GALLON MOTOR FUEL TAX CREDIT PE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
FiiEiTAxCREDiTPERStKVICEUNIT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I I =; i FiiEii T/w CiiEiXi PER StKVI 

1 
:2 

6 
i0 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
17 
17 

AVERAGETRIPLENGTHBYTRIPPURPOSE ................. ..I:. 19 
LUUIV I Y-WIUtVtHICLF-MILES OF TRAVEL ...................... 19 
MAIOR ROADWAY SYSTEM TRAVEL DEMAND . . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . 21 
LOCAL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR . . 21 
TRAVELDEMANDSCHEDULE.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::..22 
POTENTIAL IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE (COUNTY PROJECTS) . . . . . . . . . . . 23 
D”TFL,17~“P-r rrr rC a-*... ----- -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
COMPARATIVE ROAD FEES . . . , .~. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 -_- 
txIS I INU MAJDK KUADWAY INVENTORY . . ‘. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 26 

prepared by Duncan Associates 
ClanCy Mullen, AICP, Principal Author 

13276 Research Boulevard, Suite 208, Austin, Texas 78750 
(512) 258-7347 x204, clancy@duncanplan.com 

www.impactfees.com 



The purpose of this study.is to update Lee Coumy’s road impact fees. The road impact fees were 
miginally adopted in 1985. The fee schedules were updated in 1989,199O and again in 20p0. The 
cment road impact fee schedule is based on a. previous, study by Duncan Associates.’ 

Impact fees are most appropriate for communkies cxpctiencing rapid growth. During the last decade, 
the County’s population grew by approximately 32 percent, significantly higher than the 24 percent 
growth experienced by the state as a whole. ‘Ike population of the unincorporated area in 2000 was 17 
percenthigherthanitwasin 1990,evenaftersubtracdngthepopulationofFortMyersBeachandBonita 
Springs, both of which incorporated during the last decade. 

Table 1 

cape Coral 74,991 102,206 23.2% 36.3% 
Fort Myers 45,206 48,046 10.9% 6.3% 
Fort Myers Beach (2) nla 6,539 1.5% n/a 
Sanibel 5,468 6,042 1.4% 10.5% 
Unincorporated 209,448 245,141 55.6% 17.0% 
Total Countv 335,113 440,888 100.0% 31.6% 

The County’s road impact fee program applies mme or less throughout the County, except within the 
City of Cape Coral. Cape Coral has adopted a completely independent road impact fee system. All other 
municipalities currently participate in the County road impact fee system to some extent. 

where are currently eight road impact fee benefit districts in the unincorporated area of the County in 
which fees are collected. As the permitting authority by interlocal agreement, the County also collects 
road impact fees for the Town of Fort-Myets Beach and the City of Bonita Springs. Both of these 
m~nkipalities ha+ modeled their roadimpact fee ordinances on the County’s road impact fee ordinance, 
including the fee schedule, and have entered into agreements allowing the County to collect the impact 

nunidpalities on a quarterly basis. 

In contrast, the City of Sanibel and the City of Fort Myers have not adopted their own road impact fee 
ordinances,butinsteadhaveenteredintointedocalagreementswiththeCountytocollectandadminister 
the County’s road impact fees within their respective jurisdictions. These two municipalities retain the 
impact fees they +lect 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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Overthelasttwoyears,theCounty’s totalroaditnpact feerevenuefortheunincorporatedarea,induding 
both actual fees collected and credits for developer contributions, totaled about $30 million, as 
summarized in Table 2. The municipalities of Port Myers, Fort Myers Beach and Bonita Springs 
essentidly apply the County’s road impact fee schedule wi&in 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 mad impact fee revenue is collected in two benefit districts: District 3 andDistrict 
4, which are located east and south of Fort Myers, respectively. ‘Ike cities of Fort Myers and Bonita 
Springs also collect a significant amount of revenue. 

Table 2 

2) Lee Co’unty, North 

3) Lee County, East 
4) Lee County, South 

5) Lee county, west 
6) Captiva 

7) Boca Grande 
8) Bonita Springs Area, Unincorporated 

Subtotal, Lee County Revenue 

$1,125;204 
$9,910,255 
$9,911,959 

$824,475 
$122,612 

$49,020 
$897,685 

$23.283.267 

City OF Fort Myers $1.810.690 $2,051,132 $3,861,822 
Town of Fort Myers Beach $335,816 50 $335,816 

City of Bonita Sprlnas $6.971.566 $229.949 $7.201.515 
Subtotal, Participating Municipalities $9,118,072 $2,281,081 $11,399,153 

Total Road Impact Fee Revenue $32,401,339 $8.808.860 $41.210.199 
.5ource: Lee County Impact Administrator, lanuary 22, 2003 facsimile and cfty or Fort Myers, oecember 4, 
2002 memorandum; Tees” repment fees actually pald; ‘crediuv represent deveioper credits used to offset 

~=GtF tbakhcd<* WQtdd b* been Char&. 

BENEFIT DISTRICTS 

I,, 81, hiy -c&cesyss,4&~~& *he 

will he collected and within which the fees collected will be spent. There are really two types of 
geographic areas that se~e different functions in an impact fee system: assessinent districts and benefit 

,disuicts. Assessm.ent distiicts, 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 thati+prcwements funded with impact fees are constmctedwitbin 
reasonable proximity of the feepaying developments as a means of helping to ensure that feepaying 
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 are shown in Figure 1. These districts have not been revised since they were o@itxdly 
established in 1985. 

Figure 1 
CURRENT BENEFIT DISiXICTS 

- . 
Due to saw~,l changes since the benefit districts were established, the County might want to consider 
reducing the number of disuicts and reconfiguring them ,somewhat. While changing the district 

. . 
bolpn”-‘a t=K+t’a, -++=-=-, R 

a.. n I, A c p ori,- 
‘% +hp 

County would need to spend funds already collected according to the existing district boundaries, but 
any new fee collections would be earmarked into the new districts. 

One alternative would be to expand the boundaries of District 1. This disuict was originally intended 
to encompass the City of Fort Myers, but since it also includes some unincotporated area, it also-~. ~1~ ‘~ ~~ 
functions as a Lee County benefit disttict. Now that the City has annexed beyond District 1 into the two 
adjacent districts (3 and 4), it does not make much sense either for the City or the County. District 1 
could be replaced by a new Central district 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 tbat has taken place since the benefit districts were originally established is the 
incorporation of Bonita Springs, comprising most of District 8. The remaining incorporated atea of 
Uisuict 8 could reasonably be merged into Districts 3 and 4 by extending 1-75, which is a significant 
barrier to east/west movtiment in the rural pans of the county. To the part of District 3 regaining from 
the expansion of the Central disttict could be added the portion ofDistrict 8 (Bonita Springs area) east 
0f 1-75 to create a new Southeast benefit district. 

To tbe part ofDistrict 4 remaining from the expansion of the Centtal district could be added the pordon~ 
of District 8 (Bonita Springs area) west of l-75. In addition, it could also be combined with District 6 
(Satdbel/Captiva area), a combination that makes sense because the Saoibel Car&way and Summerlin 
Road form the main corridor through the two distticts. 

Districts 2 and 5 could reasonably be combined into a new North benefit district. This consolidat<d 
districtwould encompass all the unincorporated uxa north of the Caloosahatchee River. Since +e river 
is a major barri?! 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 boundad& of District 7, which 
could be renamed the Boa Grande benetit district. In sum, it is recommended that the atrent eight 
benefits be reconfigured and reduced to five. The proposed benefit district boundaries are illusttated 
in Figure 2. 

Figure 2 
PROPOSED BENEFIT DISTRICTS 
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MAJOR ROADWAY 4~4~hr?: 

A road impact fee program should include a clear defkitkm 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 roads consist of all artedals, collectors, freeways and expressways, as well as 
designated access roads. Approved roads are divided into three classes, which determine the extent to 
which developers yho improve them are eligible for credit. Class 1 roads are those included for 
improvement in 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 
funcdonalclassificadonmap,butwhichatenotpro~ammed forimprovementwithinthenext tenyears. 
l”he division of the major roadway system into classes is intended to prevent premature development 
in areas not a priority for major road improvements from essentially monopolizing the expenditure of 
impact fee funds through the credit mechanism. The County’s major roadway system is illustrated in 
Figure 3, wbicb also indicates the location of major planned road improvements. 

Figure 3 
MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM 
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An inventory of the existing major roadway system was prepared as patt of this update and is presented 
in Table 20 of the Append+. The major purpose of the inventory is to determine the total amount of 
ttavel on the major roadway system, expressid in vehicle-miles of travel (VMT): This figure is used to 
calibra’te natiotxal travel demand factors to local conditions. A summary of the major roadway system 
is presented in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 
EXISTING TRAVEL ON MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM 

I-75 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 
City of Sanlbel 20.6 140.808 

-Total 638.0 11.4.59.013 
* Includes same roads belqnging to Fort Myers Bead, and Bonita Springs 
Source: TableZgoftlx Appendix; da,,yWUIsannual averagedallytrips(AAi,~ 
adJusted to represent ,xak season ~~,“rne~. 

SERVICE UNIT 

A service unit creates the link between supply (roadway capacity) and demand (traffic generated by new 
development). An appropriate service unit basis for road impact fees is vehicl+miles of travel (Vi%). 
Vehicle-miles is a combination of the number of vehicles traveling during a given time period and the 
distance (in miles) that these vehicles tmvel. 

The two time periods most often used in traffic analysis are the 24-hour day (average daily trips or ADT) 
and the single hour of the day with the highest traffic volume (peak hour trips or PHT). Lee County’s 
current road impact fee system is basedon ADT. The regional transportation model is also based on 
ADT. However, the County’s comprehensive plan sets forth desired level of service standards that are 
based on PHT. 

The County’s peakhour traffic characteristics reflect the area’s retirement and tourist orientation and are 
significantly different from national averages. For example, approximately eigmy 
traffic on the County’s major roadways occurs during the afternoon peak hour, companed to a nation& 
average of about ten percent. Peak hour trip generation rates based on national data may not be 
representadve of all land uses in Lee County. On the other hand, studies in Lee County have shown that~----~ 
n&d 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 wiXbe used as the service unit for the road impact fee update. 
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Aswith the previous update, the proposed road impact fee methodology is based on a “demand-driven” 
model, which basically charges a new development the cost of replacing the capacity that it consumes 
on the major roadway system. That is, for every vehicle-mile of travel (YMJJ generated by the 

. development, the road impact fee charges the net cost to construct an additional vehicle-mile of capauty 
WC). 

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 
acceptable level of service. Suppose for example, that the County completes a major arterialwide+g 
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 o&r-capacity. 
Clearly, roadwty~ 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 
developmentattheexisdnglevelofservice. Nevertheless,itisaconservadve,legally-defensibleapproach. 
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 experiencing an unacceptable level of 
congesdon 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 piovided to existing development. In the 
context of road impact fees, this has sometimes 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. Virtually all major roadway systems have more capacity (VMC) than demand @‘Ml+) on a 

a systemwide VMC/ViWl’ 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. 

me recommended impact fee formula is presented in Fimre 3. 
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Figure 3 
ROAD IMPACT FORMULA 

IMPACTFEE = VMT x NETCOST/VMT 

Where: 

VMT = ADT x %  NW x LENGTH x ADJUST+ 2 
ADT = Trip ends during average’weekday 

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

LENGTH = Average length of a trip on the major roadway system 

ADJUST = Adjustment Factor to calibrate national travel demand &tors to local 
conditions 

+2 = Avolds double-counting trips For origin and destination 

NETCOST/VMT = COST/VMf -CREDIT/VMT 
cosT/vMT = COST/LANE-MILE i AVG LANE CAPACIIY 

COST/IAN:-MILE = Average cost to add a new lane to the major roadway system 
A”G tiNE CAPACITY = Average dally capacity of a lane at desired,LOS 

CREDITjVMT = $/GAL f MPG x 365 x NW 
$/GAL = Capacity-expanding funding for roads per gallon of gasoline consumed 

MPG = Miles per gallon, average for U.S. motor vehicle fleet 
365 = Days per year (used to row& daily VMT to annual VMT) 

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

ROADWAY CAPACITY 

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 conditions in terms of such factois as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic 
interruptions, comfort and convenience, and safety. LOSA represents free flow, while LOS F represents 
& *&&d”w,* v: irn,uc ll”W, ,~y-,,,:, Lc37rth. 

In contrast to LOS, service volume cap&y iS a quantitative measure, expressed in terms of the rate of 
flow (vehicles passingapoint 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 
~c”I,,ImJ~ted~t-- sq-ytize LOS ?, Sk! 
&us represents the ultimate capacity of the roadway. 

me analysis of the capacity of Lee County’s major roadway system has been based on the genemlized 
planning capacity estimates promulgated by’the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), 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 turn bays at i&sections, 
posted speed lim its, the spacing of signalized intersections and the characteristics of the area (i.e., rural, 
rural developed, transitioning to urban and urbanized). 

- 
- 
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Thegeneralized capacity estimates developed forplaoningputposes by Lee County are hourly capacities, 
rather than average daily capacides. These capacities are es&tially the same for LOS D and LOS E, 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 directional split (D) factor. The D factor used in the 
generalizedLeeCountycalculadonsis0.58(whichrcptesentsatypicalpeakhourdirectionalsplitof58% 
in the dominant direction and 42% in the opposite direction). 

Average daily capacities are calculated by applying a specific peak hour factor to the peak hour capacity. 
To conv& from peak hour to daily capacity, the hourly capacity is divided by the percentage of dally 
QWC~ occurring in the peak hour. In the case where AM and PM peaks differ, the higher peak is used. 

For area-wide planning numbers, such as are used in impact fees, a generalized peak factor, usually 
borrowed from another community, is often used. However, theLee CW~~%J Tr&ic Co~~~~oricontains 
the peaking characteristics for multiple permanent count stations in the County. This allows application 
of appropdate~peaking characteristics to each project used in the cost calculations, and also defends 
against any charges that Lee County’s peaking characteristics are 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 theLee Cou@yTr& ConntReportwas 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 pet 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, all 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 ofwhether the capacity is added to County or State roads. The County 
is increasingly participating in the cost of State road improvements in Lee County. The trave1 demand 
u&d to calculate the fees in this update include travel on State roads as well as County roads. Finally, 
motor fuel tax credits are provided for the portion ofgasoline taxes that are used to fund State road 
II 

For these reasons, it is reasonable to iridudethc cost of State road improvements in determining the 
average cost to add capacity to the major roadway system. Including State road improvement costs will 
bring +e impact fees closer to the true cost of accommodating the impacts of growth on the major 
roadway system UI Lee County.owcvcr, because inciudmg State road costs has a s on 
A-C- I -+iwFP <millherd - -4 L.“V . .._. -P. ..~ ~CJl w , one hare&mCountv&nned road imorovcmcnts only. 
and the other based on both County and State planned road 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 
Corn&&nets may chose to impose the lower fees based on only County road costs, or to use this 
lower fee schedule in *‘gradual phase-in of the maximum fees. 

The average cost to add capacity to the major roadway system is determined by examining County 
roadway improvements listed in Lee County’s FY2002/20002-2001/2007 CapitalImprovements Program 
and State roadway improvements listed in the Florida Department of Transportation’s DLrtticr One 
,4dqtedWorkPmgram, FY2003/2004-2007/08. Inall,capacity-expandingprojects addingapproximately 
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1,715,051 vehicle-miles of capacity (VMC) to the major roadway system are under constmction or in the 
plan&g process in Lee County (see Table 4). 

Table 4 
CAPACITY ADDED BY PLANNED IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

Winkler to Bass Rd 0.80 4 3.20 1,660 5,240 3,580 0.07 51,143 40,914 
Bass Rd to Pine Ridge 1.50 2 3.00 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26,143 39,215 
Healthpark to Gladiolus 0.80 2 1.60 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.07 26,143. 20,914 
SR 82 to Lee 2.20 2 4.40 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.09 20,333 44,733 
68 Rd to E Terry 1.00 2 2.00 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.08 22,875 22,875 
Three Oaks to Ben Hill 0.70 4 2.80 0 3,490 3,490 0.08 43,625 30,537 
SR 884 to SR 82 1.70 2 3.40 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.09 20,333 34,566 

Palmetto corm. 1.00 2 2.00 0 1,660 i,GGO 0.07 23,714 23,714 
2.30 2 4.60 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.09 20,333 46,766 

3,490 5,240 1,750 0.08 21,875 52,500 

Summerlin to 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 Alice to Danlels 3.51 4 14.04 0 3,490 3,490 0.09 30,778 136,111 
Three Oaks Ext. E Terry to Brcuks 4.15, 4 16.60 0 3,490 3,490 0.08 43,625 181,044 

Corkscrew to Alice 4.60 2 9.20 1,660 3,490 1,830 0.08 22,875 105,225 
Danlels to Termination 

US 41 to Alice 
Alice to Six Mile 
Six Nile to Eanic!s 
Daniels to Wlnkler 
s&r cl3 I,> 
Chlqoita to Santa Barb 
Collier Co to 68 Rd 
corkscrew to sail car 

0.24 4 0.96 0 3,490 3,490 
3.25 6 19.50 0 5,240 5,240 
1.25 4 5.03 1,560 E;;‘240 3;5RO 
4.05 2 8.11 3,490 5,240 1,750 
L.L_) 2 .A9 :,GEo 2,1”0 l,so 
1.87 2 3.74 1,660 3,490~ 1,830 
1.31_ 2’ 2.62 3,490 5,240 1,750 
2.48 2 4.95 3,490 5.240 1,750 

-_ __ 

0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
0.08 
oaa 

0.08 
0.07 
0.08 

43,625 
65,500 
44,750 
21,875 

ZWjlr; _., i 
22,875 
25,000 
21,875, 

10,470 
212,875 

56,251 
88,659 
!&377 
42,731 
32,775 
54;163 

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 constmsted as a result 
of the capadty-expanding improvements. As shown in Table 5, the avwage daily capacity per DCW lane- 
mile, for both LOS D and LOS E, wiJl be about 11,236 vehicles per day for this representative set of 
planned road improvements. If only County mad improvements are considered, the capacity added per 
lane-mile is slightly higher. 
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COST PER SERVICE UNIT 

One of the key inputs into the road impact fee formula is the cost per lane-mile to constmct new 
roadway capacity. While the most obvious component of roadway constmction is the physical roadway 
it&f, other eiements are invoived, all of which add to the cost to the project. Included in the 
consideration ~of new roadway costs for Lee County are professional services (such as planning, and 
design), actual construction costs, tight-of-way (land) costs, and other costs, which, in Lee County, 
primarily consist of costs for environmental m itigation, but may also include elements such as utility 
relocation. 

The average cost per new lane-mile is detertied using the same set ofimprovements 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 this 
method,ass~mingtherearenodramaticchangestothetypeofconsuuctioncontemplatedintheCounty, 
it is not necessary to revisit impact fees each time that the capital improvement prograoxchanges. 
Updates at reasonable periodic intervals 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 
ae for State toad projects. For the reasons enumerated in the prevk~us se~dun, ii is i~ilswr&lC; to hi&& 
the cost of State road improvements in determining the average cost to add capacity to the major 
roadway system. There is also precedent for doing so. While many Florida road impact fee ordinances 
allow fee revenues to be spent on S.tate road projects, several other counties have adopted a fee based 
on a study that explicitly includes the costs 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 

2 From nndale-Oliver and Associates, Lake County Transportation ImpaFt Fee Study, December 2001, 
p. g-5: “The average cost of bullding roads in Lake County should be used In the impact fee equation regardless 
of whether the road being built is state or county. The cost to build a lane mile of road in Lake County is based 
on hlstorlcal data that includes both state and cou#y 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 (KC). 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 Impactfee 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 mere crltical. A  number OF counties use impact 
fee funds on state projects to accelerate and leverage state projects that benefit 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 
jurisdictions have implicitly included State road costs by basing the fees on Florida Department of 
Transportation generalized per mile cost estimates, including Palm Beach County, St.‘Lude County, 
M&&Dade County, Broward County and the City of Orlando. However, becauseincluding State road 
costs has a significant effect on the fee, two alternative fees will be calculated, one based on County road 
costs only, and the other based on both County and State road costs. 

The capacity-expanding improvement projects identified in the County’s CIP and FDOT’s Lee County 
work program for the next fiveyeats are summarized in Table 6. These projects will add approximately 
153 new lane-miles, with the costs for these projects totaling $305.5 million. 

Table 6 
PLANNED IMPROVEMENT PROJECT COSTS 

Summerlin to US 41 
Winkler to Bass 
Bass to Pine Ridge 
Healthpark to Gladiolus 
SR 82 to Lee 
Bcnita Bch Rd to E Terry 
Three Oaks to Ben Hill 
SR 884 to SR 82 
Idlewild to SR 884 
Daniels to Winkler Ext 
Boy Scout to Wnivenity 
San Carlos to Gladiolus 
Summerlin to Gladiolus 
Wlnkler to Summerlin 
P! of A!icc to Denie!s 

0.90 
0.80 
1.50 
0.80 
2.20 
1.00 
0.70 
1.70 
1.00 
2.30 
2.40 
4.26 
0.40 
0.44 
3.51 

4 6 2 
2 6 4 
2 4 2 
2 4 2 
2 4 2 
2 4 2 
0 4 4 
2 4 2 
0 2 2 
'2 4 2 
4 '6 2 
4 6 2 
2 4 2 
4 6 2 
0 4 4 

1.80 
3.20 
3.00 
1.60 
4.40 
2.00 
2.80 
3.40 
2.00 
4.60 
4.80 
8.52 
0.80 
0.88 

14.84 
__ _^ 

$3,310,000 

$l2,482,000 

$9,371,000 
$11,977,000 
$18,740,0ci0 

$6.248.000 
$3,915,000 
$5,014,000 

$18,784,000 

$17,315,000 

$15,654,01X 
$33,181,06'S 

cypress Lake 
Gladiolus Dr 
Gladiolus Dr 
Eass Rd 
Gunnery Rd 
Imperial St 
Koreshan Ext. 
Ortlz Ave 
Palmetto Coon. 
Six MI Cypress Pk 
SummerlIn Rd 
Summerlin Rd 
Winkler Rd 
Gladiolus 
Three Oak5 Ext. 

Dar&Is tc Termination 1.50 2 4 2 

SR 739 US 41 to Allco 0.24 0 4 4 0.96 
SR 739 Allco to SIX Mile Cypress Pkwy 3.25 0 6 6 19.50 
SD-la 3. S1" --~----ShmaS PkbYy m tvanti-I ~76 7 -~&---4~--~~~-343 
SR 739 Danlels to Winkler 4.05. 4 6 2 8.11 
SR 78 E Of stater to I-75 2.25 2 4 2 4.49 
SR 78 Chlqulta to Sante Barbara 1.87 2 4 2 3.74 
us41 Collier Co to Bonlta Beach Rd 1.31 '4 6 2 2.62 

8 :754&J c 
$2:,783,0:[ 
$12,299,15C 

$7,291,47E 
$7,413,221 

Lrr COUNTY\Road Impact Fee Update luly 28, 2003 Draft, Page 12 



The average cyst Per unit of tiapacity added by the planned improvemems can be detenitiled 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 $2.0 million per lane-mile for County and combined County/State road 
improvements, rqectively. The cost per VMT is then c&&ted by dividing the average cost of a new 
lane-mile by the average ddy capacity added per lane. As shown in Table 7, the average cost per service 
unitranges from~1GOperVMTforCountyroadimprovements to~178perVMTforCountyandState 
improvements. 

Table 7 
ROAD COST PER SERVICE UNIT 

REVENUE CREDITS 

]n the calculation 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 sbtie 
outstanding County debt for past road improvements, but these bonds are being retired with the 
County’s gas tax receipts. 

In the calculation of this road impact fee, credit must be given for that portion of Federal, State and 
local fuel taxes that are being used to fund capacity-expanding capital improvements on the major 
roadwaysysteminLee County. _ _ 

The amount of Federal and State motor fuel tax revenue that is applied toward funding capacity- 
Pvnan rr rgnit~l imnrnwm~nr~ in determinerl hgserl ori ronstnrtinn and rivht-of-wavnroie& in the 
first year of each of the last five Florida Department of Transportation Five-Year Work Programs for 
Lx County, as shown in TFable7G%EKw. 
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I-75 @ Alice Rd $14,564,000 $218,00 
$2,500,000 I-75 @ Danlels Parkway Interchange Imp 

Interchange Imp $89,000 
I-75, Bonita Beach-Corkscrew Add Lanes $3,200,000 

I-75 @I Corkscrew Interchange Imp $2,500,000 
I-75, Corkscrew-Daniel5 Parkway Add Lanes $3,100,000 
I-75 @ Colonial, Northbound Ramp Interchange Imp $1,080,312 
I-75 @ Colonial, Southbound Ramp Interchange Imp $1.382.997 
SR 739, Wlnkler-Hanson New Road Ext. 

SR 739, US 41-%x Mile Cypress New Road Ext. $14,367,000 $310,dOO $38,187,00 
SR 739, Wlnkler Ave-SR 82 Add Lanes 

Add Lanes $2,321,500 $53,00 
SR 739, Fowler-SR 82_ Add Lanes 

SR 78 0 Burnt Store Traffic Signals 

SR 78, E of Chlqulta-W of S Barb $989,000 $5,365,000 
SR 78, Hatt Rd-Slater Rd Add Lanes 

SR 78, Slater-I-75 Add Lanes $750,000 $1,245,000 $7,932,000 $1,331,158 $10,520,00 
TraMc Signals $150,000 
Interchange Imp $52,000 

SR 80, E of Hickey Cr-Iverson Add Lanes $1,162,000 $25,000 $l,lOO,OOO 

SR 80, Iverson-Hendry Co Add Lanes $641,000 $1,200,000 
SR 82, SunshIne-Green Meadow Add Turn Lanes 

SR 82, Evans-Michigan Link Add Lanes $2,660,000 

SR 82, Michigan-Ortiz Ave Add Lanes $706,000 $5.130.000 

SR 867, San Carlos-So&hdale’ Add Lanes $1,773,000 

SR 884 @ Ortlz AYB Add Turn Lanes $10.00 

“S 41 Bus @ Littleton Rd Add Turn Lanes $136,000 

US 41 Bus, Marianna-Littleton Add Lanes 

$l,OOO,OOO $7,163,221 $250,00 
AddI3LhPC . _ __ 

US 41, Old US 41-Corkscrew Add Lanes 

US 41 @I Winkler Ave Intersection 1alp . $160,000 

us 41, N of Is Park-S of Daniels Add Lanes $613,000 

US 41, S of Allco-N of Is Park Add Lanes $374,000 

Pine Ridge @ SR 865 Add Turn Lanes 
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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 motor fuel taxes collected in Lee 
County have been spent on capacity-expanding improvements to the major roadway system io the county, 
a~ shown in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Based on that historical percentage and the current tax. struch~re, it can be reasonably andcipatZd 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). 

AssummarizedinTable 10 below,localmotorfuel taxesamount to 16 cents pergalio,n.Theamountoflocal 
motor fixI tzx tharis applied towards capacity-expanding capital improvements is determined hylooki~g~~~~~ 
at financial reports prepared by the State of Florida and Lee County. 

The State imposes a 2.cent per gallon excise tax on motor fuels that is distributed to local governments. The 
original intent 0E the Constitotionai Fuei Tax (aiso known as the 5*/‘ib” Cent Fuel Taxj was to provide tbc 
nece~sarvrevenue to coverdebt senricemana~edbytheFloridaBoardofAdministration,withtheremaining 
b&nce&ibuted tolocalgovernments. ApproximatelyZOpercent ofthcConstimtionalFuelT~re~enue 
for Lee County is retained by the State to cover debt service for the for the 1973 Road/Bridge Bond Issue 
(&mamas 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 major roadway system3 

The County Fuel Tax, also known as the 7” Cent Fuel Tax, is distributed to counties via the same 
distribution formula used for the CoastitutionaI FueI Tax, and the proceeds are used by Lee County solely 
for the operation and maintenance of the existing major roadway system. 

J In FyO2/03, the State will receive an estimated $4,992,359 In Constitutional Tax revenue, of which 
$3,g81,000 will be distributed to Lee County (from the Florida Legislative Committee on Intergovernmental 
R&tions, 2002 Local Government Flnanclal Inhmatlon Handbook, ‘“Constitutional Fuel Tax, Summary of 
Distributions by County, State Fiscal Year 2002/03/ and the Lee County Revenue Manual, N2000/01). 
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The Municipal Fuel Tax, also known as the 8* Cent Fuel Tax, is joined with non-transportation revenues 
and distributed to the cities from the Revenue Sharing Trust Fund for Municipalities. This money is not 
earmarked for transportation purposes. 

vocal governments in Florida are authorized to levy ups to 12 cents oflocal option fuel taxes in the form of 
three separate levies. AU 12 cents oflocal option fuel taxes are authorized for Lee County. The County uses 
a portion of the local fuel tax to retire debt service on the 1993 and 1997 Series Gas Tax Bonds, with the 
remaining portion distri&ted among the county and municipal governments aceordiog to interlocal 
agreement or statutory f&n& 

The Six Cent Tax is a tax of six cents per gallon of motor and diesel fuel sold within the County. The entire 
six cents is pledged to retire the 1993 and 1997 Series Gas Tax Bonds. How&r, only two cents, or one- 
third, is actually used for debt service, with the excess going to the Transportation CapitsJ 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 bold within the County. AU 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 halfis used for other capacity-expanding projects. 

The ‘P 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 fu~nds are only to be 
used for transportation purposes. Approximately 55 percent of the 9* CentTax revenues are used t&retire 
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 credits per gallon are summarized in Table 9. For every gallon of gasoline sold in Lee 
County,motoristscurrentlypayapproximately54centsperga~oninmotorfueltaxes. Ofthis,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, of about 39 percent of motor fuel taxes paid. 

- . 

4 1n 2001, Lee County received $2,531,000 in 9” Cent Tax, of which $1,147,635 was used to retire the 
debt servke on the 1993 Series Gas Tax Bonds, with the balance used for the operation and maintenance of 
roadway system (from the Lee County Revenue Manuel, FY2000/01 and the Lee County Debt Mandl, N 2001). 
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Table 10 
MOTOR FUEL TAX CREDIT PER GAiLON 

State Motor Tax 
State Comprehensive Enhanced Transportation (SCETS) Tax 
Subtotal, Federal/Stat@ Motor Fuel Tax per Gallon 

80.141 
$0.056 
$0.381 35% $0.133 

5* and 6P Cent Tax (Constitutional Fuel Tax) 
P Cent Tax (County Fuel Tax) 
Sm Cent Tax (Munlclpal Fuel Tax) 
six Cent Local Option Tax 
Flw Cent Local Option Tax 
9* Cent Tax 
Subtotal, Lx.4 Motor FuelTax per Gallon 

$0.020 20% $0.004 
$0.010 0% ~$0.000 
$0.010 0% $0.000 
$0.060 33% $0.020. 
$0.050 100% $0.050 
$0.010 55% 50.006 
$0.160 50% $0.080 

Total Motor Fuel l-a‘x Lwr Gallon $0.541 39% $0.213 
Source: Federal, State and SCETS tax rates per gallon as of January 1.2003 from the Florida Dwartment of Revenue; 
local fuel tax rate5 per gallon from Lee County Revenue Manuel, r/.moo~o~; percent federal/state capacity funding per 
gallon from Table 9: percent of Constltutlanal Fuel Tax for capacity derived from the Florida Legklatlve Committee on 

Over the approximately 20.year useful life of road improvements, new development could be expected to 
generate approximately $59 in capacity-expanding road funding for every daily ~ehide-mile of travel, as 
shown inTable 11. This is the amount of credit that should be applied against the cost of accommodating 
the transportation demands of new development. 

Table. 11 
FUELTAXCREDIT PER,SERVICElJNIT 
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‘+e travel demand generated by specific land use types is a product of three factors: 1) trip ge&ration; 2) 
percent new trips; and 3) trip length. 

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 
t.+end for the residence and one trip end for the work place, for a total of two trip ends. To avoid 
over-counting, aV.trip rates have been divided by two. This places the burden of travel equally between the 
origin and destination of the trip and eliminates double-charging for any part&&~ trip. There have been 
a couple of local studies that,have found trip’rates for some uses that weie significantly different from 
national average trip rates. Unforomately, these studies had limited sample sizes and were conducted over 
ten years ago. Consequently, in most cases this study relies on more current national trip generation $a@.~~~~ 

NEWTRIPFACTOR 
Trip rates also need to be adjusted by a “new trip factor” to exclude pass-by and diverted-link trips. This 
adjusrmentis 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 for a different purp&e 
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 for the convenience store. A pass-by trip does not create an 
additional burden on the street system and therefore should riot be countedin the assessment ofimpact fees. 
A divexted-liok trip is similar to a pass-hy trip, but a diversion is made from the regular route to make an 
interim stop. The reduction for pass-by and diverted-link trips was drawn from ITE and other published 
information. 

AVERAGETRIP LENGTH 
In thecontextofa roadimpact fee based on ademand-drivenmethodology, weareioterested in determining 
he average length of a txip on t;lr major iundwny sysieiii wit&& Let Couicy. In the prcviions road bmpact 
fee update, the consultant used national trip rate data and calibrated a local average trip length of552 miles 
for Lee County. For this update, an analysis was conducted of origin-destination survey data collected at 
several major intersections in Lee Co~nty~ The analysis found average trip lengths that were comparable 
to national average trip lengths. Based on this fmding, 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, 

-2 _^ -.,:I. *c.‘*_+~ tv?,nr+n~ El 0 n n~.vnrlin.tmP”+ lrrnr~ 

Table 12 below, shows national average trip lengths by trip purpose. T@ XX ~epartmenf ot ---After 
Transportation’s 2001 National Hotuebold Travel Stirvey identifies average trips lengths for specific trip 
purposes,includinghome-to-workuips,doctor/dendst,school/church,shopping,andotherpersonaltrips. 
In addition, an average residential trip length was calculated using a weighting of 40 percent work trips and 
GO percent average trips, based on the assumption that a typical home would have two workers generating 
four trip ends of the approximately ten trip ends generated by a single-family unit during a week day. 

s CRSPE, Inc., Lee County Trip Length Study, January 2003 
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Table 12 
Ai’ERAGE TRIP LENGTH BY TRIP PURPOSE 

To or from work 12.19 
Residential 10.77 
Doctor/Dentist 9.89 
Average 9.82 
School/Church 7.50 
Family/Personal 7.43 
Shoppinq 6.61 
source: us. Department Of Tra”sportatio”, National “o”*eho,d 
Tr+S”we,‘, 2001; residential tdp lengthis weighted 40% local 
wok trip length and 60% average trip length. 

LOCALADJVITMENTFACTBR 
T& first step in developing the adjustmany factor for local travel demmd is m estimate the total daily 
vehicle-miles of t&we1 (VMT) that would be expected on Lee County’s major roadway system based one 
national travel demand characteristics. Existing land usedatawere compiled using information from the Lee 
County Propeq Appraiser for all jurisdictions in the County. Existing land uses are multiplied by average 
daily trip generation rates, percent of primary trips and average trip lengths and summed m 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 
COUNTY-WIDE VEHICLE-MILES OF TRAVEL 

Multi-Family- 
Mobile Home/RV Park 
Hotel/Motel 

shop Center/Gen. Retail 

220 Dwelling 
240 Pad 

3101320 Rooms 
820 1ooosq ft 

89,929 3.32 
26,782 2.40 

9,463 4.51 
31,649 21.46 

1,057 78.24 
939 36eo(L 

39.03 _ 1,535 
2,189 44.98 

368 248.06 

100% 298,564 10.77 3,215,537 
100% 64,277 10.77 692,261 
80% 34,143 10.77 367,715 
62% 421,096 6.61 2,783,446 
27% 22,329 6.61 147,594 

A6%L - 3.3 - 

50% 
38% 
27% 

29,956 
37,415 
24,647 

6.61 
6.61 
3.31 

198,006 
247,315 

81,582 
710 1000sqft 15,718 5.51 75% 64,955 9.82 637,8551 
720 1000 sq ft 2,570 18.07 75% 34,830 9.89 344.4681 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~looosoft~~~l~~~~~~~~~~~1;479 9.89 ~3x30~ 
Nurslng Home 620 1ooosqft 3,138 2.35 75% 5,531 9.89 54,693 
Church 560 1ooosqft 3,154 4.56 75% 10,787 7.50 80,900 
DayCare Center 565 1000 iq ft 51s 39.63 24% 4,898 7.50 36,737 
Elementar//Sec. School 520/522/53 1000 sqft 10,380 6.21 24% 15,470 7.50 116,028 

0 
Industrial Park i30 1000 sqft 3,493 3.48 95% ii,548 io.77 124,370 
Warehouse 150 1000 sqft 20,276 2.48 95% 47,770 10.77 514,486 
Mini-Warehouse 151 1000 sq ft 3,633 1.25 95% 4,314 10.77 46,464 
Total 1.876.339 17.274.853. 
Source: h,st,ng un,ts from the Lee County Propew Appraiser, August 2002; trip rates, p&nary trips and trip lengths from Table 16; dally trips 
ls produd of tdp rate and primary wps; dally VMT Is pmduct of daily trips and trip length. 
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Thenextstepindevelopingthelocaltraveldemandadjusanentfactoris todetermineactualcounty-wide 
VMT on Lee County’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 determine actual daily VMT. 

Themajority of the average daily traffic volumes for 2001 were obtained from Lee County’s Department 
of Transportation and FDOT. The County monitors average daily traffic for all arterials maintained by 
the State or County. The 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 Port 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. Preliminary 2002 c&a 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 2002 levels. 

Counts provided by all agencies were average annual counts. However, there is a significant seasonal 
~adation in traffic in Lee County, and it was necessary 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 B particular link. 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 
anndtraffic. InLeeCounty,trafficisheaviestduririgFebmaryandMarch. Forpurposesofconverdng 
traffic to peak season, traffic characteristics for Marchwere used. In the instances where March datawas 
unavailable, data for February was used. 

Once traffic counts were converted to peak season, conv&sion to total county-wide VM?’ was 
straightfonvard. Counts for each segment were multiplied by th e centerline length of the segment to 
calculate VMT for the link. VMT for individual links were totaled to arrive at an, actual county-wide 
WT. The detailed count data, peaking factor and VMT for each roadway segment are presented in 
T&W 

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 
“extemai-to-extemai; trips areequivaent to izpercent 0fmp~generatedwithinLee County. fiowever, 
mop&e nre:8 covered bv the model extends bevond LeeConntvinto adiiininp camtides. the model tnav 
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 tothenumbetoftrips estimated to begeneratedwithinLee Countybyetisdnglanduseyields 
an estimate of through uips. Since the majority of through,trips are likely to occur on I-75, multiplying 
through trips hythe!eng&ofI-75through thecountypmvides a*,, --son*bleesdmateof~~Tassodated 
with through traffic. Subtracting through ttip.vMr from totalVMT results in the VMT associated with 
tips generated within the county. As shown in Table 14, locally-generated trips account for about 9.9 
&on VMT on the major roadway system every day. 
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Table 14 
MAJOR ROADWAY SYSTEM TRAVEL DEMAND 

Percent Throuqh Trips 2.40% 
Daily Through Trips 45,032 
Averaqe Lentlth of Thmuah Trips (miles) 34.1 
Dally Through Trip VMT 1,535,591 
Total Daily VMT on Maior Roadway System 11.459.013 
Locally-G&rated Daily VMT 9.923.422 
Source:Total dailvtrlpsgenerated withln LeeCountyfromTable 13; percenttdpsthrough 
Lee Countwith no orlgln or destination In counh/ eMmated from regional travel demand 
model; averagelengthof~roughtrips based onlength ofI-75tbroughcounty; total dally 
“MT  from Table 3. 

Comparing t& results of the last two tables, it can be seen that projected WIT using existing land use 
data and nati&al travel demand characteristics signXmntly over-estimates V?GT actually observed on 
the major roadway systeni. Consequently, it is necessary m  develop an adjustment factor to account for 
this variation. The local uavel demand adjustment factor is the ratio of actual m  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. 

Table 15 
LOCAL ADJUSTMENT FACTOR 

Actual Daily Vehicle-miles of Travel (VMT) 9,923,422 
Projected Daily Vehicle-miles of Travel (VMT) 17,274,853 
Local Adiustment Factor 0.57 
Sowce: Actual daily VMT from Table 3; projected daily VMT Table 13. 

‘The result of combining trip generation rates, primary trip factors, average trip lengths and a local 
k - ?bt -sti* G- =WT J-ed~=~m=e -evAday .- _” m ” ” ” ,. b . .A a.;’ .6 . _ 

generated by various land use types per unit of development for Lee County. The recommended t&-e1 
demand schedule is presented in Tablelb. . 
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Using the impact fee formula and the inputs calculated in this report, the maximum potrntial road 
impact fees per unit of development for various land uses are 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 schedule, 
provided that ihe reduction is applied uniformly across all land use categories in order to retain the 
pi-oponionality of the fees. The impact fee ordinance contains a provision allowing the option.of 
independent fee determination studies for those applicantswho can demonstrate that their development 
will have less impact on the need for road facilities than indicated by the fee schedule. 

Single-Family Detached 

Multi-Family 
Mobile Home/RV Park 
Elderly/Disabled Housing 
Adult Gong. Living Facility (ACLF) 

Hotel/Motel 
RETAIL/coMMERCIAL 
Shopplng Center/General Retail 

Bank 
Car Wash, Self Service 
Convenience Store w/Gas Sales 

Golf Course (open to public) 
Movie Theater 
Restaurant, Sit-Down 

Elementary/Set. School (private) 

Industrial Park 

Table 17 

Dwelling 29.41 $160 $4,706 $59 $1,735 $2.1 971 
Dwelling 20.38 $160 $3,261 $59 $1,202 $2,059 

Pad 14.73 $160 $2,357 $59 $869 $1,488 
Dwelling 10.07 $160 $1,611 $59 $594 $1,017 
Dwelling 6.63 $160 $1,061 $59 $391 $670 

Room 22.15 $160 $3,544 $59 $1,307 $2,237 

1000 sq. ft. 50.13 $160 $8,021 $59 $2,958 $5,063 
1000 sq. ft. 79.59 $160 $12,734 $59 $4,696 $8,038 

Stall 16.66 $160 $2,666 $59 $983 $1,683 
1000 sq. ft. 111.39 $160 $17,822 $59 $6,572 $11,250 

Acre a.54 $160 $1,366 $59 $504 $862 
1000 sq. ft. 73.53 $160 $11,765 $59 $4,338 $7,427 
1000 sq. ft. 64.40 $160 $10#304 $59 $3,800 $6,504 
1000 sq. ft. 126.36 $160 $20,218 $59 $7,455 $12,763 

1000 sq. ft. 
1ooosq. ft.. 
1000 ss. ft. 
1000 sq. ft. 

. -. 

1000 sq. ft. 
1000 sq. ft. 

1000 sq. ft. 

1000 sq. ft. 

23.13 

76.40 
35.47 

9.94 
. . -- 

L 

40.66 
6.37 

$160 

$160 
$160 
$160 
..-_ 

-A%!-- 
$160 

$3,701 

$12,224 
$5,675 

$1,590 
._ ___ cLr¶ 
86,506 
$1,019 

20.30 $160 $3,248 
14.46 $160 $2,314 

$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 

w 
$59 

$59 

$59 
$59 

$1,365 $2,336 

$4,508 $7,716 
$2,093 $3,582 

$586 $1,004 
.__- _-. 
w- $L4h 

~$&Ea!sz 
$376 $943 

$1,198 $2,050 
$853’ $1,461 

1 Mini-Warehouse 1000 sq. ft. 5.03 $160 $805 $59 
source: Dally VMT per unit from Table 16; cost per VMT from Table 7; credt per VMT from Table 11. 
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Multi-Family 

Mobile HomelRV Park 
Elderly/Disabled Housing 

Adult Gong. Uving Fadlity (ACLF) 
Hotel/Motel 

RETAIL/COMMERCIAL 
Shopping Center/General Retail 

Bank 
Car Wash, Self SewICe 

conve&.nce St&e w/Gas Sales 
Golf Course (open to public) 

Movie Theater 
RestaUra& Sit-Down 
Restaurant, Fast Food 
OFFICE/INSTITUnONAL 

omce, General 
Office, Medical 

Hospital 
Nursing Home 

Church 
Day Care Center 

Elementary/SK. School (private) 
INDcisrRIAL 

Industrial Park 
Warehouse 

Dwelling 

Pad 
Dwelling 

Dwelling 
Room 

1000 sq. ft. 

1000 sq. ft. 
Stall 

1000 sq. ft. 
Acre 

1000 sq. ft. 
1000 sq. ft. 

1000 sq. ft. 

Table18 

1000 sq.ft. 
1000 sq. ft. 

1000 sq. ft. 
1000 sq. ft. 
1000 sq. ft. 
1000 sq.ft. 

1ooosq.ft. 

1000 sq.ft. 
1uuo sq. ft. 

20.38 9178 

14.73 $178 
10.07 $178 

6.63 $178 
22.15 $178 

50.13 $178 

79.59 $178 
16.66 $178 

111.39 $178 
8.54 $178 

73.53 $178 
64.40 $178 

126.36 $178 

&3;628 

$2,622 
$1,792 
$1,180 
$3,94~3 

$8,923 
$14,167 

$2,9G5 
$19,827 ,' 

$1,520 
$13,088 
$11,463 

$22,492 

$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 

23.13 $178 $4,117 
76.40 $178 $13,599 
35.47 $178 $6,314 

9.94 $178 $1,769 
14.62 $178 $2,602 
40.66 $178 87,237 

6.37 .$178 $1,134 

20.30 $178 
. ._ 14.w $278 

$3,613 
$2,574 

$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 
$59 

$59 
$59 

$1,202 $2,426 
$869 $1,753 
$594 $1,198 
$391 $789 

$1,307 $2,636 

$2,958 $5,965 
$4,696 $9,471 

$983 $1,982 
$6,572 $13,255 

$504 $1,016 

$4,338 $8,750 
$3,800 $7,663 

$7,455 $15,037 

$1,365 $2,752 
$4,508 $9,091 
$2,093 $4,221 

$586 $1,183 

$863 $1,739 
$2,399 $4,838 

$376 $758 

$1,198 $2,415 
$853 $1,721 

/~Mlnl-WarehouSe 1ooosq. ft. 5.03 $178 $895 $59 
source: sally WIT per unit From Table 16; CD& per VMT from Table 7; credit per VMT from Table 11. 

$297 $598 

- . 

_I - 

The..o”-~~~s~f~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~e~~~ed with the current tees 
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 PDOT road 
i;,,ovtmenr projects, the updated maximum fees will be 44 percent higher, on average, ~&an exis?g 

For administrative simplicity, the variable fees by size categories for a shopping center and general office 
building have been consolidated. For comparison purposes, the proposed shopping center fee is 
comp&ed with’the fee currently assessed on a shopping center that is between lOO,OOO-249,999 square 
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feet and the proposed genkl office fee is compared with the fee cumendy assessed on general office 
building that is over 100,000 square feet. 

The revised fees fbr a self-service car wash are considerably 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, and the results showed that national average daily trip generation mtes per car 
wash bay were in general unrepresentative of Lee County. The results of the study were incotporated 
into tbis update. 

Table 19 
COMPARATIVE ROAD FEES 

Multi-Family 
Mobile Home/RV Paik 
Elderly/Disabled HousIng 
Adult Gong. Living Facility (ACLF) 

Hotel/Motel 
RETAIL/COMMERCIAL 

Shopping Center 
Bank 
Car Wash, Self Service 
convenience Store w/Gas Sales 

Golf Course (open to pub!ic) 
Movie Theater 
Restaurant, Sit-Down 
Restaurant, Fast Food 

OFFICE/INSTITUTIONAL 
Ofke, General 

ElementaryfSec. School (private) 

Dwelling $2,436 $2,971 
Dwelling $1,687 $2,059 

Pad $1,221 $1,488 
.Dwelling n/a $1,017 
Dwelling $550 $670 

Rcmn $1,834 $2,237 

$5,965 
$9,471 
$1,982 

$13,255 
$1,016 
$6,750 
$7,663 

$15,037 

1000 sq. ft. $3,869 $5,063 31% 54% 
1000 sq.ft. $6,063 $8,038 33% 56%. 

Stall $7,749 $1,683 -78% -74% 
1000sq.ft. $8,715 $11,250 $90~ 52% 

ACE $711 $862 21% 43% 
1000 sq. ft. $5,600 $7,427 33% 56% 
1000 sq. ft. $4,905 $6,504 33% 56% ~, 
1000 sq. ft. $9,886 $12,763 29% 52% ,, 

1000sq.R. $1,918 $2,336 22% 43% 
1ooosq.ft. $6,334 $7,716 22% 44% 
1000sq.R. $2,941 $3,582 22% 44% 
1000 sq. ft. $824 $1,004 22% 44% 
1ooosq. ft. $1,402 $1,476 5% 24% 
1000 sq. ft. $3,900 $4,107 5% 24% 
1000 sq. ft. $611 $643 5% 24% 

$2,752 
$9,09i 
$4,221 
$1,183 
$1,739 
$4,838 

$758 

1000 sq. ft. $1,681 $2,050 $2,415 22% 44% 
nLioEq~Tt- v,- -~+ly=m %7=l --22Yr a 

[Mini-Warehouse 1000 sq. ft. $419 $508 4598 21% 43% 
~o"~ce:~urrentfeesfrorn Lee County Land Development Code Sec.Z-266; poteentlalfeesfrom Table 17. 

$3,500 22% 

$2,426 22% 
$1;753 22% 
$1,198 n/a 

$789 22% 
$2,636 22% 

44% 

44% 
44%~ 
n/a 

43% 
44% 
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APPENDIX 

Collier County Line 
Bonita Beach Rd 

Corkscrew Rd 
Allco Rd 
Danlels Pkwy 
Colonial Blvd 
MLK 
Luck&t Rd 
SR 80 
SR78 

Table’ 20 
EXISTING MAJOR ROADWAY INVENTORY 

Bonita Beach Rd 
Corkscrew Rd 
Alice Rd 
Danlels Pkwy 
Colonial Blvd 
MIX 
Luckett Rd 
SR 80 
SR78 
county Llne33, 

69,848 
63,071 
65,156 
68,805 
62;550 
63,071 
62,029 
60,465 
49,519~~~ 

881 

1.0 
7.4 
4.3 
3.8 
4.5 
1.6 
1.5 
1.9 
2.4 

x 
34.1 

78,230 
522,732 
313,791 
292,834 
315,252 
113,023 
104,209 
128,670 
133,107 
216,266 

2,218,144 1 Subtotal, Interstate 

Bus 41 NB 
8”s 41 NB 
Bus 41 NB 
BUS 41 S8 
Bus 41 SB 
Bus 41 58 
Bus 41 
Bus 41 
Bus 41 
Bus 41 
Bus 41 
Colonial Blvd 

SR 82 (MLK Jr) 
SR 80 ;B (2nd St) 
SR 80 W B  (1st St) 
N. End of Bridge 
SR 80 W B  (1st St) 
SR 80 EB (2nd St) 
N. End of Bridge 
Pondella Rd 
SR78 
Littleton 
Law-d Dr 
us41 
Fowler St 
Metro Pkwy 
Winkler Ave 
Six Mile Pkwy _ 
Gladiolus Dr 
Griffin Blvd 
A&WBulbRd 
Cypress Lake Dr 

Wlnkler Rd 

Brentwmd 
Six Mile Pkwy 
Daniels Pkwy 
Crystal Dr 
Danley Dr 
Colonial Blvd 
Wlnkler Ave 
Warehouse Rd 

SR 80 EB (2nd St) 15,638 0.4 1.12 7,006 
SREO W B  (1stSt) 10,946 0.2 1.12 1,839 
N. End of Bridge 16,159 1.3 ~1.12 23,528 
SR 80 W B  (1st St) 16,159 1.2 1.12 21,718 
SR 80 EB (2nd St) 16,159 0.2 1.12 2,715 
SR 82 (MLK lr) 16,680 0.3 1.12 5,604 
Pondella Rd 32,318 0.5 1.12 18,098 
SR 78 26,063 1.1 1.12 32,110 
Littleton 17,410 1.0 1.12 19,499 
Laurel Dr 8,861 0.5 1.12 4,962 
us41 8,861 1.1 1.12 10,917 
Fowler st 43,264 0.5 1.07 23,146 
Metro Pkwy 52,1L, 0.8 i.Oi 44,GlS 
Wlnkler Ave 39,513 2.1 1.25 103,722 
Six Mile Pkwy 54,731 0.7 1.10 T&l@ 

-1-75 48,476 0.5 1.10 26,662 
Griffin Blvd 25,802 1.0 1.17 30,18'8 
A&WBulbRd 25,802 1.0 1.17 30,188 
Cypress Lake Dr 34,924 0.7 1.17 28,603 
College Pkwy 32,318 0.8 1.11 28,69f 

li!i!dd~eBd 1EL93-~~-1L~~mL.11 27,865 
Brentwmd 23,978 0.8 I.10 21,POl 
Colonial Blvd 22,310 0.8 1.10 19,633 
Danlels Pkwy 10,634 1.3 1.11 15,345 
Crystal Dr 25,541 1.3 1.11 36,856 
Danley Dr 31,275 1.1 1.11 38,18i 
Colonial Blvd 37,530 1.2 1.11 49,99c 
Winkler Av$ 21,371 0.5 1.11 11,861 
Warehouse Rd 22,414 0.5 1.11 12,44( 
Hanson st 18,661 0.8 1.11 16,571 

1 > LK SR82 Cranfor Ave .lO 0% 

I 

I 
r- 

I 

, 

I 

) 
L 
, 
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6o'r 
60'1 
60'1 
603 
m-e 
60'1 
60'1 
60'1 
60'1 
60'1 
El'1 
&I'1 
ET’1 
Fl’T 
&I’1 
wi 
90’1 
90’1 
90’1 
01’1 
01’1 
bZ’T 
vcl 
PI’1 
Fl'T 
FT'T 
60'1 
SZ'T 
LT'T 
LT'I 
9T'l 
80'T 
80'1 
90.t 
80'1 
80'1 
80'1 
01'1 
01'1 
on 
01'1 
01'1 

1’1 PFP'LP 
D'l 188'fF 
Z'Z 9P6 
O'P OPZ'F 1 
6'0 OWE1 
5-2 Z~L‘Sl 
S'Z SOl'LZ 
L'Z 8PT'EZ 
z'l 699'81 

-FE EFz'oC 
O'Z SLZ'I F 
so Tee'9 
0.1 FZL’Ll 
S'O 8E9’SI 

1'1 LIZ’OT 
L'Z ZIl’OI 
9'0 ZII’OT 
6'2 i66’02 

8'0 9Z9’LZ 
P'O 9Z9’LZ 
1'1 09F’FF 
VO 9Z9’LZ 

VO W6’FZ 
P'O W6'FZ 
so 9woz 
T'Z 9W'OZ 
F'Z 66P'PZ 
E'Z OS8'OZ 
O'Z 550'91 
O'Z 866'E 
E'T ZOP'L 
VT ZEI’B 
Z'T 09&‘&E 
9'0 ,’ ZLP’91 
r.1 ZLP’91 
S'Z TPS’SZ 
9'0 TPS’S2 
L'Z 680'L 
Z'P K1'9 
S'F 9b6’01 
SF LTZ 
8'0 LIZ’01 
0'1 90VZT 
ST 8F9'SI 
9'0 982'61 
8'0 &6!3'lZ 
I’1 SOT'LZ 

TP sn 
TP sn 
08 ns 
08 t!s 
08MS 
08 tls 
08 tls 
08 MS 
08 MS 

a.w PW46!H 
as PJW 01’1 If0 PSL’OE 



us41 Old 41 Corkscrew Rd 
us 41 Corkscrew Rd Broadway 
us41 Broadway Sanibel Blvd 
us 41 Sanlbel Blvd Allco Rd 
us41 Alice Rd Island Park Rd 
us 41 IslarWPark Rd Jamaica Bay w. 

us41 lamaica Bay W. Six Mile Pkwy 
us41 Six Mile Pkwy Andrea In 
us 41 Andrea Ln Danlels Pkwy 

us 41 Danlels Pkwy College Pkwy 

us41 College Pkwy South Rd 
us41 South Rd 0oy Scout Rd 
us41 Boy Scout Rd North Airport Rd 
us41 North Airport Rd Colonial Blvd 

us41 Fountain Interchange N. Key Dr 
us41 N. Key Dr Hancock 8. Pkwy 
us41 Hancock 8. Pkwy bondella Rd 
us41 Pondella Rd SR 78 

us 41 SR 78 Llttleton Rd 
us41 Llttleton Rd BUS 41 

us 41 BUS 41 Del Prado Blvd 
us41 Del Prado Blvd Charlotte Co. Line 
subtotal, State Arterials 

43,264 3.5 
33,360 0.7 
40,136 '1.9 
40;658 2.2 
56,295 1.0 
53,689 1.6 
66,720 0.5 
40,658 0.5 
40,658 0.8 
54,731 .0.7 
59,944 1.4 
56,295 0.4 
42,743 0.8 
50,040 0.2 
47,642 0.9 
47,434 0.7 
29,190 0.3 
26,584 1.3 
25,020 1.0 
17,618. 1.2 
19,078 0.8 
15,950 3.4 

128.4 

1.20 181,709 
1.20 28,022 
1.20 91,510 
1.20 107,337 
1.20 67,554 
1.20 103,083 
1.20 40,032 
1.07 21,752 
1.07 34,803 
1.07 40,994 
1.07 89,796 
1.07 24,094 
1.07 36,588 
1.07 10,709 
1.10 47,166 
1.10 36,524 
1.10 9,633 
1.10 38,015 
1.10 27,522 
1.10 23,256 
1.10 16,789 
1.10 59,653 

3,496,491 

Milwaukee Blvd 1,147 2.3 1.08 2,849 
Milwaukee Blvd Leeland Heights 3,336 3.4 1.05 11,910 
us41 Lee Rd 18 557 2.1 1.09. 42,477 

onlta.Beach Rd 24 707 0.7 1.38 23 867 

Bonlta Beach Rd I-75 Bonita Grand Dr 10,321 0.7 1.22 8,814 
SummerfIn Rd Clayton ct 24,186 0.4 1.11 10,739 

Orange River Blvd 
SR 78 
Diplomat Pkwy’ 

Diplomat Pkwy 4,483 2.0 1.22 15,314 
county Lin-$ 3,545 6.3 1.22 27,247 

41,387 0.4 1.10 18,21C 
41,387 1.3 1.10 59,m 
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1 College Pkwy 
College Pkwy 
college Pkwy 
Colonial Blvd 
colonial Blvd 
Colonial Blvd 

Corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd * 
Corkscrew Rd 
corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd 
Corkscrew Rd 
Cypress Lake Dr 
Cypress Lake Dr 
Cypress Lake ~Dr 
Cypress Lake Dr 
Danlels Pkwy 
Daniel5 Pkwy 
DanteIs Pkwy 
DanI& Pkwy 
Daniels Pkwy 
Daniels Pkwy 
Daniels Pkwy 
Daniels Pkwy 
Danlels Rd 
Del Prado Blvd 
Del Prado Bkd 
Del Prado Blvd 
Del Prado Blvd 

Fowler St 
Gladiolus Dr 
Gladiolus Dr 
Gfadlolus Dr 
Glsdlolus Dr 
Gladiolus Dr 
Gunnery Rd 
Gunnery Rd 
Hancock B Pkwy 

1 Hancock B Pkwy 

Whiskey Creek Dr 
Winkler Rd 

Summerlin Rd 
McGregor Blvd 
Sutnn~erll” Rd 
1-75 
us 4f 
Three Oak; Pkwy 
I-75 
Ben Hill Griffin Pkwy 
Wildcat Run Dr 
Allca Rd 
McGregor Blvd 
South Point Blvd 
Winkler Rd 
Summerlin Rd 
us 41 
Big Pine Way 
Metro Pkwy 
Six Mile Pkwy 
Palamino Dr 
I-75 

Treeline Ave 
Chamberlin Pkwy 
West Link Dr 
tape Coral pkwy 
SE 46th St 
Co&ado Pkwy 
Cornwallis Pkwy 
Caral Point Dr 

Hancock 5. Pkwy 
4ll6tk s? 

Hickory Blvd 
Avenlda Pescador _ 
Mid Island Dr 
us 41 

AI nrthl 

Colonial Blvd 
WInklerAve 
Hanson St 
McGregor Blvd 
Pine Ridge Rd 
Bass’~Rd 
Winkler Rd 
Swnme~ll” Rd 
SR 82 
Lee Blvd 
Del Prado Blvd 
NE 24th Ave 

Whiskey Creek Dr 
Summerlin Rd 
us 41 
Summerlin Rd 
us 41 
SR 82 
Three Oaks Pkwy 
l-75 
Ben Hill Griffln Pkwy 
Wlldcat Run Dr 

Allco Rd 
county Line 
South Paint Blvd 
Winkler Rd 
Summerlin Rd 
us 41 
Blg Pine Way 
Metro Pkwy 
Six Mile Pkwy 
Palamlno Dr 
I-75 
Treeline Ave )’ 
Chamberlin Pkwy 
Gateway Blvd 
SR-82 
SE 46th St 
Coronado Pkwy 
CornwallIs Pkwy 
Coral Point Dr 
Hancock 8. Pkwy 
NE 6th St 

z 5.. 
Avenida Pescador 
Mid Island Dr 
San C+s Blvd 
N AIrport Rd 
l-“ln”ia, R,“d 

Winkler Ave 
mmx---~-- 

SR 82 
Pine Ridge Rd 
Bass Rd 

Winkler Rd 
Summerlin Rd 
us41 
Lee Blvd 

Buckingham Rd 
NE 24th Ave 

40,241 0.8 1.11 
41,804 0.8 1.11 
33,047 6.9 1.11 
50,978 0.4 1.07 
50,561 0.7 1.07 
22,622 2.4 1.10 
17,618 1.3 1.20 
19,391 0.8 1.20 

8,027, 0.5 1.20 
2,502 1.7 1.20 
2,502 2.6 1.20 
2,502 10.4 1.20 

15,221 0.4 1.17 
19,286 0.6 1.17 
26,584 ' 0.7 1.17 
34,820 0.9 1.17 
37,009 0.5 1.17 
37,009 0.6 1.17 
37,009 0.8 1.25 
47,434 2.2 1.25 
45,140 0.6 1.25 
36,696 0.5 1.26 
36,696 0.8 1.26 
18,765 1.7 1.10 
18,000 3.2 1.10 
27,835. 0.3 1.08 
28,982 0.6 1.08 
42,013 1.3 1.08 
50,040 1.8 1.09 
34,924 2.0 1.09 
21,267 0.7 1,09 
31;x-l 0.4 1.09 

7,402 2.9 1.08 
15,638 1.2 1.08 
18,510 1.8 1.08 
20,433 1.0 1.10 
25,124 0.3 ii0 
20,850 0.5 1.10 
z6p97-lE-l+0 
25,333 1.3 1.10 
10,321 '0.5 1.15 
18,244 1.6 1.15 
19,391 0.8 1.15 
19,391 0.5 1.16 
41,596 1.5 1.20 

6,255 2.5 1.08 
8,027 1.5 1.07 

20,537 1.1 1.10 

35,734 
37,122 
33,014 
21,819 
37,870 
59,722 
27,484 
18,615 
4,816 
5,104 
7,806 

31,225 
7,123 

13,539 
21,772 
36,665 
21,650 
25,980 
37,009 

130,444 
33,855 
23,118 
36,990 
35,091 
63,360 

9,019 
18,780 
58,986 
98,178 
76,134 
16,227 

9.272 
23,183 
20,267 
35,983 
22,476 

8.291 
11,468 

+BjKE 
36,226 

5,935 
33,565 
17,84C 
11,247 
74,872 
16,882 
12,88: 
24,85( 

Oranqe Grove Blvd 24,186 0.5 1.10 13.30; 
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Hancock B Pkwy 

Leeland Height5 ~.c 

Sanlbel Causeway 

Six Mile Cypress 
SIX Mile Cypress 

Orange Grove Blvd 
Moody’Rd 
Bonlta Beach Rd 
McLaughlin Blvd 
Melody Lane 
SR 82 
Leeland Heights 
Bell Blvd 
Country Club(n) 
18th St 
us 41 
SR 82 
Gunnery Rd 
Homestead Rd 
Homestead Rd 
Lee Blvd 
Corbett Rd 
us 41 
Ortlz Ax 
Sanibet T Plaza 
Harbor Dr 
Summerlin Rd 
Kelly Rd 
Thornton Rd 
SR 31 
Franklin Lack Rd 
Broadway Rd 
County Line 
Banita Beach Rd 
Terry St 
Rosemary Rd 
SR 80 
St&y Rd 
Colonial Blvd 

SR 82 
Ballard St 
Tlce St 
StrIngfellow Rd 
_I.\ ,Y 

Westwood Rd 
Orange Grove Blvd 
us 41 
Sanlbel Shoreline 
Metro Pkwy 
Danlols Pkwy 
Wlnkler Ext. 

Challenger Blvd 
SR 78 
1st Ave 

Moody Rd 
us 41 
McLaughlin Blvd 
Melody Lane 
Ester” Blvd 
Leeland Heights 
Lee Blvd 
Country Club(n) 
'18th St 
SR 80 
Three Oak; Pkwy 
Gunnery Rd22, 
Homestead Rd 
Leeland Heights 
Lee Blvd 
Joel Blvd 
us 41 
Bus 4i; 
1-75 
Harbor Dr 
Summerlin Rd 
Kelly Rd 
Thornton Rd 

,Sa” Carlos Blvd 
Franklin Lock Rd 
Broadway Rd 
County Line 
Bonlta Beach Rd 
Terry St 
Rosemary Rd 
us 41 
St.&y Rd 
Bucklngham Rd 

- sR.aZ 
Ballard St 
Tlce St 
SR 80 
Burnt Store Rd 

Orange Grove Blvd 
us 41 
.Bus 41 
Toll Plaza 
Danlels Pkwy 
Winkler Ext. 
Challenger Blvd 
Colonial Blvd 
Nalle Grade Rd 

24;082 0.9 1.10 
12,510 1.1 1.08 
10,634 0.7 1.08 

7,715 6.7 1;08 
6,464 5.6 1.05 

22,935 1.1 1.05 
13,031 0.9 1.08 

5,317 3.9 1.08 
5,317 ,3.1 1.08 
2,189 1.8 1.20 

518 3.6 1.07 
24,707 3.9 1.07 

9,591 ,1.6 1.07 
14,387 0.4 '1.07 
14,387 1.6 1.07 

6,255 1.5 1.06 
5,734 0.7 1.12 

10,634 0.8 1.10 
20,120 0.2 1.29 
23,039 2.2 1.29 
11,155 1.7 1.04 
17,097 0.3 1.04 
17,097 0.7 1.04 

2,398 4.5 1.09 
1,355 5.7 1.09 
1,981 3.6 1.09 

10,634 1.2 1.05 
17,410 1.0 1.05 
17,618 0.3 1.05 
12,614 2.7 1.05 

7,298 1.3 1.09 
4,567 3.0 1.09 

13,344 1.7 1.10 
13,865 1.1 1.10 
13,865 1.3 1.10 

9,174 0.3 1.10 
11,363 5.4 1.24 

4%+E--~%a% 
17,097 0.6 1.06 
17,097 1.6 1.06 
17,410 0.6 1.06 

20,120 2.9 1.25 
20,537 1.8 1.25 
13,553 3.7 1.10 
10,842 0.8 1.10 
10,842 0.5 1.10 

5,838 4.0 1.13 

23;8411 
14,862 

8,039 
55,826 
38,008 
26,490 
12,666 
22,395 
17,801 

4,728 
86,739 

103,102 
16,420 

6,158 
24,631 

9,945 
4,495 
9,358 
5,191 

65,385 
19,722 

5,334 
12,447 
11,762 
8,419 
7,773 

13,399 
18,281 

5,550 - 
35,761 
10,341 
14,999 - 
24,953 
16,777 
19,827 

3,027 
76,087 

%- .I CM5 

10,874 
28,997 
11,073 
72,935 
46,208 
55,161. 

9,541 

5,963 
26,388 1 

[Slater Rd Pine Island Rd 9,383 7.9 .1.31 97.1051 
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Pf6’f 
III)'01 
Iici'PI 
6fI’II 
EEZ’Z 
ZlP’SZ 
PS6'lZI 
PSL%9 
PLP'Itr 
ElO'OT 
110'11 
ZZ6JLZ 
EET'ZI 
6IZ'S 
9LI'LZ 
68E'L9 
68L'IZ 
688'6P 
SEE’18 
SZZ’69 
L9Z’fI 
1,90'09 
EEI'LI 
SSI'SE 

11'1 so 680'L 
11'1 L'O LS9'EI 
9Z'I 6'0 EZE'ZI 
9Z'I 8'0 ISO'II 
9Z'I S'O St%% 
ZZ'I 8'1 Z&l1 
LO'1 6'2 ZOE'6E 
LO'1 S'I SPf’Otr 

~LO'I 1'1 ,LfZ’SE 
ET'1 0'1 198'8 
60'1 L'I ZP6'S 
oz.1 I'f 90S'L 
LO'1 Z’f SPS’E 
LO’1 9’E SSE'I 
II'T 1'1 LSZ'ZZ 
II'I 6'1 fS6‘IE 
11'1 L'O fPO’8Z 
9Z'T 8'1 L66‘IZ 
9Z'I 8'1 Z98'SE 
9Z'I L'I EIE'ZE 
9Z'I S'O 6SO'TZ 
6Z.T Z'Z f91’1Z 
IE’l L’E SPS’E 
If’1 E’E ZET'B 



Nalle Rd Sr76 
N Airport Rd us41 
Orahge Grove Blvd Club Entr. 
Orange Grove Blvd 4 lane End 
Orange Grove Blvd Hancock B. Pkwy 

Park Meadows Dr Summerlin Rd 

~lne Ridge Rd San Carlos Blvd 
Pine Ridge Rd SummerlIn Rd 

Pine Ridge Rd Gladiolus Dr 
Plantation Rd Daniels Pkwy 

Richmond Ave Leeland Heights 

Richmond Ave E 9th St 
Richmond Ave E 12th St 
South Pointe Blvd Cypress Lake Dr 

Staley Rd Luck&t Rd 

East Terry St Bonlta Grand Rd 
East Terry St Old US 41 

nce St ss 80 

Tlce St Ortiz Ave 

Whiskey Creek Dr College Pkwy 
Whiskey Creek Dr Sautem Dr 

W. 12th St Sunshine Blvd 

Subtotal, Lee County Collect&S 

Nalle Grade Rd 
Fowler st 
4 Lane End 
Hancock 0. Pkwy 
Pond& Rd 
us 41 

Summerlin Rd 
Gladiolus Dr 
McGregor Blvd 
Idlewild st 
E 9th st 
E 12th St 
Greenbriar Blvd 
College Pkwy 
Orange PJver Blvd 
Old US 41 
Morton Ave 
Ortiz Ave 
Staley Rd 
Sautem Dr 
McGregor Blvd 
Richmond Ave 

2,815 2.7 1.13 
900 0.5 1.07 

9,070 1.0 1.06 
9,070 0.9 1.06 
9,800 1.0 1.06 
4,900 0.8 1.07 

11,363 1.0 1.11 
6,047 1.7 1.11 
5,004 0.4 1.11 
6,464 2.5 1.25 
1,043 2.1 1.05 
1,043 0.8 1.05 

626 2.6 1.05 
10,008 0.8 1.11 

2,398 " 1.6 1.09 
900 2.5 1.22 

9,174~ 1.8 1.22 
4,274 0.6 1.09 
2,606 2.3 1.09 
6,776 0.9 1.11 
3,232 0.9 1.11 
1,043 2.4 1.07 

73.4 

8,589 
482 

9,614 
8,653 

10,3’88 
4,194 

12,613 
11,411 

2,222 
20,200 

2,300 
876 

1,709 
8,887 
4,182 
2,745 

20,146 
2,795 
6,533 
6,769 
3,229 
2,678 

352,887 

19,286 0.9 1.10 19,093 
15,429 .I.9 1.10 32,247 

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 CranFwd 10,634 0.9 1.10 10,528 

11989 1.9 1.10 25 057 

Winkler _ Hanson 6,255 ‘1.3 1.10 8,945 
HanSon Edison 6,255 0.5 1.10 3,440 
Edison MLK 3,753 .0.5 1.10 2,064 

us 41 F0wler 12,197 0.6 1.10 8,050 
Fowler Evans 20,329 0.1 1.10 2,236 

Metro 20,329 0.5 1.10 11,181 

15 533 0.8 

Subtotal, Fort Myers Arterials and Collectors 19.2 292,388 
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1 And&Isa Blvd 
Andalusa Blvd 

Beach Pkwy 
cape Coral lwy 
cape Coral Pkwy 
cape coral Pkwy 
cape coral P!wY 
cape Coral Phwwy 
Cape Coral Pkwy 
cape coral Pkwy 

cape coral pkwy 
Celtus Pkwy 
Chiqulta Blvd 
Chlqulta Blvd .~~ 
Chlqulta Blvd -_ 
Chiqulta Blvd 
Chlquita Blvd 
Chlqulta Blvd 
Chlqulta Blvd 
Chiqulta Blvd 
Chlquita Blvd 
Chlquita Blvd 
Chlquita:Blvd 
Coronado Pkwy 
Coronado Pkwy 
Coronado Pkwy 
Coronado Pkwy 
country Club 
country Club 
Country Club 

Tropicana 
Diplomat 
Chlqulta 
Del Prado 
Coronado 
Palm Tree 

Santa Barban 
Pelican 
Skyline 
Chiquita 
SW 25th 
Burnt Store 
El Dorado 
cape coral 
Beach 
savona 
Gleason 
Miracle 
Trafalgar 
SR 78 
Tropicana 
Diplomat 
Kismet 
El Dorado 
cape coral 
SE47th 
Vincennes 
Palm Tree 
SE 9th 
Wildwood 
Archer 
veterans 
Nicholas 
SE 10th 
SR 78 
Hancock 
SE 5th 
SR 78 

~~-~~~~-~~=~-= 

Kismet 
Burnt store, 
El Dorado 
Chlqulta 
Nelson 
C&us 
Tropicana 

Diplomat 
Kismet 

Diplomat 
Kismet 
Surfside 
Leo”& 
Leonard 
Coronado 
Palm Tree 
Santa Barbara 
Pelican 
Skyline 
Chiqulta 
El Dorado 
Cape coral 
Beach 
Savona 
Gleason 
Miracle 
Trafalgar 
SR78 
Tropicana 
Diplomat 
Kismet 
Wilmington 
cape coral 
SE 47th 
vincennes 
Del Prado 
SE 9th 
Wildwood 
Archer 
veterans 
Nicholas 
SE 10th 
VikX?lya 
Hancock 
SE 5th 

Diplo@ 

us41 
El Dorado 
Chlqulta 
Nelson 
Del Prado 
Tropicana 
Diplomat 
Kismet 
lacarando 

4,379 1.2 1.06 
900 0.9 1.22 

3,753 1.9 1.07 
31,379 0.5 1.08 
33,986 0.3 1.08 
35,445 0.5 1.07 
40,032 0.5 1.07 
32,839 0.5 1.07 
24,916 0.5 1.07 
18,348 :l.O 1.07 

8,236 1.1 1.07 
900 1.0 1.22, 

6,359. 1.0 1.07 
14,491 0.8 1.07 
15,429 " 0.8 1.07 
17,931 0.6 l.Oi 
16,055 1.0 1.06 
12,510 1.0 1.06 
15,116 1.0 1.06 

5,421 1.9 1.06 
900 1.1 1.22 
900 1.0 1.22 
900 0.4 1.22 

11,885 0.7 1.06 
11,676 0.1 1.08 
10,842 0.7 1.08 
13,865 0.6 1.08 

8,027 1.0 1.08 
8,027 0.8 1.08 

12,406 1.1 1.08 
18,244 0,3 1:06 
70,329 1.7 1.06 
15,429 0.3 1.08 
16,055 0.3 1.08 

5,213 0.5 1.08 
6,653 0.6 1.08 
5.734 0.9 1.08 

13,240 1.0 1.06 
+3+08 5.6 1s 

8,757 3.5 1.06 
900 1.0 1.22 
900 1.1 1.22 
900 1.0 1.22 

3,649 3.0 1.06 
900 1.7 1.22 
900 0.8 1.22 
900 1.3 1.22 
900 1.1 1.22 

5,570 
988 

7,630 
16,945 
11,011 
18,963 
21,417 
17,569 
13,330 
19,632 

9,694 
1,098 
6,804 

12,404 
13,207 
11,512 
17,018 
13,261 
16,023 
10,918 

1,208 
1,098 

439 
8,819 
1,261 
8,197 
8,985 
8,665 
6,935 

14,738 
5,802 

36.63? 
4,995 
5,202 
2,815 
5,607 

5.57I 
14,031 

M 
32,48! 

1,09t 
1,2oc 
1,09I 

11,60r 
1,8h: 

871 
1,42; 
1,201 

(El Dorado Pkwy SW 28* Chlqulta 5,000 1.6 1.10 8,801 
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El Dorado Pk& 
El Dorado Pkwy 
El Dorado Pkwy 
Gleason Pkwy 
Gleason Pkwy 

Gleason Pkwy 
Hancock Bridge Pkwy 
Hancock Bridge Pkwy 
Kismet Pkwy 
Kismet Pkwy 

‘Kismet Pkwy 
Kismet Pkwy 
Kismet Pkwy 
Kismet Pkwy ~:L 
Miracle Pkwy 
Mohawk Picny 
Mohawk Pkwy 
Nelson Rd 
Nelson Rd 
Nelson Rd 
Nelson Rd 
Nicholas Pkwv 

Skyline 
Bayslde 
Coronado 
P.&a” 
Santa Barbara 

Skyline 
Del Prado 
Cultural 
El Dorado 
Chiqulta 
Nelson 
Juanita 
Andalusla 
Del Prado 
Surfside 
Pelican 
Skyline 
Embers 
Tropicana 
Diplomat 
Kismet 
Santa Barbara 

P&J” 
Coronado 
Del Prado 
Skyline 
Pelican 
Chiqulta 
CultUral 
Santa Barbara 
Chiquita 
N&O” 
Juanita 
‘Andalusia 
Del Prado 
NE 24th 
Chiqulta 
Skyline 
Chlquita 
Tropicana 
Diplomat 
Kismet 
Wilmington 

SR78 

s;ooo 
5,000 
,5,000 
5,317 
7,923 
3,440 

11,780 
11,885 

900 
900 
900 
900 
900 

3,128 
3,962 
2,189 
3,962 

900 
900 
900 
900 

4.379 

0.5 1.10 2,750 
1.1 1.10 6,050 
0.7 1.10 3,850 
0.6 1.06 3,362 
0.5 1.06 4,199 
1.0 1.06 3,646 
1.1 1.08 13,995 
1.0 1.08 12,836 
1.0 1.22 1,098 
1.0 1.22 1,098 
1.0 1.22 1,098 
1.1 1.22 1,208 
1.0 1.22 1,osa 
1.0 1.06 3,316 
1.0 1.06 4,200 
0.5 1.07 1,171 
1.0 1.10 4,358 
0.9 1.22 988 
1.0 1.22 1,098 
1.0 1.22 1,098 
0.9 ~1.22 988 

101112 
1.4 1.07 6,560 

Country Club Santa Barbara , 1.2 1.07 12,984 
Palm Tree Blvd cape Coral SE 47th 9,383 0.1 1.08 1,013 

Country Club Wildwoad 6,151 1.3 1.08 8,636 
Country Club 8,444 0.2 1.08 1,824 

Cape coral Mohawk 7,715 1.1 1.10 9,335 
Gleason 6,568 1.0 1.10 7,225 

cape coral El Dorado 8,236 0.9 1.10 8,154 
El Dorado 900 1.5 1.10 1,485 
Gleason 12,302 2.1 1.10 28,418 
Kamal 19,495 0.5 1.07 10,430 

Santa Barbara Blvd Kamal _ Ve@rans 22,935 0.5 1.07 12,270 
SW 22 Ter 29,399 0.2 1.07 6,291 
TrafFJgar 24,395 0.9 1.07 23,492 
Nicholas 23,978 0.7 1.07 17,960 
Hancock 19,078 1.3 1.07 26;537 

----a*---~ pp~m~mpgpcg 
Chiqulta 2:919 

4A-w2& +a27 
0.7 1.10 2,248 

Hancock 7,089 1.1 1.10 8,578 
Del Prado SE 17th 4,274 0.2 1.10 940 
Palm Tree Coronado 12,197 0.7 1.10 9,392 
Coronado Vlncennes 11,468 0.2 1.10 2,523 
Vl”Ce”“eS Del Prado 7,610 0.4 1.10 3,348 

SR78 5,108 1.4 1.07 7,652 
cape Coral Mohawk 9,800 1.1 1.10 11,858 
El Dorado cape Coral 7,610 0.9 1.10 7,534 

1 Skvllne Blvd Mohawk GlCkYO” 14,074 1.0 1.10 15.481 
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Skyllne Blvd Gleason 
Skyline Blvd Miracle 

Trafalgar Pkwy Santa Barbara 

Trafalgar Pkwy Skyllne 
Trafalgar Pkwy Chlqulta 
Tropicana Pkwy Burnt Store 

Tropicana Pkwy El Dorado 

Tropicana Pkwy Chlqulta 
Tropicana Pkwy Nelson 
Tropicana Pkwy Juanita 

“lncennes Blvd cape coral 
Vlncennes Blvd SE 47th 

Vlscaya Pkwy Del Prado 
Viscaya Pkwy SE 9th 
Wildwood Pkwy-~ Palm Tree 
Subtbtal, Cape Coral Arterials and Collecton 

Casa Ybel Rd 
Casa Ybel Rd 
Casa Ybel Rd 
Gulf Dr 
Gulf Dr 
Gulf Dr 
Periwinkle Way 
Periwinkle Way 
Periivlnkle Way 
Periwinkle Way 
Sanibel-Captlva Blvd 

W Gulf Dr. 
Mlddle Gulf Dr 
Birdsong Place 
Rue Belle 
Tarpon Bay Rd 
Casa Ybel Rd 
Tarpon Bay Rd 
Casa Ybel Rd 
Donax St 
Causeway Blvd 
Captiva Bridge 

Miracle 11,051 1.0, 1.07 11,825 
Trafalgar 8,027 1.1 1.07 9,448 
Skyline 8,132 1.1 1.07 9,57i 
Chiquita 5,421 1.0 1.07 5,800 
Surfside 2,919 1.0 1.07 3,123 
El Dorado 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Chlquita 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Nelson 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
IllanIta 900 1.0 1.22 1,098 
Andalusla 900 1.1 1.22 1,208 
SE 47th 5,942 .O.l 1.10 654 
Coronado 3,545 0.5 $10 1,950 
SE 24th 14,804 1.0 1.08 15,988 
Del Prado 17,618 0.6 1.08 11,416 
Country Club 4,483 0.4 1.08 1,937 

104.0 869,097 

Middle Gulf Dr 
Blrdsong Place 
Periwinkle Way 
Tarpon Bay Rd 
Casa Ybel Rd 
Donax St 
Casa Ybel Rd 
Donax St 
Causeway Blvd 
Ferry Landing Dr 
Rue Belle 

2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
2,500 
9,600 
9,600 
9,600 
9,600 
5,900 

0.6 1.25 
0.3 1.25 
0.7 1.25 
5.3 1.25 
0.7 1.25 
1.6 1.25 
1.4 1.25 
0.7 1.25 
0.7 1.25 
1.3 1.25 
3.4 1.25 

1,875 
938 

2,188 
16,563 

2,188 
5,000 

16,800 
8,400 
8,400 .~ 

15,600 
25,075 

Sanlbel-Captiva Blvd Rue Belle Tarpon Bay Rd 7,750 3.9 1.25 37,781 
Subtotal, Sanibel 20.6 140,808 
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LEE COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 03-- 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE LEE COUNTY LAND 
DEVELOPMENT CODE (LDC) TO AMEND CHAPTER 2 
(ADMINISTRATION), ARTICLE VI (IMPACT FEES), DIVISION 2 
(ROADS IMPACT FEE); AMENDING, PROVIDING FOR OR 
REMOVING DEFINITIONS AND RULES OF CONSTRUCTION OF 
“ELDERLY/DISABLED HOUSING,” “EXPANSION OF THE 
CAPAClTYOFAROAD,“‘~HOTEL/MOTEL,“”MULTIPLE-FAMILY,” 
AND”MULTIPLE-FAMILY BUILDINGS” (§2-264);AMENDlNGAND 
RENUMBERING COMPUTATION OF AMOUNT (52-266); 
AMENDING BENEFIT DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED (§2-268); 
TRUST FUND ACCOUNTS (§2-269); USE OF FUNDS (§2-270); 
EXEMPTIONS (§2-274); CREDITS (52-275); AND 

AMENDING AND PROVIDING FORAPPENDIXK- ROAD IMPACT 
FEE DiSTRlCT DESCRIPTIONS; AND 

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; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners has the authority to adopt this division 
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, the Board initially adopted Roads impact fee regulations and an impact fee 
schedule on September 16, 1985 based upon the best information available at that time; and 

WHEREAS, in 2000, the Board approved Lee County Ordinance No. 00-07, adding a , , ,, --~. ^ ^ ^ 1. - ---. 
IroLeeL ) m k&rpmr L, sectmn z-Zbb(fj, requiring 

the impact fee schedules set forth in therein tobe reviewed every three years and updated if 
necessary; and 

WHEREAS, the Board approved a contract with Duncan Associates for the review and 
updating of Roads Impact Fee rates; and 

WHEREAS, the Road impact Fee Update, Lee County, Florida, prepared by Duncan 
Associates, in association with CRSPE, Inc., dated July 2003, forms the basis of the proposed 
amendments; and 
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WHEREAS, the Roads Impact Fee impact fee study generated better and more competent 
data allowing the use of a sophisticated methodology to determine the impacts of development and 
to evaluate and establish appropriate impact fees; and 

WHEREAS, the Land Development Code Advisory Committee reviewed and approved the 
proposed amendments to Land Development Code on August 8,2003; and 

WHEREAS, the Executive Regulatory Oversight Committee reviewed the proposed 
amendments to the Lend Development Code on August 13,2003;and 

WHEREAS, the Local Planning Agency reviewed the proposed amendments on August 25, 
2003, and found them consistent with the Lee Plan. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED 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, Division 2 is amended to read 
as follows with strike through identifying deleted language and underline identifying new language: 

CHAPTER 2 

ARTICLE VI. IMPACT FEES 

DIVISION 2. ROADS IMPACT FEE 

Sec. 2-264. Definitions and rules of construction. 

(4 Unchanged 

lb) The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this division, will have the meanings 
ascribed to them !n !h!s snbsecbon and the !atest e-..-. _. ditinn nf the !nstitute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) manual, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning. 

[Only the following definitions are added or amended. All others are unchanged.] 

&$ex has the same meanino oiven it in chapter 34. 

ElderWdsabfed housw means dwelling units aualified to receive Federal assistance 
ttg-01~ .~r?criyP hxxsLnM. auth ed u-Hw LI r/z dn- ./\,ct--- . 
Section 210 of the Wousinq and Communifv Development Act of 1974, and the National Affordable 
t-lousino Act) or Section 811 (supportive housing for oersons with disabilities, authorized under the 
National Affordable Housino Act of 1990. as amended bv the Housina and Community 
Development Act of 1992. the Rescission Act and the American Homeownershio and Opportunitv 
Act of 20001 proqrams. 

Expansion of the capacity of a road means all road and intersection capacity 
enhancements, and includes but is not limited to extensions, widening, intersection improvements; 
and upgrading signalization 
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Hotel/mote/ has the same meaning given it in chapter 34. 
tmk 

Mu/fide-familv buildino has the same meanino qiven it in chapter 34. 

Sec. 2-266. Computation of amount. 

(4 At the option of the feepayer, the amount of the roads impact fee may be determined by the 
schedule set forth in this subsection. The reference in the schedule to square feet refers 
to the gross square footage of each floor of a building measured to the exterior walls, and 
not usable, interior, rentable, noncommon or other forms of net square footage. The 
reference in the schedule to mobile home/RV park site refers to the number of mobile home 
a recreational vehicle sites permitted by the applicable final development order, 

ROADS IMPACT FEE SC#EDULE 
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Sinale-familv residence Dwellinq Unit 
Multiple-familv buildins. 

Duplex, Townhouse, 
Two-familv attached Dwellina Unit 

Mobile Home#/RV Park Pad/Park Site 
ElderlviDisabled Housinq Dwelling Unit 
Adult Conareaate Living 

Facilitv (ACLF) Dwelling Unit 
Hotel/Motel or Timeshare Room/Unit 

Office, General Office, General 
Office, Medical Office, Medical 
Hospital Hospital 
Nursing Home Nursing Home 
Church Church 
Dav Care Center Dav Care Center 
ElementarviSecondarv ElementarviSecondarv 

School (Private1 School (Private1 

Inc-illstria~ 
industrial Park 

or General Industrial 1,000 sa. ft. 
Warehouse 1.000 sa. ft. 
Mini-Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 

Notes: 

$2,971 

g+)%j 
$ 1,017 

670 $ 
$ 2,237 

$ 5.063 

g%t 

L!EE 
$ 7,427 

g% 

$ 2,336 

g$iz 

Et% 
4,107 $ 

$ 

$+E 
508 $ 

$ 1,198 

fz% $ 1,016 EE 
$15,037 

$ 4,221 

i-k% 
4,836 $ 

$ 758 

(1) fvlobile homes not located within an established mobile home park will be treated as 
a single-family residence for impact fee calculation purposes. 

(2) Impact fees for the a golf course (i.e., tees, fairways, greens, accessory structures 
such as golf cart houses etc) are due and payable prior to the issuance of the 
development order for the golf course. The golf course club house and related club 
house facilities wilt not be included in the impact fee calculation for the golf course. 
Impact fees for the club house and related facilities wilt be calculated separately, at 
the time of building permit issuance for these facilities, based upon the uses 
encompassed by the club house facility. 
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G3 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 followiing criteria: 

‘&)a. the permit is approved by the County; 

@) &. has been picked up by the owner or his agent; and 

f3f c. all applicable fees have been paid. 

[Also, NOTE: 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 golf courses and RV parks.] 

la If a building permit is requested for a building with mixed uses, as defined in section 
2-264, then the fee will be determined according to the schedule set out in this 
subsection by apportioning the total space within the building according to the space 
devoted to each principal use. m A shopping center will be considered a 
principal use; however, when located within a shoo,oina center, a fast-food 
restaurant or convenie~f? w& ~E~CI&W s&z wi!! be c9&&-& a c:in&ti - 
USB. 

fbl If the type of development activity for which a building permit is applied is not specified on 
the fee schedule set out in this subsection, the county manager will use the fee applicable 
h ,kn m-e+ na,.r,,, ^ I^ I .._^ ^Z I--A ..-- -.- 
subsection. The county manager will be guided in the selection of a comoarable type by the 
Institute ot Transportation Engineers’ “Trip Generati ’ (latest 
edition), studies or reports done by the United State ion, the 
state department of transportation and the county dep articles 
or reports appearing in the ITE Journal and other reliable sources. If the county manager 
determines that there is no comparable type of land use on the fee schedule set out in this 
subsection, then the county manager must determine the fee by: (1) using traffic 
generation statistics or other relevant data from the sources named in this subsection; and 
(2) applying the formula set forth in subsection (H) of this section. 
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‘S NOTE: I~~~Sf~lON OF NDED FEES - Decreases, if any, 
wiN take place upon adoption. Forpermits and DO’s filed within 30 days af the 
adoption of the increases, the permit must be paid for and picked up within 90 

adoption date to avoid fhe incre 

6%) The fee schedules set forth in section 2-266 were amended in October 2003. The fee schedule 
in effect prior to November 3,2003 will remain in effect until the new fees take effect as follows: 

f.u Decreases in the existing fee for a use type will be effective November 3. Decreases. 
2003. 

fa Increases. 

2% A buildina oermit or mobile home move-on oermit or recreational vehicle park 
development order application submitted on or before December 3, 2003. will 
be assessed an impact fee based upon the fee schedule aoplicable on 
November 2. 2003. but only if the building permit or mobile home move-on 
permit or recreational vehicle aark development order is issued on or before 
Februarv 3. 2004. 

!L A buildina oermit or mobile home move-on permit or recreational vehicle park 
development order aoolication submitted after December 3, 2003, or any 
buildina oermit or mobile home move-on permit or develooment order issued 
after Februatv 3.2004, will be subiect to the amended impact fee schedule. 

(bd) 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 roads 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. 

(es) If the roads 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 roads impact fees are owed, no participating 
municipality or county permits of any type may be issued for the building or structure in 
quesiion, or for anyother portion of a development of which the building or structure in 
qua.Qon is a part, 110Urmoac! fees are pard The bw-tron ” i.3 ‘m 
permitted by law or equity to collect unpaid fees. 

km If a feepayer opts not to have the impact fee determined according to subsection (a) of this 
section, then the feepayer must prepare and submit to the county manager an independent 
fee calculation study for the land development activity for which a building permit, mobile 
home move-on permit or recreational vehicle development order is sought. The 
independent fee calculation study must measure the impact of the development in question 
on the road system illustrated on Map 3A of the transportation element of the Lee Plan by 



following the prescribed methodologies and formats for the study established by the county 
administrative code. The feepayer must attend a pre-application meeting with the county 
manager or his designee to discuss the traffic engineering and economic documentation 
required to substantiate the request. The traffic engineering and economic documentation 
submitted must address all aspects of the impact fee formula that the county manager 
determines to be relevant in defining the project’s impacts at the pre-application meeting 
and must show the basis uponwhich the independent fee calculation was made, including 
but not limited to the following: 

(1) Traffic engineering studies. All indeoendent fee calculation studies must address 
all three of the following: 

(2) 

a. Documentation of trip generation rates appropriate for the proposed land 
development activity; 

b. Documentation of trip length appropriate for the proposed land development 
activity; and 

C. Documentation of the percent of new trip data appropriate for the proposed 
land development activity. 

m Revenue credit studies. The feepayer may also provide 
that the 
revenue 

the average figures used in developing the fee schedule. This documentation must 
be prepared and presented by qualified professionals in their respective fields and 
must follow best professional practices and methodologies. The following formula 
must be used by the county manager to determine the roads impact fee per unit of 
development: 

[101403/1900] 



IMPACT FEE = VMT X NET COSTNMT 

Where: 

VMT 
ADT 

%NEW 

LENGTH 
12 

ADJUSTMENT 

NET COSTNMT 
COSTNMT 

COST/LANE-MILE 

AVG LANE CAPACITY 
CREDITIVMT = 

$/GAL = 

MPG = 
365 = 
NPV = 

ADT X % NEW x LENGTH I2 
Trip ends during average weekday 
Percent of trips that are primary, as opposed to passby or 
diverted-link trips 
Average length of a trip on the approved road system 
Avoids double-counting trips for origin and destination 
Local adiustment factor, representino the ratio between the 
VMT predicted bv national travel characteristics and 
observed VMT on the approved road svstem 
COSTNMT - CREDITNMT 
COST/LANE-MILE I AVG LANE CAPACITY 
Average cost to add a new lane to the approved 
roadway system 
Average daily capacity of a lane at ievel of service “D” 
$/GAL 1 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 daily VMT to annual VMT) 
Net present value factor (i.e., 12.46 for 20 years 
at 5% discount) 

(ef) All buildings, structures and facilities capable of being used by the public will be charged 
the full roads impact fee set forth for that use in the impact fee schedule. However, the 
county recognizes that there are instances where a building, structure or facility capable of 
public use is actually restricted to the private use of a specific development (i.e., private 
clubhouse dining facilities built as a planned development amenity). In these instances, a 
reduced impact fee may be claimed by the property owner in accordance with the following: 

(1) Filing of an independent fee calculation study ultimately approved by the County; 
or 

(2) Acceptance by the developers and property owner, as a condition of building permit 
or development order approval, that: 

a. 
+&~-^“̂ . ^,..^^ L..,:ll . . ..L : _I-. .--~-L-L! an oi 
development service, that shows the proposed prim _____ 
oft&e road impacts; and 

b. the proposed use will be restricted to the sole use of the residents of the 
subdivision by covenants acceptable to the county attorney’s office and 
enforced by a property owner’s association or similar entity; and 

C. the certificate of occupancy will be revoked if the Director of Development 
Services determines the proposed private use has changed in character to 
that of a public use and the certificate of occupancy may not be reinstated 
until the full impact fee is paid; and 
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d. the county will withhold all building permits and development approvals for 
all phases or parts of the development connected with, or entitled to use, the 
proposed private facility until the full impact fee is paid. 

(fs) The impact fee schedule set forth in section 2-266(a) will be administratively reviewed and 
re-analyzed 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. In accordance with this section, the first review of the roads impact fee schedule 
must be completed and any amendments to the schedule presented to the Board for 
adoption no later than May 1,2003. Subsequent review dates will be calculated based upon 
the May 1, 2003 date. 

Sec. 2-268. Benefit districts established. 

(4 Benefif Disfricfs. There are hereby established eight &C roads impact fee benefit districts 
as shown in Appendix K - Man 1. 
lmsact fees collected and imoact fee credits issued urior to November 3. 2003 will be 
retained in the accounts for the orevious eioht distrids shown in Aooendix K - Mao 2 and 
spent within the benefit district from which they~were oriainallv collected or issued to benefit. 

QrLl Subdisfricfsmavbecreafedbvinfer/oca/aareemenf. Incorporated municipalities constitute 
sub districts for the purpose of this division. All or a portion of a municipality may be within 
the established districts set forth in Appendix K-1. Municipal district boundaries will expand 
and contract as the municipality boundaries are amended in accordance with Florida law. 

Sec. 2-269. Trust fund accounts. 

(a) There are hereby established five roads impact fee trust fund accounts, one for each 
roads impact fee benefit district established in section 2-268. Subsidiary accounts may be 
established for subdistricts created by interlocal agreement. 

(b) Unchanged 

Sec. 2-270. Use of funds. 

(a) Funds collected from roads impact fees must be used for the purpose of capital 
improvements to approved roads. Such improvements must be of the type made necessary 

., _ , I^ ---A r . _I- .._-. I~ . q e. I unu> mdy r routine marntenance as 
defined in F.S. §334.03(+!99) and (2824). Except as provided in subsection (rJ of this _i~ 
section, impact fee collections, including any interest earned thereon, kss but exciudinq 
administrative charaes pursuant to subsection (d) of this section, must be 
used exclusively for capital improvements within the roads impact fee district from which 
funds were collected, or for projects in other roads impact fee districts that are of direct 
benefit to the roads impact fee district from which the funds were collected. These impact 
fee funds must be segregated from other funds and expended as provided in the 
appropriate administrative code. Funds may be used or pledged in the course of bonding 
or other lawful financing techniques, so long as the proceeds raised thereby are used for 
the purpose of capital improvements to approved roads. If these funds or pledge of funds 
are combined with other revenue sources in a dual or multipurpose bond issue or other 
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revenue-raising device, the proceeds raised thereby must be divided and segregated, such 
that the amount of the proceeds reserved for road purposes bears the same ratio to the 
total funds collected that the roads impact fee funds used or pledged bear to the total funds 
used or pledged. 

(b) through (d) Unchanged 

Sec. 2-274. Exemptions. 

(4 The following are exempt from payment of the roads impact fee: 

(1) through (10) Unchanged 

(11) Building permits issued in a redevelopment area or enterprise zone, or for low- or 
moderate-income housing, in the City of Fort Myers, but only when the permit is 
identified by the type of land use and by the land area or housing or redevelopment 
program in question by explicit language included in an appropriate inter-local 
agreement. 

(b) Unchanged 

Sec. 2-275. Credits. 

(a) Credits are subject to the following: 

(1) & (2) Unchanged 

(3) Conditions of credit approval. Credit for road construction or land dedication is 
subject to the following: 

a. Road construction. A request submitted for road impact fee construction 
credits must include a detailed project description and complete cost 
estimates, prepared by a qualified professional, srufficien? to enable the 
county manager to verify the cost estimates and determine the appropriate 
c,re,.. amc,. ,A. * 0-c I dii l-h CM” +\, -e._ m -.y n ” e, w*a:-;s y+- _/_,,I to --~ in I I ‘LJ I l#Ul IU e uiier 

n cost estimates 
in order to indep 

amount to recommend or approve. 

* -, _ -. I. ~id~sn-oao~. I ne wve roads Impact fee 
credits for constructioncosts applicable toclassl roads. TNLs 
includes roads required to be constructed pursuant to a zoning 
condition or development order approval. Construction credits for 
class 1 roads will be given for the full actual cost of construction, as 
determined and verified by the county manager. 

2. C/ass 2 or 3 roads. In the case of class 2 and 3 roads the county 
manager will make a recommendation to the board of county 
commissioners on the appropriate amount of credits. 
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3- Construction credits for class 2 and class 3 roads may be given at 
the discretion of the board of county commissioners on a 
case-by-case basis if the board finds that: 

w & the construction will not increase public infrastructure costs 
to serve the new development, and 

e b- the grant of credits will not significantly affect future roads 
impact fee collections within the roads impact fee benefit 
district in which the credit is created. 

42 The amount of credit approved by the board is limited to the actual 
verified costs of construction and may be reduced by the percentage 
that the new road’s total capacity is expected to be utilized by local 
traffic from future development on adjacent lands owned or 
controlled by the grantor. This amount may be further reduced, at 
the board’s discretion, to reflect the county Department of 
Transportation’s estimate of the value of the accelerated 
construction of the road in relation to the county’s schedule of 
planned road construction. 

b. Land dedication. The following documents must be submitted to support an 
application for road impact fee credits applicable to land dedication for 
approved roads: 

1. A signed and sealed ALTA survey prepared by a licensed 
Professional Surveyor and Mapper and certified to the county, 
encompassing the land to be dedicated to the county and covered 
by the title insurance policy; 

2. A specimen of the deed that will be used to convey title to the 
appropriate governmental body; 

3. An ALTA Form B title insurance policy in an amount equal to the 
approved value of the creriits, tn he issued by a c-...,, , 1 
satisfactory to the county attorney and verifying that the proffer;; 
deed will convey unencumbered fee simple title to the appropriate 
governmental body; 

4, Drn -d\, n ^‘,. I^ ..,.-,.A 
-P-T++&-=wP~~~~ 

the road as part of the whole development-of regional impact, ~*~- 
~~~~~~~-~~~~~~~~~ planned development or parent parcel; and 

5. A document from the tax collector stating the current status of the 
property taxes: 

These submittals will be reviewed by the county manager in making the 
decision to approve credits or to make a recommendation to the Board of 
County Commissioners. 
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Except where a dedication is made pursuant to a condition of zoning 
approval or development of regional impact development order, the 
appraiser must value the land at its current zoning without any enhanced 
value that could be attributed to improvements on the parent parcel. If the 
land in question is subject to a valid agreement, zoning approval or 
development order prescribing a different valuation, that document will 
control the date of valuation. If the dedication is made pursuant to a 
condition of zoning or other development approval and is not a site-related 
improvement and the condition does not specifically prescribe otherwise, 
then the land value will be based upon the value of the land as it existed 
prior to the approval containing the condition of dedication. The county 
manager retains the right to independently determine the amount of credit 
to be approved or recommended by securing other property appraisals for 
right-of-way dedications 
m. 

Credit for dedication of right-of-way will be limited to the minimum amount 
of right-of-way needed by Lee County DOT. Credit for class 1 and class 2 
roads will be given for the full value of the land in question, as determined 
by the methodology and procedures set out in this subsection. Credit for 
dedication of right-of-way for class 3 roads may be given by the Board of 
County Commissioners on a case-by-case basis if the board finds that: (1) 
the dedication will not increase public infrastructure costs to serve the new 
development, and (2) the granting of credits will not significantly affect future 
roads impact fee collections within the roads impact fee benefit district in 
which the credit is created. 

The amount of credit approved by the board is limited to the value of the 
land in question, as determined by the methodology and procedures set out 
in this subsection, and may be reduced by the percentage the capacity of 
the road in question is reasonably expected to be utilized by local traffic from 
future development on adjacent lands owned or controlled by the grantor. 
This amount may be further reduced, at the board’s discretion. to reflect the 
board’s estimate of the value of the accelerated acquisition of the road in 

- PI..s.. U” I relation to the cn~~nty’s schedule &nla2nned royl - h+on .P ^I’w; I-‘-” ” ‘- 
case, roads impact fee credits must be calculated consistent &h’<S. 5 
380.06(16). 

c. impact fee credit application requirement waiver. The County Attorney’s 
&fir,. ,& Il.,. _r:^” 

fee credit application requirement 
to protect a county Interest. Awaiver granted by the County Attorney’s office 
must be in writing, addressed to the applicant, with a copy to DOT. 

(4) through (8) Unchanged 

(b) through (f) Unchanged 
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SECTION TWO: AMENDMENT TO LAND DEVELOPMENT CODE APPENDIX 

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

APPENDIX K ROAD IMPACT FEE DISTRICT DESCRIPTIONS 



1 - DISTRICT DES 

Central District. Bounded on the north and west bv the Okeechobee Waterwav; on the south 
bv Cvoress Lake Drive, Daniels Parkwav and SR 8; and on the east bv the Hendrv Countv line. 

Soufheast Disfricf. Bounded on the west bv Interstate 75 (l-75): on the north bv the Central 
District; on the east bv the Hen&v Countv line and the Collier Countv line: and on the south bv 
the Collier Countv line. 

Soufhwesf Disfricl. Bounded on the east bv l-75; on the south bv Collier Countv line: on the 
west bv the Gulf of fvlexico: and on the north bv the navioational channel into Boca Grande 
Pass, the lntracoastal Waterwav within Pine Island Sound and San Carlos Bav, the 
Okeechobee Waterwav. and the southern boundarv of the Central District. 

North District Bounded on the north bv Charlotte Harbor and the Charlotte Countv line; on the 
east bv the Hen&v Countv line; on the south bv the lntracoastal Waterwav within San Carlos 
Bav and the Okeechobee Waterwav: and on the west bv the intracoastal Waterway within Pine 
Island Sound and Charlotte tlarbor. 

Boca Disfrict. Reoresents Gasoarilla Island bounded bv the Charlotte County line on the north, 
on the east bv the lntracoastal Waterwav within Charlotte Harbor from the Charlotte County 
Line to Boca Grande Pass includino Cavo Pelau, on the south bv the main navioational channel 
into Boca Grande Pass, and on the west bv the Gulf of Mexico from Coca Grande Pass to the 
Charlotte Countv Line. 

This note will not be cod 
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NDIX - MAP - DIST T DESC TION 

District I. Bounded nn ihe north and west hv thy o hnhw \A/ak ~., - -..5?-c.._--- .I_ 
bounds of the Caloosahatchee River); including Lofton’s Island. The eastern and southern 
borders follow l-75 from the Okeechobee Waterway south to the northern section line of 
Section 22, Township 44, Range 25, then east along said section line to the northeast corner of 
Section 23, Township 44, Range 25, then south along said section line to the Buckingham 
e,,cp *?A\ Il.,.-, ,^^* -,.._- ^^:.I n I, I- :I- :.-I-..-- I.-~- .II II ^. - - 

I ~lTv+cm "UrrY 3cncJ rtok~ 0 Illr.Js~~ me alax? KoaK& 
ROW, then southeast’along said ROW to the intersection of the proposed State Road 884 
ROW extension, follow the SR 884 ROW extension to its intersection with the westem 
boundary of the Six Mile Cypress Slough and the City of Fort Myers city limits, then following 
the city limits line southwesterly to its intersection with Six Mile Cypress Parkway, continue 
southwesterly along the Six Mile Cypress Parkway to the southern section lines of Section 4, 
Township 45, Range 25, then west along the southern sections 4, 5, and 6, Township 45, 
Range 25 to the southwest corner of Section 6, Township 45, Range 25, then north along the 
western section line of Section 6, Township 45, Range 25 to the City of Fort Myers city limits, 
then follow the Fort Myers city limits to the southern section line of Section 2, Township 45, 
Range 24, then west along the southern section lines of Sections 2 and 3, Township 45, Range 
24 to the Okeechobee Waterway. 



District 2. Sounded on the north by the Charlotte County line, and on the east by the Hendry 
County line. The southern boundary is the Okeechobee Waterway beginning in the west at the 
Cape Coral/North Fort Myers line, then following the waterway east to the Hendry County line. 
The western border of District 2 follows U.S. 41 south from the Charlotte county line to Littleton 
Road, runs west on Littleton Road to 24th Street and south along 24th Street to the Cape 
Coral/North Fort Myers city boundary to the Okeechobee Waterway. 

District 3. Bounded on the north by the Okeechobee Waterway east of the Hendry County line, 
and on the east by the Hendry County Line, on the south by the northern boundary of District 8, 
and on the west by l-75 from the northern boundary of District 8 to the intersection of the 
District 1 border and l-75, then follow the eastern border of District 1 to the Okeechobee 
Waterway. 

District 4. Bounded on the north, between the Okeechobee Waterway and l-75, by the southern 
boundary of District 1, on the east by l-75 from the intersection of the southern District 1 
boundary and l-75 to the north boundary of District 8. Bounded on the south by the District 8 
boundary, and on the west by the Gulf of Mexico from l-75, west to the main navigational 
channel entering San Carlos Bay, then following that channel to channel marker 101, then 
turning northeast following the Okeechobee Waterway to meet the southern boundary of 
District 1. 

District 5. Represents the city of Cape Coral, Pine Island, Matlacha and is bounded on the north 
by Charlotte Harbor and the Charlotte County line, on the East by the western boundary of 
District 2 and the Okeechobee Waterway, on the south by the lntracoastal Waterway within San 
Carlos Bay, and on the west by the lntracoastal Waterway within Pine Island Sound and 
Charlotte Harbor. 

District 6. Represents Sanibel, North Captiva and Cayo Costa and is bounded on the north by 
the navigational channel into Boca Grande Pass, on the east by the lntracoastal Waterway 
within Pine Sound and San Carlos Bay and western boundary of District 4, and on the south by 
the Gulf of Mexico, from the western boundary of District 4 to the main navigational channel into 
Boca Grande Pass. 

District 7. Represents Gasparilla Island bounded by the Charlotte County line on the north, on 
the east-the frnm the Chnrlntte Qxm!y Lb&! 
Boca Grande Pass including Cayo Pelau, on the south by the main navigational channel into 
Boca Grande Pass, and on the west by the Gulf of Mexico from Boca Grande Pass to the 
Charlotte County Line. 

- 
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’ ’ 9, 10, 11, and 12 of township 47 south, range 26 east, sections 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 of 

township 47 south, range 25 east, then proceeding westerly into Ester0 Bay, running north of 
Monkey Joe Key and then southwest through Big Carlos Pass. Bounded on the west by the 
Gulf of Mexico, and on the south and east by the Collier County Line. 

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. 
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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 November 3, 2003. 

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

, who 
and, being 

ROBERT P. JANES 
DOUGLAS ST. CERNY 
RAY JUDAH 
ANDREW W. COY 
JOHN E. ALBION 

ATTEST: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS __, __ -- ,... -.. -. --.- 
Ut Ott GUUh 17, tL’JKWA 

By: 
Deputy Clerk 

By: 
Chairman 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: 
Office of County Attorney 

[101403/1900] 



LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
FiNANClAL &ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACT STATEMENT 

PROPOSED COUNTY ORDINANCE 

NAME OF ORDINANCE: ROADS IMPACT FEE UPDATE 

1. DESCRIPTION OF ORDINANCE 

A. Statement of Purpose 

_ Revise Chapter 2 and Appendix K of the Lee County Land 
~-. Development Code (LDC) as it relates to Roads Impact 

Fees. 

8. Narrative Summary of Ordinance (Several Sentence Summary) 

Amendment to LDCChapter 2 and Appendix K to update 
Roads Impact Fee rates and regulations. 

C. Principal Division(s) or Department(s) Affected (List) 

Public Works 
Department of Transportation 
Public Safety - . 
Department of Community Development 
Development Services 

-. 



LEE COUNTY, FLORIDA 
FINANCIAL & ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACT STATEMENT 

PROPOSED COUNTY ORDINANCE: 
Road Impact Fees Update 

II. Fiscal Impact on County Agencies/County Funds. (This section to be completed by DBS). 

A. What is estimated Demand? (Develop Indicators) 

B. What is estimated Workload? (Develop Indicators) 

C. What are estimated costs? 

1st Year $‘s 
Existing New 

Personnel N/A 

Fringe N/A 

Operating N/A 

Capital Outlay N/A 

Total N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

2nd Year $‘s 
Existing New 

N/A 

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

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

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

- . 

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

The purpose of this ordinance is to update the roads impact fee rate structure in accordance with 
w:nwm~~nnypVprVap. TIE prxlpse~ r&e 9Jcucue -- 
increases the fees. 

The Board has two options to consider: 
1. Fees apply to both State and County roads. 
2. Fees apply strictly to County roads. 

Under current rate structure, annual revenue is approximately $18.7 million. If the Board approves 
new rates for County and State roads, projected revenue is $26.8 million. If the Board approves new 
rates relative to County roads only, projected revenue is $22.7 million. 


