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AMENDMENT DESCRIPTION

Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2010-01-1 is a County initiated amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan’s Capital Improvements Chapter (CIE) to reflect the adoption of three new
impact fee ordinances by the Sarasota County Commission on April 25, 2007 and to revise a
policy relating to the Sarasota County School District’'s Five Year Capital Facilities Plan. The
proposed amendment adds support text and policies, updates policies, deletes an outdated
policy and renumberers subsequent policies as necessary.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approval of Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2010-01-I. Authorize the
Chairman's signature on the resolution transmitting proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment
2010-01-1 to the Sarasota County Board of County Commissioners with a recommendation for
approval and to defer transmittal to the Board of County Commissioners until action has been
taken on all amendments in Comprehensive Plan Amendment Cycle 2010-01.



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT STAFF REPORT

Background
On April 25, 2007, the Board of County Commission adopted three new impact fees:

e Law Enforcement Impact Fee, Ordinance 2007-038,
e Justice Impact Fee, Ordinance 2007-039 and,
e General Government Impact Fee, Ordinance 2007-040.

On January 1 of the following year, the County Administrator provided the Board of County
Commission the Annual Impact Fee Report (AIFR), as required in each Impact Fee Ordinance.
The Report included the recommendation to update the Comprehensive Plan’s Capital
Improvement Chapter to reflect the newly adopted three impact fees. The Report had been
reviewed by the Public Facilities Financing Advisory Board and the Board of County
Commission accepted the Report.

Staff is requesting the amendments to the Capital Improvements Chapter support text and
policies consistent with the adoption of three new impact fees on April 25, 2007 by the Sarasota
County Commission, and to eliminate the necessity to annually update a School Policy, due to a
fixed date reference.

Capital Improvements Objective 1.3 states that the County must “Ensure that future
development pays a proportionate share of the costs of capital facility capacity needed to
accommodate new development and to assist in maintaining adopted level of service standards,
via impact fees and other legally available and appropriate methods in development
conditions....” The proposed amendments, which implement Objective 1.3 as stated above, are
needed to reflect the past adoption of three new impact fee ordinances by adding support text
and policies, updating policies, deleting an outdated policy and renumbering subsequent
policies as necessary.

The amendment to Capital Improvements Policy 1.5.3 would delete “September 11, 2007, the
date in which the Sarasota County School District adopted their previous Five Year Capital
Facilities Plan. The policy need not reference the date in which the Sarasota County School
Board annually adopts their Five Year Capital Facilities Plan. Eliminating the reference date
eliminates the need to annually amend Capital Improvements Policy 1.5.3.

Proposed amendment language

Note: The proposed changes to the support text and and Capital Improvement policies are
shown in strikethreugh and underline format.
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Road, Park and Library Impact Fees: Road, Park, and Library Impact Fees, as authorized
by County Ordinance No. 89-97, as amended, No. 89-99, as amended, and No. 91-68 as
amended, respectively, also represent a significant source of revenue for capital projects.
Impact fees are an important mechanism for ensuring that new development is charged for
the infrastructure needed to serve that new development. In FY05 road impact fees will be
used to construct $12,673,070 of transportation capital projects. Park impact fees will
provide $1,394,014 for park and recreation capital projects. Library impact fees will provide
$551,615 for projects. Interlocal agreements with the Cities of Sarasota, Venice, and North
Port, and Town of Longboat Key Road Impact Fee Districts ensure that impact fees are
levied consistently throughout the County. In 2007, the County adopted three (3) new
impact fees for Law Enforcement, Justice and General Government facilities. That same
year, the County updated its: Road, Park, Library, Fire/Rescue and EMS impact fees. The
County also imposes capacity charges for potable water and wastewater facilities.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

CIP Objective 1.3.

Ensure that future development pays a proportionate share of the costs of capital facility
capacity needed to accommodate new development and to assist in maintaining adopted
level of service standards, via impact fees and other legally available and appropriate
methods in development conditions.

CIP Policy 1.3.1.

Continue the implementation of the Road Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article 1ll. Road
Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code), to ensure that new development pays a
proportionate share of the costs of road capital facility capacity needed to address the
demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.2.

Continue the implementation of the Park Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article V. Park
Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code), to ensure that new development pays a
proportionate share of the costs of park capital facility capacity needed to address the
demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.3.

Continue the implementation of the Water and Wastewater Capacity Fee Systems (Chapter
70, Article VI. Water Capacity Fee and Article VII. Wastewater Capacity Fee of the Sarasota
County Code) to ensure that new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of
the water and wastewater capital facility capacity needed to address the demand for such
facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.4.

Continue the implementation of the Emergency Medical Service Impact Fee System
(Chapter 110, Article XII. Emergency Medical Services District)) to ensure that new
development pays a proportionate share of the costs of the emergency medical service



capital facility capacity needed to address the demand for such facilities generated by new
development.

CIP Policy 1.3.5.

Continue the implementation of the Fire and Rescue Impact Fee System (Chapter 110,
Article VIII. Fire and Rescue District) to ensure that new development pays a proportionate
share of the costs of new facilities for fire protection services needed to address the demand
for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.6.

Continue the implementation of the Library Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article II.
Library System Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure that new development
pays a proportionate share of the costs of library facility capacity needed to address the
demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.7.

Continue the implementation of the Educational System Impact Fee System (Chapter 70,
Article VIII. Educational System Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code), to ensure that
new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of new educational system
projects needed to address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.8.

Continue the implementation of the Law Enforcement Impact Fee System (Chapter 70,
Article IX. Law Enforcement System Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure
that new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of law enforcement facility
capacity needed to address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.9.

Continue the implementation of the Justice Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article X.
Justice Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure that new development pays a
proportionate share of the costs of justice facility capacity needed to address the demand for
such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.10.

Continue the implementation of the General Government Impact Fee System (Chapter 70,
Article Xl. General Government Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure that
new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of general government facility
capacity needed to address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.8 11.

Continue to investigate the feasibility of implementing impact fees, or similar mechanisms,
for additional public facility types to ensure that new development pays a proportionate
share of the costs of the capital facilities capacity needed to address the demand for such
facilities generated by new development.



CIP Policy 1.3.120 12.

Continue to encourage the participation of the County's municipal governments in the
Countywide road, and park, library, justice and general government impact fee systems as
well as any new impact fees which may be adopted in the future.

CIP Objective 1.4.

The County shall manage its fiscal resources in order to ensure that capital improvements
needed because of previously issued development orders and future development orders
are provided in accordance with the Five Year Schedule of Capital Improvements (Table 10-
3).

CIP Policy 1.4.1.

The County shall adopt a Capital Budget and a five year Capital Improvements Program at
the same time that it adopts its Annual Operating Budget. The Capital Budget shall include
those projects necessary to maintain the adopted level of service standards set forth in
Policy 1.2.1.

CIP Policy 1.4.2.

As part of the budget process identified in Policy 1.4.1., the Capital Budget/Capital
Improvements Program shall include a schedule for allocating revenues received from the
infrastructure surtax. The schedule shall be developed for a five year time frame or through
the end of the program, at a minimum, and shall be updated on an annual basis. The
schedule shall include:

specific projects which will relieve existing infrastructure deficiencies, consistent with those
infrastructure types contained in Ordinance No. 89-40; and

the allocation of a minimum of fifty percent of the proceeds received from the surtax to
funding necessary road and bridge improvements, unless modified by a unanimous vote of
the Board of County Commissioners.

CIP Policy 1.5.3

Sarasota County hereby incorporates by reference the Sarasota School District Five Year
Capital Facilities Plan,-dated-September11.2007; that includes school capacity sufficient to
meet anticipated student demands projected by the County and municipalities based upon
identified improvements over the short-term and long-term planning periods, in consultation
with the School Board's projections of student enrollment, based on the adopted level of
service standards for public schools.

The School Board, in coordination with Sarasota County, shall annually update its Five Year
Capital Facilities Plan, to ensure maintenance of a financially feasible capital improvements
program and to ensure level of service standards will continue to be achieved and
maintained during the planning period.



COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSISTENCY REVIEW

The proposed amendments to the Capital Improvements Chapter are internally consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan and further the Capital Improvements Plan’s:

Goal 1 (Pg. 10-31) by securing additional funding sources to provide adequate public
facilities,

Objective 1.3 (Pg. 10-35) by ensuring that new development pays a proportionate share of
capital facility costs for three new facility types,

Policy 1.3.9 (Pg. 10-36) by implementing and replacing this policy with three new Plan
Policies having greater detail and,

Policy 1.3.10 (Pg. 10-37) by furthering this policy and providing two new impact fees, each
supported by the four municipalities.
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SARASOTA COUNTY 2010-01 CYCLE
OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS
WORKSHOP MINUTES

The Planning Commission, at its February 5, 2009, meeting authorized County Staff to hold
workshops to receive public input regarding County-initiated Transportation and Future Land
Use Chapter proposed comprehensive plan amendments in the 2010-01 Cycle. Sarasota
County advertised and held three workshops regarding the proposed 2010-01 Cycle of
Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. The first workshop was held Wednesday, March 25,
2009, located at the Sarasota County Sheriff's Substation, 101 Orange Street, in Englewood,
from 6 to 8:00 p.m. Twenty-four people attended the workshop. Twelve staff members were
available to explain the proposed amendments and to answer and address comments and
qguestions. The second workshop was held Thursday, March 26, 2009, located at the Sarasota
County Operations Center, 1001 Center Blvd., Training Room, in Sarasota, from 6 to 8:00 p.m.
Eleven staff members were present. No one from the public attended the workshop. Because of
the lack of attendance at the March 26" workshop, staff held an additional workshop on June 2,
2009, at the Sarasota County Administration Center, 1660 Ringling Blvd, in the 1% Floor
Training Room, in Sarasota, from 6 to 8:00 p.m. Eleven staff members were present. Seventeen
members from the public attended the workshop.

Each workshop was organized in an open house forum, with stations for each individual
amendment. Each station included maps or large-sized displays along with at least one staff
member. Handouts regarding the amendments were available at each station along with
comment cards. An information and sign-in table was located at the front of the room with a staff
member present to welcome attendees, explain the format, and guide attendees to their station
of interest. Included below are comments provided from each workshop.

March 25" ENGLEWOOD WORKSHOP COMMENTS:

Englewood Town Center Expansion Amendment

¢ | have been waiting for this for a long time. The boundaries were decided by the community
and we are all very happy. | have been patient and hope all rolls along as planned. Thank
you for your time. - Tommy Kester, Englewood.

o Request Englewood Town Center Plan Ordinance 97-015. - Pete Laurin, Englewood.
e Five years in the making. Let’s just get it done. - William Houghton, Englewood.

o Myself and a number of people that | know who own property just outside of the proposed
area addition would like to be included in the CRA area and wonder why we are not. No one
ever asked us if we would like to be included. Rumors of an outreach to the community are
just not true. | own property on the corner of EIm and Gray Street. Expand the CRA area to
include a solid block of territory from Lemon Bay to 776 — as long as residential taxes won't
go up. This should be made clear and be written down for all of us to understand. - Glen
Rich, Englewood.

e | live in an RCTOD and want this expansion. Ordinance 97-015. - Chris Bowersox,
Englewood.

e | have been coming to these workshops for years now and expressed my opinions and
desires. | am FOR this amendment and hope that this doesn't take as long as the RCTOD
does/did. - Martha A. Demetriou, Englewood.

e |live in an RCTOD area and support this expansion. - Linda Bowersox, Englewood.
A-1



We live inside the yellow expansion boundary and we definitely would like this area to be
included in the RCTOD expansion. Thank you. - Cliff and Kathy Furman, Englewood.

I live in the expansion boundary and would like to be included in the RCTOD expansion. -
Clifford Furman, Englewood.

General Transportation Comments

Increase time on walk light at Englewood Isles Blvd. Lemon Bay Shopping Center timer
countdown light. - David Leigh, Englewood.

The citizens of the River Road area need protection for bicyclists along River Road. Please
bring the area from Winchester Blvd. west to Pine Street up to standard for arterial road and
bicycles. Currently there are no shoulders and there are numerous adults and children who
ride their bikes there. - Nita Edmonson-Cole, Englewood.

| like traffic calming features and trails that use recycled materials and pervious features that
improve hydrology — we should encourage alternative means of transportation. - Bret Clark.

Need to have a street light on EIm and Harvard Street. Not enough lighting on Elm. -
Alexander Lynda, Englewood.

Allow residential redevelopment with new urbanism pods. Against infill. Keep vacant parcels
green with trees. - Bret Clark, Englewood.

Scenic Highways

Please amend Lemon Bay/Myakka Trail map to include the intersecting terminus at US 41 in
Port Charlotte and the Cape Haze loop (even though this is in Charlotte County). Just to
make it a little cleaner. Thanks! - Bret Clark, Englewood.

Please include all of the Lemon Bay/Myakka Trail Scenic Highway in the Charlotte County
area on the map. - Nita E. Cole, Englewood.

Reconstruction on Barrier Islands

The Zoning Ordinance should provide more choices, and not less choices, CRA should not
be about conformity. Architectural standards SHOULD NOT impose upon the individual
property owners, and or ARTISTS. FASCISM should be discourages at all levels or CRA will
be a failure. - No name provided.

The first priority is being fair to the property owner — for example what becomes of the
hapless farmer? - Bret Clark, Englewood.

Grandfather in! - Lynda Alexander, Englewood.



MARCH 25, 2009 NORTH COUNTY WORKSHOP COMMENTS:

N/A

JUNE 2" WORKSHOP COMMENTS:

Transit Standards

Tom Minnich, SW County Homeowners Alliance, commented that transit service is needed
to serve the two-county (Sarasota County and Charlotte County) Englewood community.
SCAT fixed route bus service should extend to Merchant's Crossing, a commercial center
along Pine Street and SR 776, just south of the boundary. Englewood residents use the
center for shopping and employment. And to San Casa and Wal-Mart. (Staff Notes)

Strike amendment to Policy 3.2.2. This requires that the County allow a developer to put in a
bus stop in return for being excused from traffic concurrency. Whatever the intent, that's
what it says. That is irresponsibly insane and a declaration of war against the public interest.
- Dan Lobeck, Sarasota.

(Comments from Phil Lieberman, Staff:) Mr. Lobeck objects to a policy which blends transit
and roadway concurrency. He does not believe that mass transit in Sarasota can reduce
automobile trips because, in his view, transit here is chiefly for transit-dependent
populations, i.e. persons without a car. He believes that the proposed policy would open the
door to weakening roadway concurrency. Mr. Lieberman explained to Mr. Lobeck that the
policy was written not to weaken roadway concurrency, but rather to find additional
resources for transit improvements such as bus shelters. Without substituting some transit
trips, based on a modest split, for automobile trips, it will not be possible to “double-charge”
developers, since there is a finite number of trips involved. There would be no *“rational
nexus” for transit improvements without that logic. Furthermore, Mr. Lieberman cited recent
surveys which show that the percent of SCAT riders who are transit dependent has declined
over the years.

Head way not more that 5 minutes — any longer and you are just jerking people’s chains.
Have to have neighbor shuttles to bring people to nearby destinations and to the bus stop.
Every stop must have a bench and shelter. - Pete Thiesen, Sarasota.

General Comments

| am here gathering info to share with CONA and will comment after our discussion at our
meeting on June 8", - Ann Kaplan, CONA President

Transportation Amendments (Levels of Service, Significant Local Roads)

We are THIRTY YEARS behind “concurrency”. We have to stop all development until we
catch up. - Pete Thiesen, Sarasota.

What you really need is frequently running electric rail, backed up by park-and-ride facilities
and feeder busses. Neighborhood shuttles to provide portal-to-portal public transportation
NOT just for handicapped, everybody. Then some people WILL cut down to one car or even
do without. When it has been there for some time and they know it won't be taken away. -
Pete Thiesen, Sarasota

1. No need to do now because SB 360 has delayed financial feasibility requirements. 2.
Growth Rate projections are too high in light of recent and projected growth, i.e. from BEBR.

A-3



3. End result would be to lower LOS and therefore allow more traffic congestion — a bad
thing! - Dan Lobeck, Sarasota.

The LOS for Beach Road and Ocean Blvd. was Level F pre-EAR, now indicates LOS of B or
C. It should be “F". - Lourdes Ramirez, Siesta Key.

Nonconforming Residential Densities

County insists on home improvements be done in the MOST EXPENSIVE way possible, and
forbids improving a property if it needs more than 50% of its value at these inflated prices.
Everything possible to do to a home requires a permit. Once the permit is required a
LICENSED technician has to do ALL the work — the homeowner CAN'T do it himself. Cross
between the rich and the Soviet, if you ask me. - Pete Thiesen, Sarasota.
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PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SIGN IN SHEET
Neighborhood Workshop on March 25, 2009
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PROPOSED COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SIGN IN SHEET

Neighborhood Workshop on June 2, 2009

Please Print Clearly

ADDRESS, PHONE #, E-MAIL ADDRESS
CITIZEN NAME CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE

3254 QPMEN\ \NRV &Am v/

) ’ N I — o ,\R.. - o \r da .m
Qmikxﬂ \Jafv\\« \@0\&0 m xv\ \\;N. Nm\M/Vu Courtreh rm,k visQeomcas &F.IT!
1S N west Swre K\vg "les@ GqC- Ine . con . v
%J~ V._JF o Shfes @
chod Tl ,nr 330’ .
F \\ 5130 sk M ks A SieotA e, ASsoc & Y
urdes %ﬁ.ﬁ:&&\ meQDSMw s W(N@xv I . G

LR SREW T L Mot fo vt N

June 2, 2009



Jopnese ey,
S 300 Ocaanlod #2021 SNR@ eodthlall. nat, )

\Wﬂr\ Jon Mm&@ Soneeh  BH2H2

| , (03, Coham IR Tudoe (O ol coM |/
qcrw,ﬁ/ ;\;Szw D PRAS o ﬁJﬂT,Wwéwwv 5&

-, - oY DeaArafchn

tOrres T@@R\fwﬁ 47 L
_ . 50 m 7; | o
A fapla: |75 Offed B, | ik Kaglos |-
. N MiRvis bt Foss %QW,m?w%@\?%%*&.ikm%é Y
@@Qwvﬁ%\\w@ QQ&

e

Dan LoBece

633 MBN ST, STE 43
SHybsoTd-, FL 34237

~

dlobeck @ bbeckhanson.con,

Noea Prrpecon

Shilho TP <ouNTY

June 2, 2009



- 2010 CPA

C/I o~ | _DM S

Saran Blamcherd

'
e

k__?\;s,? Colm

Cﬂgf&LA lred

e — -
-4
e

A\M—b\o\ ,\,’\,,!P‘zﬁo’%:,’,_\, e

Acl(‘&‘/\o\ (rjn \/Ha e

Ju\/\(,/z ZOOQ (A]orkB/qQP
ooty Stff

- Trownspertedrmon. Plaaney

u

&

vl
gl

N RLIYTER Rchadloy

£

(Lol sves -



APPENDIX B — CORRESPONDENCE IN SUPPORT/OPPOSITION

NONE



APPENDIX C — PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION




RESOLUTION OF THE SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATION FOR THE APPROVAL OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
AMENDMENT 2010-01-1 PROVIDING FOR THE AMENDMENT OF THE
SARASOTA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AS ADOPTED BY SARASOTA
COUNTY ORDINANCE NO. 89-18 AS AMENDED; AMENDING PRIMARY
COMPONENTS OF THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS CHAPTER AND THE
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION CHAPTER BY AMENDING POLICIES
AND ADDING POLICIES RELATED TO IMPACT FEES AND SCHOOL
CONCURRENCY; AND AMENDING OTHER SUCH PORTIONS OF THE PLAN AND
OTHER SUPPORTIVE MATERIAL, AS DEEMED NECESSARY, IN ORDER TO
MAINTAIN INTERNAL CONSISTENCY

WHEREAS, pursuant to Article VIII, Section I(g) of the Constitution of the State
of Florida, the Sarasota County Home Rule Charter, and the Local Government
Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act, Sections 163.3161, et
seq., Florida Statutes (the Act), Sarasota County is authorized and required to adopt a
comprehensive plan; and

WHEREAS, Sarasota County Ordinance No. 76-51, as amended, designated the
Sarasota County Planning Commission as the Local Planning Agency for the
unincorporated area of Sarasota County, Florida, for the preparation and recommendation
of a comprehensive plan and amendments thereto by the Sarasota County Planning
Commission and the adoption of a comprehensive plan and amendments thereto by the
Board of County Commissioners in accordance with the provisions of the Act; and

WHEREAS, The Sarasota County Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the
Board of County Commissioners by Sarasota County Ordinance No. 89-18; and

WHEREAS, the Act, Sections 163.3184 and 163.3187, Florida Statutes, provide
specific procedures to amend adopted comprehensive plans; and

WHEREAS, the Sarasota County Planning Commission has held a Public
Hearing with due public notice to receive public comments on the proposed amendment
to the Comprehensive Plan, including additional revisions to the Comprehensive Plan to
maintain internal consistency; and

WHEREAS, the Sarasota County Planning Commission has reviewed the
proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and has considered the public testimony
received at said Public Hearing.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of
Sarasota County, Florida, in public meeting assembled:

1. The Planning Commission hereby transmits to the Board of County
Commissioners proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment 2010-01-1 as set forth in
Exhibit "A" as attached hereto, with the recommendation to approve said amendment.



PASSED AND DULY ADOPTED BY THE SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING
COMMISSION, this day of , 2009

SARASOTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

By:

Jody Hudgins, Chair



EXHIBIT A

Note: The proposed changes to the support text and Capital Improvement policies are
shown in strikethrough and underline format.
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Road, Park and Library Impact Fees: Road, Park, and Library Impact Fees, as
authorized by County Ordinance No. 89-97, as amended, No. 89-99, as amended,
and No. 91-68 as amended, respectively, also represent a significant source of
revenue for capital projects. Impact fees are an important mechanism for ensuring
that new development is charged for the infrastructure needed to serve that new
development. In FYO5 road impact fees will be used to construct $12,673,070 of
transportation capital projects. Park impact fees will provide $1,394,014 for park and
recreation capital projects. Library impact fees will provide $551,615 for projects.
Interlocal agreements with the Cities of Sarasota, Venice, and North Port, and Town
of Longboat Key Road Impact Fee Districts ensure that impact fees are levied
consistently throughout the County. In 2007, the County adopted three (3) new
impact fees for Law Enforcement, Justice and General Government facilities. That
same year, the County updated its: Road, Park, Library, Fire/Rescue and EMS
impact fees. The County also imposes capacity charges for potable water and
wastewater facilities.

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

CIP Objective 1.3.

Ensure that future development pays a proportionate share of the costs of capital
facility capacity needed to accommodate new development and to assist in
maintaining adopted level of service standards, via impact fees and other legally
available and appropriate methods in development conditions.

CIP Policy 1.3.1.

Continue the implementation of the Road Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article III.
Road Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code), to ensure that new development
pays a proportionate share of the costs of road capital facility capacity needed to
address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.2.

Continue the implementation of the Park Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article V.
Park Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code), to ensure that new development
pays a proportionate share of the costs of park capital facility capacity needed to
address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.3.

Continue the implementation of the Water and Wastewater Capacity Fee Systems
(Chapter 70, Article VI. Water Capacity Fee and Article VIl. Wastewater Capacity
Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure that new development pays a
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proportionate share of the costs of the water and wastewater capital facility capacity
needed to address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.4.

Continue the implementation of the Emergency Medical Service Impact Fee System
(Chapter 110, Article XIl. Emergency Medical Services District)) to ensure that new
development pays a proportionate share of the costs of the emergency medical
service capital facility capacity needed to address the demand for such facilities
generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.5.

Continue the implementation of the Fire and Rescue Impact Fee System (Chapter
110, Article VIII. Fire and Rescue District) to ensure that new development pays a
proportionate share of the costs of new facilities for fire protection services needed to
address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.6.

Continue the implementation of the Library Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article
Il. Library System Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure that new
development pays a proportionate share of the costs of library facility capacity
needed to address the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.7.

Continue the implementation of the Educational System Impact Fee System
(Chapter 70, Article VIII. Educational System Impact Fee of the Sarasota County
Code), to ensure that new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of
new educational system projects needed to address the demand for such facilities
generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.8.

Continue the implementation of the Law Enforcement Impact Fee System (Chapter
70, Article IX. Law Enforcement System Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to
ensure that new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of law
enforcement_facility capacity needed to address the demand for such facilities
generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.9.

Continue the implementation of the Justice Impact Fee System (Chapter 70, Article
X. Justice Impact Fee of the Sarasota County Code) to ensure that new development
pays a proportionate share of the costs of justice facility capacity needed to address
the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.10.

Continue the implementation of the General Government Impact Fee System
(Chapter 70, Article XlI. General Government Impact Fee of the Sarasota County
Code) to ensure that new development pays a proportionate share of the costs of
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general government facility capacity needed to address the demand for such
facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.8 11.

Continue to investigate the feasibility of implementing impact fees, or similar
mechanisms, for additional public facility types to ensure that new development pays
a proportionate share of the costs of the capital facilities capacity needed to address
the demand for such facilities generated by new development.

CIP Policy 1.3.10 12.

Continue to encourage the participation of the County's municipal governments in
the Countywide road, and park, library, justice and general government impact fee
systems as well as any new impact fees which may be adopted in the future.

CIP Objective 1.4.

The County shall manage its fiscal resources in order to ensure that capital
improvements needed because of previously issued development orders and future
development orders are provided in accordance with the Five Year Schedule of
Capital Improvements (Table 10-3).

CIP Policy 1.4.1.

The County shall adopt a Capital Budget and a five year Capital Improvements
Program at the same time that it adopts its Annual Operating Budget. The Capital
Budget shall include those projects necessary to maintain the adopted level of
service standards set forth in Policy 1.2.1.

CIP Policy 1.4.2.

As part of the budget process identified in Policy 1.4.1., the Capital Budget/Capital
Improvements Program shall include a schedule for allocating revenues received
from the infrastructure surtax. The schedule shall be developed for a five year time
frame or through the end of the program, at a minimum, and shall be updated on an
annual basis. The schedule shall include:

specific projects which will relieve existing infrastructure deficiencies, consistent with
those infrastructure types contained in Ordinance No. 89-40; and

the allocation of a minimum of fifty percent of the proceeds received from the surtax
to funding necessary road and bridge improvements, unless modified by a
unanimous vote of the Board of County Commissioners.
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CIP Policy 1.5.3
Sarasota County hereby incorporates by reference the Sarasota School District Five

Year Capital Facilities Plan;-dated-September11.-2007; that includes school capacity
sufficient to meet anticipated student demands projected by the County and
municipalities based upon identified improvements over the short-term and long-term
planning periods, in consultation with the School Board’'s projections of student
enroliment, based on the adopted level of service standards for public schools.

The School Board, in coordination with Sarasota County, shall annually update its
Five Year Capital Facilities Plan, to ensure maintenance of a financially feasible
capital improvements program and to ensure level of service standards will continue
to be achieved and maintained during the planning period.

A-4



	Appendix A Workshop Minutes.pdf
	Sign In Sheets Package.pdf
	March 25, 2009 Sign In
	March 25, 2009 Sign In 5
	3-26-09 Staff Sign In
	June 2 Sign In
	June 2, 2009 Staff Sign In





