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Amend the thoroughfare road impact fee schedule as 

recommended in the Duncan and Associates study? (See table 

2, page 5 and table 17, page 25)

Options:

A. Adopt the fees as presented.

B. Do not adopt the fees as presented in the study.

Staff recommends adopting the new fee schedule shown in the 

study.
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Amend the fee schedule all at once or phase it in?  If phased, when and how should the 

phasing be implemented? Should the phasing be tied to building permit activity? (See 

letters from VCARD and VBIA)

Options:

A. Adopt the fees as proposed; the full amount will be charged 90 days after adoption.

B. Adopt a phased implementation so that a set percentage is collected for 2019 and a 

full fee is collected in 2020 or later years. 

C. Tie the phasing to an economic indicator, such as building permit activity, for when the 

full fee is implemented. 

If the County Council decides to phase the implementation of the new fee schedule, staff 

recommends that it occur over a 2-year period charging minimum of 50% in the first year
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Should the fee be indexed? Should the ordinance be amended to restrict the transfer or 

sale of credits? Require credits to be used on the subject property or limit the transfer 

areas? Establish an expiration date for credits? (See pages 3, 11-13 of the study)

Options:

A. Require an appropriate index be assigned to the fees.

B. Set a limitation that credits can only be used for a specific project.

C. Establish an expiration date to the credits.

Staff recommends that the fee be annually indexed using the FDOT construction cost index.  

Staff also recommends limiting the use of credits within 5 miles of the project and setting 

the credits to expire 7 years after the final certificate of occupancy is issued. 
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Should the county retain a single service area with four benefits districts 

(a/k/a zones)? (See page 14 of the study)

Options:

1. Keep one service area or divide into two or more?

2. Combine the existing 4 zones into 2 zones (east and west).

Staff recommends that the County Council keep the current configuration as 

to service area and zones (1 service area – 4 zones).
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Should the residential land use categories be changed 

from "townhome/condo/2-3 family" to "single family/multi-

family 1-2 stories; multi-family 3-10 stories”? (See page 4 of the 

study)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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Should a new land use be created for residential single-family age-

restricted developments with a reduced fee? (See VCARD Comments and 

page 4 of the study)

VCARD and Cobb Cole, representing Minto Builders, support the 

recommendation in the study for a lower fee for age restricted, residential 

communities. Staff does not agree with that recommendation. Over-55 

communities range in amenities and transportation alternatives, which may 

or may not capture internal traffic. Staff believes that this issue be addressed 

on a case-by-case basis. Applicants would provide a study supporting the 

request for a reduced fee. 
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Combine the multiple retail and office land uses into 

single retail and office categories? (See tables 1 and 2 in the 

study, and page 4)

There have been comments from VCARD requesting that the 

County Council not combine the retail and office uses.  This will 

require an update to the analysis. Staff is accepting of either 

option, but the combined rate is easier to administer.
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Combine the convenience store and convenience store 

without gas sales into one category? (See tables 1 and 2 in the 

study, and page 4)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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Drop old land uses that do not have sufficient up to date 

trip characteristics, such as CBD sandwich shop, general 

recreation, local park and district park? (See page 4 of the 

study)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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Consider eliminating the major sports facility land use 

category? (See page 4 of the study)

Staff does not see a reason to eliminate this land use category. 

There have been no comments on this modification. This 

category includes facilities such as the Daytona International 

Speedway.
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Change the assessment for movie theaters and nursing 

homes from screens and beds to building area (square feet)? 

(See page 4 of the study)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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Amend the thoroughfare road impact fee schedule as 

recommended in the Duncan and Associates study? (See table 

2, page 5 and table 17, page 25)

Options:

A. Adopt the fees as presented.

B. Do not adopt the fees as presented in the study.

Staff recommends adopting the new fee schedule shown in the 

study.
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Amend the fee schedule all at once or phase it in?  If phased, when and how should the 

phasing be implemented? Should the phasing be tied to building permit activity? (See 

letters from VCARD and VBIA)

Options:

A. Adopt the fees as proposed; the full amount will be charged 90 days after adoption.

B. Adopt a phased implementation so that a set percentage is collected for 2019 and a 

full fee is collected in 2020 or later years. 

C. Tie the phasing to an economic indicator, such as building permit activity, for when the 

full fee is implemented. 

If the County Council decides to phase the implementation of the new fee schedule, staff 

recommends that it occur over a 2-year period charging minimum of 50% in the first year
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Should the fee be indexed? Should the ordinance be amended to restrict the transfer or 

sale of credits? Require credits to be used on the subject property or limit the transfer 

areas? Establish an expiration date for credits? (See pages 3, 11-13 of the study)

Options:

A. Require an appropriate index be assigned to the fees.

B. Set a limitation that credits can only be used for a specific project.

C. Establish an expiration date to the credits.

Staff recommends that the fee be annually indexed using the FDOT construction cost index.  

Staff also recommends limiting the use of credits within 5 miles of the project and setting 

the credits to expire 7 years after the final certificate of occupancy is issued. 
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Should the county retain a single service area with four benefits districts 

(a/k/a zones)? (See page 14 of the study)

Options:

1. Keep one service area or divide into two or more?

2. Combine the existing 4 zones into 2 zones (east and west).

Staff recommends that the County Council keep the current configuration as 

to service area and zones (1 service area – 4 zones).
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Should the residential land use categories be changed 

from "townhome/condo/2-3 family" to "single family/multi-

family 1-2 stories; multi-family 3-10 stories”? (See page 4 of the 

study)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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Should a new land use be created for residential single-family age-

restricted developments with a reduced fee? (See VCARD Comments and 

page 4 of the study)

VCARD and Cobb Cole, representing Minto Builders, support the 

recommendation in the study for a lower fee for age restricted, residential 

communities. Staff does not agree with that recommendation. Over-55 

communities range in amenities and transportation alternatives, which may 

or may not capture internal traffic. Staff believes that this issue be addressed 

on a case-by-case basis. Applicants would provide a study supporting the 

request for a reduced fee. 
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Combine the multiple retail and office land uses into 

single retail and office categories? (See tables 1 and 2 in the 

study, and page 4)

There have been comments from VCARD requesting that the 

County Council not combine the retail and office uses.  This will 

require an update to the analysis. Staff is accepting of either 

option, but the combined rate is easier to administer.
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Combine the convenience store and convenience store 

without gas sales into one category? (See tables 1 and 2 in the 

study, and page 4)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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Drop old land uses that do not have sufficient up to date 

trip characteristics, such as CBD sandwich shop, general 

recreation, local park and district park? (See page 4 of the 

study)

Staff supports this recommendation. 

25



Consider eliminating the major sports facility land use 

category? (See page 4 of the study)

Staff does not see a reason to eliminate this land use category. 

There have been no comments on this modification. This 

category includes facilities such as the Daytona International 

Speedway.
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Change the assessment for movie theaters and nursing 

homes from screens and beds to building area (square feet)? 

(See page 4 of the study)

Staff supports this recommendation. 
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