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EXECUTIVE	SUMMARY	


TischlerBise	 updated	Manatee	 County	 impact	 fees	 for	 Parks	 &	 Natural	 Resources,	 Law	 Enforcement,	
Public	Safety,	and	Transportation.	 	 In	addition,	this	report	includes	a	new	impact	fee	for	Libraries,	plus	
reinstatement	of	Administrative	Charges	related	to	the	collection	of	impact	fees.		Impact	fees	are	one-
time	payments	used	to	construct	system	improvements	needed	to	accommodate	new	development.		An	
impact	fee	represents	new	growth’s	proportionate	share	of	capital	facility	needs.		Impact	fees	do	have	
limitations,	and	should	not	be	regarded	as	the	total	solution	for	 infrastructure	funding	needs.	 	Rather,	
they	are	one	component	of	a	comprehensive	portfolio	to	ensure	provision	of	adequate	public	facilities	
needed	 to	 serve	 new	 development.	 	 	 In	 contrast	 to	 general	 taxes,	 impact	 fees	may	 not	 be	 used	 for	
operations,	maintenance,	replacement	of	infrastructure,	or	correcting	existing	deficiencies.	


GENERAL	LEGAL	FRAMEWORK	


Tyson	Smith,	AICP,	Esq.,	 a	partner	at	White	&	Smith	Planning	and	Law	Group,	prepared	 the	 following	
section.	 	White	&	Smith	has	 counseled	TischlerBise	during	development	of	 this	 impact	 fee	update	 for	
Manatee	 County.	 	 This	 framework	 introduces	 the	 authority	 under	 which	 impact	 fees	 are	 imposed	 in	
Florida,	but	is	not	exhaustive	of	every	aspect	of	the	body	of	law	now	related	to	impact	fees.	


The	 authority	 for	 Florida	 counties	 to	 adopt	 and	 collect	 impact	 fees	 to	 offset	 the	 demands	 new	
development	creates	 for	new	 infrastructure	 is	well	 established.	 	 St.	 Johns	County	v.	Northeast	Florida	
Builders	 Association	 (583	 So.	 2d	 635,	 638	 Fla.	 1991)	 states,	 “The	 use	 of	 impact	 fees	 has	 become	 an	
accepted	method	of	paying	for	public	 improvements	that	must	be	constructed	to	serve	new	growth.”1		
State	statutes	specifically	“encourage	the	use	of	innovative	land	development	regulations	which	include	
provisions	such	as	…	impact	fees,”	and	Florida	courts	have	upheld	local	government’s	authority	to	adopt	
fees	under	general	home	rule	and	police	power	theories.2	


In	2006,	the	Florida	legislature	passed	the	“Florida	Impact	Fee	Act,”	which	recognized	impact	fees	as	“an	
outgrowth	 of	 the	 home	 rule	 power	 of	 a	 local	 government	 to	 provide	 certain	 services	 within	 its	
jurisdiction.”	 §	 163.31801(2),	 Fla.	 Stat.	 	 The	 statute	 –	 concerned	 mostly	 with	 procedural	 and	
methodological	 limitations	–	did	not	expressly	allow	or	disallow	any	particular	public	facility	type	from	
being	funded	with	impact	fees.		The	Act	did	specify	procedural	and	methodological	prerequisites,	most	
of	which	were	common	to	the	practice	already.		Subsequent	amendments	to	the	Act,	in	2009,	removed	
prior	 notice	 requirements	 for	 impact	 fee	 reductions	 (but	 not	 increases)	 and	purported	 to	 elevate	 the	
standard	of	judicial	review.3	


																																																													


1	Citing	Home	Builders	&	Contractors	Ass’n.	v.	Palm	Beach	Cty.,	446	So.2d	140	(Fla.	4th	DCA	1984);	Hollywood,	Inc.	v.	Broward	
County,	431	So.2d	606	(Fla.	4th	DCA	1983).	


2	See	§163.3202(3),	Fla.	Stat.;	see	also	Home	Builders	&	Contractors	Ass’n.,	446	So.2d	140.	


3	The	“Florida	Impact	Fee	Act”	currently	reads	as	follows:	
163.31801	 Impact	fees;	short	title;	intent;	definitions;	ordinances	levying	impact	fees.	
(1)	 This	section	may	be	cited	as	the	“Florida	Impact	Fee	Act.”	
(2)	 The	Legislature	 finds	 that	 impact	 fees	are	an	 important	source	of	 revenue	 for	a	 local	government	 to	use	 in	 funding	 the	
infrastructure	necessitated	by	new	growth.	The	Legislature	further	finds	that	 impact	fees	are	an	outgrowth	of	the	home	rule	
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Under	 Florida	 law,	 impact	 fees	 must	 comply	 with	 the	 “dual	 rational	 nexus”	 test,	 which	 requires	 “a	
reasonable	 connection,	 or	 rational	 nexus,	 between	 the	 need	 for	 additional	 capital	 facilities	 and	 the	
growth	 in	 service	 units	 generated	 by	 new	 development.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 government	 must	 show	 a	
reasonable	 connection,	 or	 rational	 nexus,	 between	 the	 expenditures	 of	 the	 funds	 collected	 and	 the	
benefits	accruing	to	the	subdivision,”	St.	 Johns	County,	583	So.2d	at	637	(quoting	Hollywood,	 Inc.	431	
So.	 2d	 at	 611-12).	 	 Impact	 fee	 calculation	 studies,	 generally	 speaking,	 establish	 the	 pro	 rata,	 or	
proportionate,	“need”	for	new	infrastructure	and	implementing	ordinances	to	ensure	that	new	growth	
paying	the	fees	receive	a	pro	rata	“benefit”	from	their	expenditure.			


The	 County	 is	 updating	 its	 Parks	 and	 Natural	 Resources,	 Law	 Enforcement,	 Public	 Safety,	 and	
Transportation	Facilities	 fees,	and	 is	considering	a	Library	 facilities	 impact	 fee,	 in	order	 to	 fund	capital	
facilities	the	County	will	have	to	provide	to	meet	the	demand	created	by	new	growth	in	unincorporated	
Manatee	 County.	 	 The	 need	 for	 these	 services,	 and	 the	 infrastructure	 necessary	 to	 provide	 them,	 is	
driven	 by	 residential	 and/or	 nonresidential	 development;	 therefore,	 as	 vacant	 lands	 within	Manatee	
County	convert	to	residential	and	nonresidential	uses,	or	as	existing	uses	expand,	the	demand	imposed	
upon	the	County	for	additional	capital	facilities	increases	proportionately.			


The	need	for	additional	capacity	for	new	development	is	further	shown	through	an	established	level	of	
service	standard	and	the	County’s	existing	capital	improvement	plan.		Hollywood,	Inc.,	431	So.2d	at	611	
(holding	that	a	plan	for	providing	facilities	at	a	reasonable	level	of	service	demonstrates	“a	reasonable	
connection	 between	 the	 need	 for	 additional	 park	 facilities	 and	 the	 growth	 in	 population”).	 	 Capital	
facilities	 necessary	 to	 provide	 this	 infrastructure	 have	 been	 provided	 by	 Manatee	 County	 to	 date;	
however,	 as	new	development	occurs,	 the	County	will	 need	 to	provide	new	 residents	and	employees	
with	the	same	levels	of	services	and	facilities.	 	The	expenditures	required	to	maintain	 levels	of	service	
are	not	necessitated	by	existing	residents	and	employees,	but	rather	by	new	growth.	


Furthermore,	 through	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 County’s	 capital	 improvement	 plans,	 new	
development	paying	impact	fees	will	receive	a	pro	rata	benefit	from	new	facilities	built	with	those	fees.		
In	addition,	the	County’s	impact	fee	ordinance,	including	any	amendments	necessary	to	implement	the	


																																																																																																																																																																																																				


power	of	a	local	government	to	provide	certain	services	within	its	jurisdiction.	Due	to	the	growth	of	impact	fee	collections	and	
local	 governments’	 reliance	on	 impact	 fees,	 it	 is	 the	 intent	of	 the	 Legislature	 to	 ensure	 that,	when	a	 county	or	municipality	
adopts	an	 impact	 fee	by	ordinance	or	a	special	district	adopts	an	 impact	 fee	by	resolution,	 the	governing	authority	complies	
with	this	section.	
(3)	 An	impact	fee	adopted	by	ordinance	of	a	county	or	municipality	or	by	resolution	of	a	special	district	must,	at	minimum:	
(a)	 Require	that	the	calculation	of	the	impact	fee	be	based	on	the	most	recent	and	localized	data.	
(b)	 Provide	for	accounting	and	reporting	of	impact	fee	collections	and	expenditures.	If	a	local	governmental	entity	imposes	an	
impact	fee	to	address	its	infrastructure	needs,	the	entity	shall	account	for	the	revenues	and	expenditures	of	such	impact	fee	in	
a	separate	accounting	fund.	
(c)	 Limit	administrative	charges	for	the	collection	of	impact	fees	to	actual	costs.	
(d)	 Require	that	notice	be	provided	no	less	than	90	days	before	the	effective	date	of	an	ordinance	or	resolution	imposing	a	
new	or	 increased	 impact	 fee.	A	county	or	municipality	 is	not	 required	to	wait	90	days	 to	decrease,	 suspend,	or	eliminate	an	
impact	fee.	
(4)	 Audits	of	financial	statements	of	local	governmental	entities	and	district	school	boards	which	are	performed	by	a	certified	
public	 accountant	pursuant	 to	 s.	 218.39	and	 submitted	 to	 the	Auditor	General	must	 include	an	affidavit	 signed	by	 the	 chief	
financial	officer	of	the	 local	governmental	entity	or	district	school	board	stating	that	the	 local	governmental	entity	or	district	
school	board	has	complied	with	this	section.	
(5)	 In	any	action	challenging	an	impact	fee,	the	government	has	the	burden	of	proving	by	a	preponderance	of	the	evidence	
that	the	imposition	or	amount	of	the	fee	meets	the	requirements	of	state	legal	precedent	or	this	section.	The	court	may	not	use	
a	deferential	standard.	
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fees	 recommended	 in	 this	 study,	 earmarks	 impact	 fees	 solely	 for	 the	 expansion	 of	 capital	 facilities	
necessary	to	accommodate	new	development	in	the	unincorporated	County.	


Since	 2011,	 the	 Florida	 Legislature	 has	 passed	 laws	 encouraging	 the	 use	 of	multimodal	 facilities	 and	
mobility	 fees,	 such	 that	promoting	multimodal	 systems	 through	 the	use	of	 a	well-established	 funding	
tool	like	impact	fees	falls	clearly	within	the	domain	of	authorized	“innovative”	approaches	and	strategies	
under	Florida	Statutes.	


Finally,	 there	 are	 several	 steps	 the	 County	 will	 take	 to	 ensure	 ongoing	 compliance	 with	 applicable	
Florida	laws	related	to	impact	fees.	First,	it	will	continue	to	update	and	implement	plans	for	expending	
impact	 fee	 revenues	on	 the	 types	 of	 facilities	 TischlerBise	 has	 used	 to	 develop	 the	 fees	 in	 this	 study,	
including	 those	 used	 to	 develop	 the	 multimodal	 components	 of	 the	 revised	 transportation	 facilities	
impact	 fees.	 	 In	 Florida,	 this	 typically	 is	 done	 through	 the	Capital	 Improvement	Plan	 (CIP)	 and	Capital	
Improvements	Element	(CIE)	framework.	


Also,	 the	 County’s	 existing	 impact	 fee	 ordinance	 is	 being	 updated,	 as	 part	 of	 this	 study,	 to	 ensure	
compliance	with	 the	 approach	 used	 here	 and	 any	 developments	 in	 statutory	 and	 case	 law	 since	 the	
County’s	 fees	were	 last	updated.	 	This	update	will	address,	among	other	 things,	earmarking	of	 impact	
fee	 revenues,	 limitations	 on	 the	 use	 of	 revenues,	 revisions	 related	 to	 developer	 credits,	 and	 ongoing	
compliance	with	other	County	and	state	law	requirements.			


CURRENT	MANATEE	COUNTY	IMPACT	FEES	AND	SUMMARY	OF	MAJOR	CHANGES	


As	documented	in	this	report,	Manatee	County	has	complied	with	the	Florida	Development	Impact	Fee	
Act	 and	applicable	 legal	 precedents.	 	 Impact	 fees	 are	proportionate	and	 reasonably	 related	 to	 capital	
improvement	demands	of	new	development.	 	 Specific	 costs	have	been	 identified	using	 local	data	and	
current	dollars.		With	input	from	County	staff,	TischlerBise	determined	demand	indicators	for	each	type	
of	infrastructure	and	calculated	growth	share	factors	to	allocate	costs	to	new	development.		This	report	
documents	 the	 formulas	and	 input	variables	used	 to	calculate	 the	 impact	 fees	 for	each	 type	of	public	
facility.	 	 Impact	 fee	methodologies	 also	 identify	 the	 extent	 to	which	 new	 development	 is	 entitled	 to	
various	types	of	credits	to	avoid	potential	double	payment	of	growth-related	capital	costs.	


Key	differences	between	the	current	and	proposed	impact	fees	are	highlighted	in	the	following	points.	
1. Current	impact	fees	for	residential	development	are	based	on	house	type	and	number	of	


bedrooms,	with	nine	possible	combinations.		Proposed	fees	are	by	dwelling	size	for	all	types	of	
housing,	using	five	size	ranges,	indicated	by	square	feet	of	finished	living	space.		Proposed	
residential	fees	by	dwelling	size	are	based	on	Manatee	County-specific	demographics,	as	
documented	in	Appendix	A.	


2. Current	impact	fees	for	nonresidential	development	are	based	on	13	categories.		TischlerBise	
recommends	10	nonresidential	categories,	by	consolidating	daycare	and	two	school-levels.		
Also,	churches	without	weekday	school	or	daycare,	will	pay	the	office	impact	fee,	based	on	the	
floor	area	used	for	office	functions	during	the	week.	


3. The	updated	2015	impact	fee	study	recommends	an	additional	impact	fee	for	Library	facilities	
and	reinstatement	of	Administrative	Charges	related	to	the	preparation	and	administration	of	
impact	fees.		The	Florida	Impact	Fee	Act	specifically	authorizes	the	administrative	surcharge,	
which	is	based	on	actual	costs	expected	over	the	next	five	years.	
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CONCEPTUAL	IMPACT	FEE	CALCULATION	


In	 contrast	 to	 project-level	 improvements,	 impact	 fees	 fund	 growth-related	 infrastructure	 that	 will	
benefit	multiple	development	projects,	or	the	entire	jurisdiction	(referred	to	as	system	improvements).		
The	first	step	is	to	determine	an	appropriate	demand	indicator	for	the	particular	type	of	infrastructure.		
The	 demand	 indicator	 measures	 the	 number	 of	 demand	 units	 for	 each	 unit	 of	 development.	 	 For	
example,	 an	 appropriate	 indicator	 of	 the	 demand	 for	 parks	 is	 population	 growth	 and	 the	 increase	 in	
population	can	be	estimated	from	the	average	number	of	persons	per	housing	unit.		The	second	step	in	
the	 impact	 fee	 formula	 is	 to	determine	 infrastructure	units	per	demand	unit,	 typically	called	Level-Of-
Service	(LOS)	standards.		In	keeping	with	the	park	example,	a	common	LOS	standard	is	park	acreage	per	
thousand	people.		The	third	step	in	the	impact	fee	formula	is	the	cost	of	various	infrastructure	units.		To	
complete	 the	 park	 example,	 this	 part	 of	 the	 formula	 would	 establish	 the	 cost	 per	 acre	 for	 land	
acquisition	and/or	park	improvements.	


GENERAL	METHODOLOGIES	


There	are	 three	general	methods	 for	 calculating	development	 impact	 fees.	 	 The	choice	of	a	particular	
method	depends	primarily	on	the	timing	of	infrastructure	construction	(past,	concurrent,	or	future)	and	
service	 characteristics	 of	 the	 facility	 type	 being	 addressed.	 	 Each	 method	 has	 advantages	 and	
disadvantages	in	a	particular	situation,	and	can	be	used	simultaneously	for	different	cost	components.			


Reduced	 to	 its	 simplest	 terms,	 the	process	of	 calculating	development	 impact	 fees	 involves	 two	main	
steps:	 (1)	determining	 the	 cost	of	development-related	 capital	 improvements	and	 (2)	 allocating	 those	
costs	equitably	to	various	types	of	development.		In	practice,	though,	the	calculation	of	impact	fees	can	
become	quite	complicated	because	of	the	many	variables	involved	in	defining	the	relationship	between	
development	and	the	need	 for	 facilities	within	 the	designated	service	area.	 	The	 following	paragraphs	
discuss	 three	basic	methods	 for	 calculating	development	 impact	 fees	 and	how	 those	methods	 can	be	
applied.	


Cost	Recovery	(past	improvements)	
The	rationale	for	recoupment,	often	called	cost	recovery,	is	that	new	development	is	paying	for	its	share	
of	the	useful	life	and	remaining	capacity	of	facilities	already	built,	or	land	already	purchased,	from	which	
new	growth	will	benefit.		This	methodology	is	often	used	for	utility	systems	that	must	provide	adequate	
capacity	before	new	development	can	take	place.	


Incremental	Expansion	(concurrent	improvements)	
The	incremental	expansion	method	documents	current	level-of-service	(LOS)	standards	for	each	type	of	
public	facility,	using	both	quantitative	and	qualitative	measures.	 	This	approach	ensures	that	there	are	
no	 existing	 infrastructure	 deficiencies	 or	 surplus	 capacity	 in	 infrastructure.	 	New	development	 is	 only	
paying	 its	 proportionate	 share	 for	 growth-related	 infrastructure.	 	 Revenue	will	 be	 used	 to	 expand	 or	
provide	additional	facilities,	as	needed,	to	accommodate	new	development.		An	incremental	expansion	
cost	method	is	best	suited	for	public	facilities	that	will	be	expanded	in	regular	 increment	to	keep	pace	
with	development.	


Plan-Based	Fee	(future	improvements)	
The	 plan-based	method	 allocates	 costs	 for	 a	 specified	 set	 of	 improvements	 to	 a	 specified	 amount	 of	
development.	 	 Improvements	 are	 typically	 identified	 in	 a	 long-range	 facility	 plan	 and	 development	
potential	 is	 identified	by	a	 land	use	plan.	 	There	are	two	options	for	determining	the	cost	per	demand	
unit:	 	 1)	 total	 cost	 of	 a	 public	 facility	 can	 be	 divided	 by	 total	 demand	 units	 (average	 cost),	 or	 2)	 the	
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growth-share	 of	 the	 public	 facility	 cost	 can	 be	 divided	 by	 the	 net	 increase	 in	 demand	 units	 over	 the	
planning	timeframe	(marginal	cost).	


Credits	


Regardless	of	the	methodology,	a	consideration	of	“credits”	 is	 integral	to	the	development	of	a	 legally	
defensible	impact	fee	methodology.		There	are	two	types	of	“credits”	with	specific	characteristics,	both	
of	which	should	be	addressed	in	development	impact	fee	studies	and	ordinances.	


• First,	 a	 revenue	 credit	 might	 be	 necessary	 if	 there	 is	 a	 double	 payment	 situation	 and	 other	
revenues	are	contributing	to	the	capital	costs	of	infrastructure	to	be	funded	by	impact	fees.		This	
type	of	 credit	 is	 integrated	 into	 the	 impact	 fee	 calculation,	 thus	 reducing	 the	 fee	 amount.	 	 In	
contrast	to	some	impact	fee	studies	that	only	provide	general	costs,	with	credits	at	the	back-end	
of	the	analysis,	the	2015	impact	fee	update	for	Manatee	County	uses	growth	shares	to	provide	
an	 up-front	 reduction	 in	 total	 costs.	 	 Also,	 the	 2015	 update	 provides	 impact	 fee	 revenue	
projections	 to	 verify	 that	 new	 development	 will	 fully	 fund	 the	 growth	 share	 of	 future	
infrastructure	costs	(i.e.,	no	revenues	other	than	impact	fees	will	pay	for	growth	costs).	


• Second,	a	site-specific	credit	or	developer	reimbursement	might	be	necessary	for	dedication	of	
land	 or	 construction	 of	 system	 improvements	 funded	 by	 impact	 fees.	 	 This	 type	 of	 credit	 is	
addressed	in	the	administration	and	implementation	of	the	impact	fee	program.	


Figure	1	summarizes	the	methods	and	cost	components	used	for	each	type	of	public	facility	in	Manatee	
County’s	impact	fee	update.	


Figure	1:		Proposed	Fee	Methods	and	Cost	Components	
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PROPOSED	IMPACT	FEE	SCHEDULES	


Figure	2	shows	the	current	Road	Benefit	Districts	used	to	track	fee	collections	and	expenditures	in	the	
unincorporated	 area.	 	 In	 the	 2015	 fee	 update,	 these	 geographic	 areas	 were	 used	 to	 prepare	 unique	
transportation	 impact	 fees	 by	 Benefit	 District.	 	 Impact	 fees	 for	 all	 other	 infrastructure	 types	 are	 the	
same	for	the	entire	unincorporated	area.	


Figure	2:		Map	of	Current	Benefit	Districts	for	Roads	
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Figures	3-6	summarize	maximum	supportable	impact	fees	for	new	development	in	the	unincorporated	
area	 of	 Manatee	 County.	 	 Only	 transportation	 fees	 vary	 by	 geographic	 area.	 	 For	 residential	
development,	 updated	 impact	 fees	 are	 based	 on	 square	 feet	 of	 finished	 living	 space.	 	 In	 the	
unincorporated	 County,	 newly	 constructed	 detached	 houses	 average	 1701	 to	 2200	 square	 feet	 of	
finished	living	space.		Garages,	front	porches	and	patios	are	excluded	from	the	impact	fee	assessment.	


For	nonresidential	development,	 impact	fees	are	stated	per	1,000	square	feet	of	floor	area,	except	for	
Lodging,	which	pays	an	 impact	 fee	based	on	 the	number	of	hotel/motel	 rooms.	 	The	 fee	schedule	 for	
nonresidential	development	 is	designed	to	provide	a	 reasonable	 impact	 fee	determination	 for	general	
types	of	development.		For	unique	development	types,	the	County	may	allow	or	require	an	independent	
impact	fee	assessment.	


Figure	3:		Maximum	Supportable	Impact	Fees	in	NW	


	
	


NW
Benefit	District


Parks	and	
Natural	


Resources


Libraries Law	
Enforce-
ment


Public	
Safety


Multimodal	
Transportation


Adm	
Charges


Maximum	
Supportable


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less $538 $119 $222 $120 $2,731 $55 $3,785
1001	to	1300 $836 $185 $345 $186 $4,250 $86 $5,888
1301	to	1700 $1,144 $253 $473 $255 $5,812 $118 $8,055
1701	to	2200 $1,442 $319 $596 $321 $7,304 $149 $10,131
2201	or	more $1,801 $399 $744 $401 $9,102 $186 $12,633
Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	of	Floor	Area	except	Lodging)
Commercial/Shop	Ctr $0 $0 $591 $149 $12,441 $75 $13,256
Office	&	Other	Services $0 $0 $231 $177 $4,869 $89 $5,366
Hospital $0 $0 $277 $177 $5,836 $89 $6,379
Mini-Warehouse $0 $0 $52 $123 $1,103 $62 $1,340
Warehouse $0 $0 $74 $123 $1,571 $62 $1,830
Manufacturing $0 $0 $80 $123 $1,686 $62 $1,951
Light	Industrial $0 $0 $146 $123 $3,076 $62 $3,407
Nursing	Home $0 $0 $159 $177 $3,355 $89 $3,780
Daycare	/	School $0 $0 $213 $177 $4,495 $89 $4,974
Lodging	(per	room) $0 $0 $118 $33 $2,485 $17 $2,653
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Figure	4:		Maximum	Supportable	Impact	Fees	in	NE	


	
	


Figure	5:		Maximum	Supportable	Impact	Fees	in	SE	
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Benefit	District
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Natural	


Resources


Libraries Law	
Enforce-
ment


Public	
Safety


Multimodal	
Transportation
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Charges


Maximum	
Supportable


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less $538 $119 $222 $120 $2,863 $55 $3,917
1001	to	1300 $836 $185 $345 $186 $4,455 $86 $6,093
1301	to	1700 $1,144 $253 $473 $255 $6,092 $118 $8,335
1701	to	2200 $1,442 $319 $596 $321 $7,657 $149 $10,484
2201	or	more $1,801 $399 $744 $401 $9,541 $186 $13,072
Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	of	Floor	Area	except	Lodging)
Commercial/Shop	Ctr $0 $0 $591 $149 $13,041 $75 $13,856
Office	&	Other	Services $0 $0 $231 $177 $5,104 $89 $5,601
Hospital $0 $0 $277 $177 $6,117 $89 $6,660
Mini-Warehouse $0 $0 $52 $123 $1,156 $62 $1,393
Warehouse $0 $0 $74 $123 $1,647 $62 $1,906
Manufacturing $0 $0 $80 $123 $1,767 $62 $2,032
Light	Industrial $0 $0 $146 $123 $3,225 $62 $3,556
Nursing	Home $0 $0 $159 $177 $3,517 $89 $3,942
Daycare	/	School $0 $0 $213 $177 $4,712 $89 $5,191
Lodging	(per	room) $0 $0 $118 $33 $2,605 $17 $2,773


SE
Benefit	District


Parks	and	
Natural	


Resources


Libraries Law	
Enforce-
ment


Public	
Safety


Multimodal	
Transportation


Adm	
Charges


Maximum	
Supportable


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less $538 $119 $222 $120 $2,107 $55 $3,161
1001	to	1300 $836 $185 $345 $186 $3,279 $86 $4,917
1301	to	1700 $1,144 $253 $473 $255 $4,485 $118 $6,728
1701	to	2200 $1,442 $319 $596 $321 $5,636 $149 $8,463
2201	or	more $1,801 $399 $744 $401 $7,024 $186 $10,555
Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	of	Floor	Area	except	Lodging)
Commercial/Shop	Ctr $0 $0 $591 $149 $9,600 $75 $10,415
Office	&	Other	Services $0 $0 $231 $177 $3,757 $89 $4,254
Hospital $0 $0 $277 $177 $4,503 $89 $5,046
Mini-Warehouse $0 $0 $52 $123 $851 $62 $1,088
Warehouse $0 $0 $74 $123 $1,212 $62 $1,471
Manufacturing $0 $0 $80 $123 $1,301 $62 $1,566
Light	Industrial $0 $0 $146 $123 $2,374 $62 $2,705
Nursing	Home $0 $0 $159 $177 $2,589 $89 $3,014
Daycare	/	School $0 $0 $213 $177 $3,469 $89 $3,948
Lodging	(per	room) $0 $0 $118 $33 $1,917 $17 $2,085
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Figure	6:		Maximum	Supportable	Impact	Fees	in	SW	
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ment


Public	
Safety


Multimodal	
Transportation


Adm	
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Maximum	
Supportable


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less $538 $119 $222 $120 $1,669 $55 $2,723
1001	to	1300 $836 $185 $345 $186 $2,598 $86 $4,236
1301	to	1700 $1,144 $253 $473 $255 $3,541 $118 $5,784
1701	to	2200 $1,442 $319 $596 $321 $4,450 $149 $7,277
2201	or	more $1,801 $399 $744 $401 $5,543 $186 $9,074
Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	of	Floor	Area	except	Lodging)
Commercial/Shop	Ctr $0 $0 $591 $149 $9,330 $75 $10,145
Office	&	Other	Services $0 $0 $231 $177 $3,651 $89 $4,148
Hospital $0 $0 $277 $177 $4,377 $89 $4,920
Mini-Warehouse $0 $0 $52 $123 $827 $62 $1,064
Warehouse $0 $0 $74 $123 $1,178 $62 $1,437
Manufacturing $0 $0 $80 $123 $1,264 $62 $1,529
Light	Industrial $0 $0 $146 $123 $2,307 $62 $2,638
Nursing	Home $0 $0 $159 $177 $2,516 $89 $2,941
Daycare	/	School $0 $0 $213 $177 $3,371 $89 $3,850
Lodging	(per	room) $0 $0 $118 $33 $1,864 $17 $2,032
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PARKS	AND	NATURAL	RESOURCES	IMPACT	FEE	


As	 documented	 below,	 new	 development	 in	 unincorporated	 Manatee	 County	 will	 maintain	 current	
levels	 of	 service	 by	 incrementally	 expanding	 parks	 and	 natural	 resource	 facilities	 with	 impact	 fee	
funding.		Impact	fees	collected	over	the	next	ten	years	will	be	used	for	additional	aquatic	facilities,	basic	
amenities	at	District	Parks,	natural	resource	sites,	recreation	buildings,	sports	fields	and	trails.	


AQUATIC	FACILITIES	


Figure	 PR1	 provides	 an	 inventory	 of	Manatee	 County’s	 existing	 aquatic	 facilities,	 including	 pools	 and	
splash	pads.		These	facilities	draw	patrons	from	the	entire	unincorporated	area.		Based	on	an	estimated	
cost	of	$2.4	million	per	pool	and	$400,000	per	splash	pad,	one	pool	is	equivalent	to	six	splash	pads.		For	
the	 purpose	 of	 impact	 fees,	 the	 current	 infrastructure	 standard	 is	 0.78	 splash	 pad	 equivalents	 per	
10,000	residents,	which	might	be	different	from	the	adopted	standard	in	the	Comprehensive	Plan.	 	To	
maintain	the	existing	 level	of	service	 for	aquatic	 facilities,	 the	County	will	 spend	$29.03	per	additional	
resident.		


Figure	PR1:		Current	Standards	for	Aquatic	Facilities	


	
	


	 	


Site Description Splash	Pad	Equivalents
G.T.	Bray Pool	&	Splash	Pad 7
J.H.	Marble Pool 6
East	Bradenton Pool 6
Lincoln Splash	Pad 1
Pride Splash	Pad 1


TOTAL 21
Average	Cost	per	Splash	Pad $400,000	
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To	accommodate	41,336	additional	residents	in	the	unincorporated	area	over	the	next	ten	years,	Figure	
PR2	 indicates	 that	 Manatee	 County	 will	 need	 to	 construct	 additional	 aquatic	 facilities	 costing	
approximately	$1.2	million.	


Figure	PR2:		Growth-Related	Need	for	Aquatic	Facilities	


	
	


DISTRICT	PARKS	


Figure	PR3	provides	an	 inventory	of	Manatee	County’s	existing	District	Park	 facilities,	with	an	average	
size	 of	 89	 acres.	 	 These	 facilities	 draw	 patrons	 from	 the	 entire	 unincorporated	 area.	 	 The	 current	
infrastructure	 standard	 is	 1.7	 acres	 of	 District	 Parks	 per	 1,000	 residents.	 	 Based	 on	 the	 cost	 of	 basic	
amenities	planned	for	Hidden	Harbor	Park,	Manatee	County	will	spend	an	average	cost	of	$60,000	per	
acre	at	District	Parks	for	parking,	restrooms,	playgrounds,	pavilions,	signage,	landscaping	and	installation	
of	utilities.		Big-ticket	improvements,	like	sports	fields,	have	separate	LOS	standards	and	cost	factors.		To	
maintain	 the	existing	 level	of	 service	 for	basic	 amenities	 at	District	Parks,	Manatee	County	will	 spend	
$100.15	per	additional	resident.	


Aquatic	Facilites	Needs


Year
Unincorporated	
Population


Count


Base 2015 269,100 21
Year	1 2016 273,220 21
Year	2 2017 277,340 22
Year	3 2018 281,461 22
Year	4 2019 285,581 22
Year	5 2020 289,701 23
Year	6 2021 293,848 23
Year	7 2022 297,995 23
Year	8 2023 302,142 24
Year	9 2024 306,289 24


Year	10 2025 310,436 24
Ten-Yr	Increase 41,336 3


Growth	Cost	for	Aquatic	Facilities	=> $1,200,000
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Figure	PR3:		District	Park	Standards	


	
	


As	shown	in	Figure	PR4,	41,336	additional	residents	in	the	unincorporated	area	over	the	next	ten	years,	
will	 require	 basic	 amenities	 at	 69	 acres	 of	 District	 Park	 sites,	 estimated	 to	 cost	 approximately	 $4.14	
million.	


Figure	PR4:		Growth-Related	Need	for	Basic	Amenities	at	District	Parks	


	
	


NATURAL	RESOURCE	SITES	


Figure	 PR5	 provides	 an	 inventory	 of	 Manatee	 County’s	 existing	 natural	 resource	 sites,	 which	 are	
preserve	 lands	 and	 coastal	 sites	 providing	 water	 access	 at	 beaches	 and	 boat	 ramps.	 	 The	 current	
infrastructure	 standard	 is	 8.4	 natural	 resource	 acres	 per	 1,000	 residents.	 	 Based	 on	 County	 costs	 of	
$2,218,800	 for	planned	 improvements	 to	expand	Robinson	Preserve	 (147	acres),	Manatee	County	will	


Existing(District(Parks Acres
Lakewood(Ranch(Park 148


G.T.(Bray(Park 139


Braden(River(Park 86


Buffalo(Creek(Park 42


Blackstone(Park 32


TOTAL 447


Average(Size((acres) 89


Cost(per(Acre* $60,000


2015(Unincorporated(Population 269,100


Infrastructure+Standards+for+District+Parks Capital
Acres Cost


Residential((per(1,000(persons) 1.7 $100.15


*(Assumes($1.2(million(


for(Hidden(Harbor(Park(


basic(ameniUes,(with(


costs(allocated(to(20(


acres,(as(shown(in(


FY16X20(CIP((page(377(


Project(of(Record(33).(


Need	for	District	Parks


Year
Unincorporated	
Population


Acres


Base 2014 269,100 447
Year	1 2015 273,220 454
Year	2 2016 277,340 461
Year	3 2017 281,461 468
Year	4 2018 285,581 474
Year	5 2019 289,701 481
Year	6 2020 293,848 488
Year	7 2021 297,995 495
Year	8 2022 302,142 502
Year	9 2023 306,289 509


Year	10 2024 310,436 516
Ten-Yr	Increase 41,336 69
Growth-Related	Expenditure	=> $4,140,000
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spend	approximately	$15,100	per	acre	for	natural	resource	sites	and/or	improvement.		To	maintain	the	
existing	 level	 of	 service	 for	 natural	 resource	 sites,	Manatee	 County	will	 spend	 $126.75	per	 additional	
resident.	


Figure	PR5:		Natural	Resource	Standards	


	
	


	 	


Natural'Resource'Sites Acres
Bennett 184
Conservatory 56
Coquina4Bayside4 28
Coquina4Beach4Park 67
Cortez4Beach 13
Devil's4Elbow4Preserve 10
Emerson4Point4 240
Greer4Island 20
Highland4Shores4Boat4 1
Jiggs4Landing 5
Lake4Manatee4Boat4 2
Leffis4Key4Preserve 16
Manatee4Public4Beach 16
Neal4Preserve 120
Palma4Sola4Botanical4 9
Perico4Preserve 165
Riverview4Pointe4 12
Robinson4Preserve 651
Rye4Preserve 642
State4Road4644Boat4 2
Warners4Bayou4Park/Boat4Ramp 3


TOTAL* 2,263
Average4Size4(acres) 108


Cost4per4Acre** $15,100
20154Unincorporated4Population 269,100


Infrastructure+Standards+for+Natural+Resources Capital
Acres Cost


Residential4(per41,0004persons) 8.4 $126.75


*44Excludes4Dueae,4which4is4
approximately424,0004acres.4
**44Based4on4County4costs4of4
$2,218,8004for4Robinson4
Preserve4Expansion4(1474acres).4
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As	shown	 in	Figure	PR6,	 to	accommodate	41,336	additional	residents	 in	the	unincorporated	area	over	
the	next	ten	years,	Manatee	will	purchase	or	improve	347	acres	of	additional	natural	resource	sites,	at	
an	estimated	cost	of	approximately	$5.24	million.	


Figure	PR6:		Growth-Related	Need	for	Natural	Resource	Sites	


	
	


RECREATION	BUILDINGS	


Figure	PR7	provides	an	inventory	of	Manatee	County’s	recreation	buildings.		The	current	infrastructure	
standard	 is	 0.16	 square	 feet	 per	 resident.	 	 Future	 recreation	 buildings	 are	 expected	 to	 cost	
approximately	$200	per	square	foot.	 	To	maintain	the	existing	 level	of	service	for	recreation	buildings,	
Manatee	 County	 expects	 to	 spend	 $31.90	 per	 additional	 resident.	 	 To	 accommodate	 projected	
population	in	the	unincorporated	area	over	the	next	ten	years,	Manatee	County	will	need	to	construct	
approximately	 6,600	 square	 feet	 of	 additional	 recreation	 buildings,	 at	 an	 estimated	 cost	 of	
approximately	$1.32	million.	


Need	for	Natural	Resource	Sites


Year
Unincorporated	
Population


Acres


Base 2014 269,100 2,263
Year	1 2015 273,220 2,297
Year	2 2016 277,340 2,332
Year	3 2017 281,461 2,367
Year	4 2018 285,581 2,401
Year	5 2019 289,701 2,436
Year	6 2020 293,848 2,471
Year	7 2021 297,995 2,506
Year	8 2022 302,142 2,541
Year	9 2023 306,289 2,575


Year	10 2024 310,436 2,610
Ten-Yr	Increase 41,336 347


Growth-Related	Expenditure	=> $5,239,700
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Figure	PR7:		Current	Standards	and	Future	Needs	for	Recreation	Buildings	


	
	


SPORTS	FIELDS	


Figure	 PR8	 provides	 an	 inventory	 of	Manatee	 County’s	 existing	 sports	 fields	 used	 for	 soccer/football,	
baseball/softball,	Little	League/T-ball,	and	multipurpose	field	sports.		These	facilities	draw	patrons	from	
the	entire	unincorporated	area	due	to	their	use	by	community	organization	such	as	soccer	and	softball	
leagues.	 	 The	 current	 infrastructure	 standard	 is	 0.27	 sports	 fields	 per	 1,000	 residents.	 	 In	 Manatee	
County	sports	 fields	have	a	weighted	average	cost	of	approximately	$641,000,	which	 includes	fencing,	
lighting,	site	work,	topsoil,	sod,	irrigation,	and	bleachers.		The	weighted	average	cost	factors	is	based	on	
the	recent	cost	to	construct	three	baseball/softball	fields	at	Blackstone	Park,	and	the	estimated	cost	to	
construct	 sports	 fields,	 provided	 by	Manatee	 County	 Construction	 Services.	 	 To	maintain	 the	 existing	
level	 of	 service	 for	 sports	 fields,	 Manatee	 County	 will	 spend	 $170.57	 per	 additional	 resident.	 	 To	


Existing Square	
Facility Feet


G.T.Bray	Gym	(excludes	offices) 15,550
Marble 14,950
Fort	Hamer	Boat	House 8,000
Myakka	Community	Center 4,450


TOTAL 42,950
Cost	per	Square	Foot $200	


2015	Unincorporated	Population 269,100
Infrastructure	Standards	for	Recreation	Buildings


Square Capital
Feet Cost


Residential	(per	person) 0.16 $31.90


Recreation	Buildings	Needs


Year
Unincorporated	
Population


Square	Feet


Base 2015 269,100 42,950
Year	1 2016 273,220 43,608
Year	2 2017 277,340 44,265
Year	3 2018 281,461 44,923
Year	4 2019 285,581 45,580
Year	5 2020 289,701 46,238
Year	6 2021 293,848 46,900
Year	7 2022 297,995 47,562
Year	8 2023 302,142 48,224
Year	9 2024 306,289 48,886


Year	10 2025 310,436 49,547
Ten-Yr	Increase 41,336 6,597


Growth	Cost	for	Recreation	Buildings	=> $1,319,000
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accommodate	 projected	 population	 in	 the	 unincorporated	 area	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years,	 the	 County	
plans	to	construct	11	additional	sports	fields,	costing	approximately	$7.05	million.	


Figure	PR8:		Sports	Field	Standards	and	Growth	Needs	


	
	


	 	


Existing(Infrastructure(Standards(for(Sports(Fields
Type Count Estimated0Cost Total0Cost


Soccer&/&Football 30 $450,000 $13,500,000
Baseball&/&Softball 21 $1,114,000 $23,394,000
Little&League&/&T>Ball 20 $450,000 $9,000,000
Multipurpose 2 $450,000 $900,000


TOTAL 73 $46,794,000
2015&Unincorporated&Population 269,100
Sports&Fields&per&1,000&Persons 0.27


Cost(Factors(and(Future(Needs
Weighted&Average&Cost $641,000 per&Sports&Field
Capital&Cost&per&Person $170.57


Need(for(Sports(Fields


Year
Unincorporated0
Population


Sports0Fields


Base 2015 269,100 73
Year&1 2016 273,220 74
Year&2 2017 277,340 75
Year&3 2018 281,461 76
Year&4 2019 285,581 77
Year&5 2020 289,701 79
Year&6 2021 293,848 80
Year&7 2022 297,995 81
Year&8 2023 302,142 82
Year&9 2024 306,289 83


Year&10 2025 310,436 84
Ten9Yr0Increase 41,336 11


Growth>Related&Expenditure&on&Sports&Fields&=> $7,051,000
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TRAILS	


As	shown	in	Figure	PR9,	Manatee	County	currently	has	over	83	miles	of	trails,	which	includes	both	paved	
and	 soft-surfaces	 (e.g.	 crushed	 shells).	 	 Consistent	with	 a	 2014	 Florida	Department	 of	 Transportation	
cost	estimate,	Manatee	County	has	spent	approximately	$63	per	linear	foot	to	construct	recent	trails.	


Figure	PR9:		Trail	Standards	


	
	


	 	


Existing(Infrastructure(Standards(for(Trails
Site Miles


Bennett 1.20
Buffalo.Creek 0.75
Bunker.Hill 1.04
Conservatory 0.82
Coquina.Gulfside 0.92
Creekwood 0.40
Duette 46.80
East.Bradenton 0.25
Emerson 6.06
G.T.Bray 1.25
Headwaters 9.50
Lincoln 0.50
Myakka 0.50
Neal 0.16
Ola.Mae.Sims 0.20
Perico 2.85
Pride 0.30
Riverview.Pointe 1.07
Robinson 5.68
Rye 2.85


TOTAL 83.10
Linear.Feet.=> 438,768


2015.Unincorporated.Area.
Population.=> 269,100


Linear.Feet.per.Person.=> 1.63
Cost(Factors(and(Future(Needs


Trail.Cost $63 per.linear.foot
Capital.Cost.per.Person $102.71







	


18	


Manatee	County	needs	to	add	approximately	12.8	miles	of	trails,	at	an	estimated	cost	of	approximately	
$4.25	million,	in	order	to	maintain	current	standards	over	the	next	ten	years.	


Figure	PR10:		Growth-Related	Need	for	Trails	


	
	


CREDIT	EVALUATION	


A	 credit	 for	 future	 revenue	 is	 only	 necessary	 if	 there	 is	 potential	 double	 payment	 for	 system	
improvements	needed	to	accommodate	new	development.		Manatee	County	does	not	have	any	existing	
debt	for	parks	and	natural	resources	and	plans	to	fund	the	growth	share	of	future	improvements	from	
impact	fees.		Because	no	additional	revenues	are	required	for	this	purpose,	there	is	no	potential	double	
payment.		Site-specific	credits	or	developer	reimbursements	might	be	necessary	if	a	developer	provides	
a	system	improvement,	as	a	condition	of	development	approval.	
	 	


Trail	Needs	Analysis


Year
Unincorporated	
Population


Linear	Feet


Base 2015 269,100 438,768
Year	1 2016 273,220 445,486
Year	2 2017 277,340 452,204
Year	3 2018 281,461 458,922
Year	4 2019 285,581 465,640
Year	5 2020 289,701 472,358
Year	6 2021 293,848 479,120
Year	7 2022 297,995 485,881
Year	8 2023 302,142 492,643
Year	9 2024 306,289 499,405


Year	10 2025 310,436 506,166
Ten-Yr	Increase 41,336 67,398


Miles	needed	to	maintain	current	standard	=> 12.8
Growth	Cost	for	Trails	=> $4,246,000
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PROPOSED	PARKS	AND	NATURAL	RESOURCES	IMPACT	FEES	


Figure	PR11	 indicates	cost	factors	for	the	updated	parks	and	natural	resources	 impact	fees.	 	Proposed	
fees	by	dwelling	size,	measured	in	square	feet	of	finished	floor	area,	are	equal	to	the	average	number	of	
persons	per	housing	unit	multiplied	by	the	total	capital	cost	per	person.		For	example,	a	residential	unit	
that	has	2,201	or	more	square	feet	would	pay	a	fee	of	$1,801	(truncated)	based	on	an	average	of	3.21	
persons	per	dwelling,	multiplied	by	a	capital	cost	of	$561.11	per	person.	


Figure	PR11:		Impact	Fee	Schedule	for	Parks	and	Natural	Resources	


	
	


	 	


Input	Variables Cost	per	
Person


Aquatic	Facilities $29.03


District	Park	Basic	Amenities $100.15


Natural	Resources $126.75


Recreation	Buildings $31.90


Sports	Fields $170.57


Trails $102.71


TOTAL $561.11


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)
Square	Feet	of	


Finished	Living	Space
Persons	per	
Dwelling


Proposed	
Fee


Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


1000	or	less 0.96 $538 $702 -$164


1001	to	1300 1.49 $836 $1,101 -$265


1301	to	1700 2.04 $1,144 $1,177 -$33


1701	to	2200 2.57 $1,442 $1,427 $15


2201	or	more 3.21 $1,801 $1,878 -$77
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IMPROVEMENTS	PLAN	AND	FUNDING	STRATEGY	


Figure	PR12	summarizes	the	growth	cost	of	parks	and	natural	resources	 in	the	unincorporated	area	of	
Manatee	County	over	the	next	ten	years.		The	County	expects	to	spend	approximately	$23.2	million	for	
additional	parks	and	natural	 resource	 facilities.	 	As	shown	 in	 the	 lower	portion	of	 the	table,	projected	
impact	 fee	 revenue	 from	 an	 increase	 of	 21,567	 housing	 units	 will	 cover	 the	 growth	 cost	 of	
improvements.		This	revenue	projection	is	based	on	the	demographic	data	described	in	Appendix	A	and	
the	proposed	 fee	amount	 for	an	average	size	 residential	unit.	 	To	 the	extent	 the	rate	of	development	
either	accelerates	or	slows	down,	there	will	be	a	corresponding	change	in	fee	revenue	and	the	timing	of	
capital	improvements.	


Figure	PR12:		Capital	Costs	and	Revenue	for	Parks	and	Natural	Resources	


	
	


	 	


Improvements+Needed+to+Accommodate+New+Development
Aquatic(Facilities $1,200,000


District(Parks $4,140,000
Natural(Resources $5,239,700


Recreation(Buildings $1,319,000
Sports(Fields $7,051,000


Trails $4,246,000
TenFYear(Total(Growth(Cost $23,195,700


Projected+Impact+Fee+Revenue+for+Parks+and+Recreation
Residential
$1,082


per(housing(unit
Year Hsg.Units


Base 2015 137,839
Year(1 2016 139,982
Year(2 2017 142,125
Year(3 2018 144,267
Year(4 2019 146,410
Year(5 2020 148,553
Year(6 2021 150,724
Year(7 2022 152,894
Year(8 2023 155,065
Year(9 2024 157,235
Year(10 2025 159,406


Ten1Yr.Increase 21,567
Projected(Fees(=> $23,335,000
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LIBRARY	IMPACT	FEE	


For	 library	 facilities,	capital	costs	are	allocated	100%	to	residential	development.	 	The	new	 impact	 fee	
for	libraries	is	based	on	current	infrastructure	standards	and	cost	factors	(i.e.	the	incremental	expansion	
cost	method).	


LIBRARY	FACILITIES,	COSTS,	AND	LOS	STANDARDS	


Figure	 L1	 documents	 current	 infrastructure	 standards	 for	 libraries	 in	 Manatee	 County.	 For	 library	
buildings,	 the	 infrastructure	standard	 in	2015,	based	on	countywide	population,	 is	0.32	square	 feet	of	
library	 building	 per	 resident.	 For	 future	 library	 buildings,	Manatee	County	 expects	 to	 spend	$225	per	
square	foot	of	 floor	area.	 	To	maintain	the	current	standard	for	 library	buildings,	Manatee	County	will	
spend	$72.36	per	additional	resident.	


For	 collection	 materials,	 including	 catalogued,	 digital	 resources,	 and	 periodicals,	 the	 current	 level	 of	
service	 is	 1.3	 items	 per	 person.	 	 On	 average,	 new	 collection	 materials	 have	 an	 average	 cost	 of	
approximately	$40	per	item.	To	maintain	the	existing	level	of	service	for	collection	materials,	Manatee	
County	will	spend	$51.97	for	each	additional	resident.	


Figure	L1:		Existing	Libraries	and	Collection	Materials	


	
	


Library'Buildings 2015
Square+Feet


Central(Library 51,700
Braden(River(Library 15,000
South(Manatee(Library 13,000
Palmetto(Library 12,700
Rocky(Bluff(Library 10,275
Island(Library 7,900
East(Library((new) 0


TOTAL 110,575
Total(Project(Cost(per(Sq(Ft(=> $225


Countywide(Population(=> 343,849
Square(Feet(per(Person(=> 0.32
Cost(per(Service(Unit(=> $72.36


Collection'Materials #+of+units
Catalogued 427,824
Digital(Resources 14,935
Periodicals 4,000


TOTAL 446,759
Unit(Price(=> $40


Countywide(Population(=> 343,849
Materials(per(Person(=> 1.30
Cost(per(Service(Unit(=> $51.97
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	LIBRARY	NEEDS	ANALYSIS	


The	 expected	 increase	 in	 countywide	 population	 through	 2025	 is	 shown	 in	 Figure	 L2,	 along	with	 the	
corresponding	increase	in	library	building	space	and	collection	materials	needed	to	accommodate	new	
development.		To	maintain	the	current	LOS,	Manatee	County	will	provide	approximately	16,200	square	
feet	 of	 additional	 library	 space	 and	 65,300	 additional	 collection	 materials	 by	 the	 year	 2025.	 	 The	
projected	growth	cost	is	approximately	$3.64	million	for	library	buildings	and	$2.61	million	for	collection	
materials.	


Figure	L2:		Needs	Analysis	for	Libraries	


	
	


	 	


Library'Infrastructure'Standards'and'Capital'Costs
Library'Buildings 0.32 Sq'Ft'per'Person
Building'Cost $225 per'Square'Foot
Library'Collection'Materials 1.30 Items'per'Person
Collection'Materials'Cost $40 per'Item


Library'Facilities'Needed'to'Accommodate'Growth
Countywide Sq-Ft-of-Library Collection


Year Population Buildings Materials
Base 2015 343,849 110,575 446,759


Year'1 2016 348,862 112,187 453,272
Year'2 2017 353,874 113,799 459,785
Year'3 2018 358,887 115,411 466,297
Year'4 2019 363,899 117,023 472,810
Year'5 2020 368,912 118,635 479,323
Year'6 2021 373,954 120,256 485,874
Year'7 2022 378,996 121,878 492,425
Year'8 2023 384,038 123,499 498,976
Year'9 2024 389,080 125,120 505,527
Year'10 2025 394,122 126,742 512,078
Ten>Year-Increase 50,273 16,167 65,319
Municipal'Increase 8,937 18%


Unincorporated'Increase 41,336 82%
Growth'Share'of'Library'Buildings'=> $3,638,000


Growth'Cost'of'Collection'Materials'=> $2,613,000
Total'Growth'Cost'=> $6,251,000
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LIBRARY	CREDIT	EVALUATION	


A	 credit	 for	 future	 revenue	 is	 only	 necessary	 if	 there	 is	 potential	 double	 payment	 for	 system	
improvements	needed	 to	accommodate	new	development.	 	Manatee	County	has	no	existing	debt	 for	
libraries	 and	 plans	 to	 fund	 the	 growth	 share	 of	 future	 improvements	 from	 impact	 fees.	 	 Because	 no	
additional	revenues	are	required	to	cover	the	growth	cost,	there	is	no	potential	double	payment.	


LIBRARY	IMPACT	FEES	


Impact	fees	for	libraries	are	shown	in	Figure	L3.		Impact	fee	costs	per	persons	are	listed	at	the	top	of	the	
table.		The	impact	fee	is	equal	to	the	average	number	of	persons	per	dwelling,	multiplied	by	the	capital	
cost	per	person.		For	example,	the	fee	for	a	dwelling	with	1301	to	1700	square	feet	of	living	space	is	2.04	
x	$124.33,	or	$253	per	dwelling	(truncated).	


Figure	L3:		Proposed	Library	Impact	Fee	Schedule	


	
	


	 	


Cost	per
Person


Library	Buildings $72.36
Collection	Materials $51.97


TOTAL $124.33
Residential	(per	dwelling)


Square	Feet	of	
Finished	Living	Space


Persons	per	
Dwelling


Proposed	
Fee


1000	or	less 0.96 $119
1001	to	1300 1.49 $185
1301	to	1700 2.04 $253
1701	to	2200 2.57 $319
2201	or	more 3.21 $399
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LIBRARY	FUNDING	STRATEGY	


Figure	 L4	 summarizes	 growth-related	 library	 needs	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years.	 	 To	 accommodate	 new	
development	in	the	unincorporated	area,	Manatee	County	expects	to	spend	approximately	$5.14	million	
for	 additional	 library	 building	 space	 and	 collection	materials.	 	 Impact	 fee	 revenue	 from	 the	projected	
increase	of	21,567	housing	units	over	the	next	ten	years	will	yield	approximately	$5.16	million.		To	the	
extent	the	rate	of	development	either	accelerates	or	slows	down,	there	will	be	a	corresponding	change	
in	the	impact	fee	revenue	and	timing	of	capital	improvements.	


Figure	L4:		Cash	Flow	Analysis	for	Library	Facilities	


	
	


	 	


Ten$Year(Cost(of(Library(Facilities
Municipal)
Share


Unincorporated)
Share


TOTAL


Buildings)=> $647,000 $2,991,000 $3,638,000
Collection)Materials)=> $465,000 $2,148,000 $2,613,000
Total)Growth)Cost)=> $1,112,000 $5,139,000 $6,251,000


18% 82%
Library(Impact(Fee(Revenue(from(Unincorporated(Area


Average)
Residential)Fee


$239
per)Dwelling


Year Hsg)Units
Base 2015 137,839


Year)1 2016 139,982
Year)2 2017 142,125
Year)3 2018 144,267
Year)4 2019 146,410
Year)5 2020 148,553
Year)6 2021 150,724
Year)7 2022 152,894
Year)8 2023 155,065
Year)9 2024 157,235
Year)10 2025 159,406


Ten=Yr)Increase 21,567
Projected)Revenue)=> $5,155,000
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LAW	ENFORCEMENT	IMPACT	FEE	


For	 residential	 development,	 law	 enforcement	 impact	 fees	 are	 a	 function	 of	 unincorporated	 area	
population	 growth.	 	 Law	 enforcement	 impact	 fees	 for	 nonresidential	 development	 are	 based	 on	 the	
estimated	 number	 of	 average	 weekday	 vehicle	 trips	 to	 nonresidential	 development	 located	 in	 the	
unincorporated	area.	


COST	ALLOCATION	FOR	LAW	ENFORCEMENT	FACILITIES	


The	 demand	 for	 law	 enforcement	 services	 is	 a	 function	 of	 both	 residential	 and	 nonresidential	
development.		As	shown	in	Figure	LE1,	functional	population	is	similar	to	what	the	U.S.		Census	Bureau	
calls	"daytime	population"	by	accounting	for	people	living	and	working	in	a	jurisdiction.		Residents	who	
don't	 work	 are	 assigned	 20	 hours	 per	 day	 to	 residential	 development	 and	 four	 hours	 per	 day	 to	
nonresidential	 development	 (annualized	 averages).	 	 Residents	 who	 work	 in	 Manatee	 County	 are	
assigned	14	hours	to	residential	development	and	10	hours	to	nonresidential	development.	 	Residents	
who	 work	 outside	 Manatee	 County	 are	 assigned	 14	 hours	 to	 residential	 development.	 	 Inflow	
commuters	are	assigned	10	hours	to	nonresidential	development.		Based	on	2013	functional	population	
data	 for	Manatee	County,	 the	cost	allocation	 for	 residential	development	 is	76%,	while	nonresidential	
development	accounts	for	24%	of	the	demand	for	public	safety	infrastructure.	
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Figure	LE1:		Functional	Population	


	
	


DEBT	OBLIGATIONS	FOR	JUDICIAL	CENTER	AND	SHERIFF	HEADQUARTERS	


Manatee	County	debt-financed	the	Judicial	Center	and	Manatee	County	Sheriff’s	Office	Headquarters	to	
provide	capacity	for	new	development.		Updated	Public	Safety	impact	fees	include	a	cost	component	for	
the	 unincorporated	 area	 share	 of	 future	 debt	 service	 payments.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 LE2,	 the	
unincorporated	share	is	approximately	$11.89	million,	based	on	projected	population	and	jobs	in	2029	
when	the	bond	will	be	paid	off.		


Functional*Population*Cost*Allocation
Demand'Units'in'2013 Demand Person


Residential Hours/Day Hours
Population* 342,417


63% Residents7Not7Working 215,630 20 4,312,6007777
37% Resident7Workers** 126,787


46% Worked7in7County** 58,658 14 821,212777777
54% Worked7Outside7County** 68,129 14 953,806777777


Residential7Subtotal 6,087,6187777
Residential*Share*=> 76%


Nonresidential
NonFworking7Residents 215,630 4 862,520777777
Jobs7Located7in7County** 106,294


55% Residents7Working7in7County** 58,658 10 586,580777777
45% NonFResident7Workers7(inflow7commuters) 47,636 10 476,360777777


Nonresidential7Subtotal 1,925,4607777
Nonresidential*Share*=> 24%


TOTAL 8,013,0787777*''2013'U.S.'Census'Bureau'popula>on'es>mate.'
**''2013'Inflow/OuClow'Analysis,'OnTheMap'web'applica>on,'U.S.'
Census'Bureau'data'for'all'jobs.'
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Figure	LE2:		Remaining	Debt	Service	for	Law	Enforcement	


	
	


As	shown	in	Figure	LE3,	a	20.7%	growth	share	adjusts	unincorporated	area	debt	service	to	the	amount	
attributable	 to	new	development.	 	 The	 growth	 share	 is	 based	on	 the	 increase	 in	population	 and	 jobs	
from	2015	to	2029,	which	 is	the	year	of	the	final	debt	payment.	 	Total	growth	cost	of	$2,458,521	was	
allocated	 to	 residential	 and	 nonresidential	 development,	 based	 on	 functional	 population,	 and	 then	
divided	by	the	increase	in	service	units.		For	example,	the	debt	service	cost	of	$32	per	person	is	equal	to	
$2,458,521	x	0.76	/	57,755	(truncated).	


Fiscal	Year
2006	Bonds	&	2013	


Refunding	Debt	Service


Law	
Enforcement	


Share


Law	Enforcement	
Debt	Service


1 2015-16 $12,588,750 10.9% $1,377,913
2 2016-17 $12,778,000 11.2% $1,432,669
3 2017-18 $12,581,000 10.9% $1,375,503
4 2018-19 $12,604,000 11.0% $1,381,750
5 2019-20 $12,782,000 11.2% $1,432,773
6 2020-21 $8,865,000 16.2% $1,433,732
7 2021-22 $3,177,000 29.0% $921,330
8 2022-23 $3,179,000 29.0% $921,910
9 2023-24 $3,181,000 29.0% $922,490


10 2024-25 $3,176,000 29.0% $921,040
11 2025-26 $2,911,000 29.0% $844,190
12 2026-27 $2,907,000 29.0% $843,030
13 2027-28 $3,172,000 29.0% $919,880
14 2028-29 $3,178,000 29.0% $921,620
15 2029-30 $0 $0


TOTAL $97,079,750 16.1% $15,649,829
2029	Population	plus	Jobs	in	Municipalities	=> 148,038 24%


2029	Population	plus	Jobs	in	Unincorporated	=> 468,048 76%
Total	County	2029	Population	plus	Jobs	=> 616,086


Cost	Allocation	for	Judicial	Center	and	MSO	DeSoto	Headquarters


Description
Debt	Service	
Over	15	Years


Unincorporated	Share $11,889,359
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Figure	LE3:		Cost	Allocation	for	Law	Enforcement	Debt	Service	


	
	


MSO	VEHICLES	AND	EQUIPMENT	


Figure	 LE4	 provides	 an	 inventory	 of	 Sheriff	 vehicles	 and	 equipment.	 	 The	 current	 residential	 level	 of	
service	standard	is	1.71	vehicles	or	equipment	items	per	resident.		For	nonresidential	development,	the	
current	 standard	 is	 0.32	 vehicles	 or	 equipment	 items	 per	 1,000	 inbound	 vehicle	 trips.	 	 In	 Manatee	
County,	 the	 cost	 of	 a	 new	 marked	 patrol	 vehicle	 is	 $49,000,	 including	 all	 electronics,	 weapons,	 and	
miscellaneous	 gear	 needed	 to	make	 it	 operational.	 	 To	maintain	 the	 existing	 level	 of	 service	 for	 law	
enforcement	vehicles	and	equipment,	Manatee	County	will	spend	$84	per	additional	resident	and	$15	
for	each	1,000	inbound	vehicle	trips	to	nonresidential	development.		


FY#of
Final


Payment


Unincorporated#
Share#of#


Remaining#Debt


Growth#
Share*


Total#Growth#
Cost


Unincorporated#
Population#Increase


2015F2029


Increase#in#Trips#to#
Unincorporated#
Nonres#2015F2029


2028$29 $11,889,359 20.7% $2,458,521 57,755 97,523
Ten$Year5Growth5Cost5(rounded)5=> $1,904,000


*#Countywide#growth#share#formula#is#((population#plus#jobs#in#2029)/(population#plus#jobs#in#2015))F1


Residential5(per5person) 76% $32


24% $6


Cost%Allocation


Nonresidential5(per5inbound5
vehicle5trip5to5nonresidential)







	


29	


Figure	LE4:		Law	Enforcement	Vehicles	and	Equipment	Standards	


	
	


	 	


Current'MSO'Inventory Count Average'Asset'Value Total'Cost
All#Terrain#Vehicles 2 $11,600 $23,200
Boats 3 $68,100 $204,300
Bomb#Squad#Truck 1 $353,400 $353,400
Buses 3 $130,300 $390,900
Mobile#Command#Unit 1 $826,300 $826,300
Helicopters 2 $666,500 $1,333,000
Large#Trucks 22 $44,100 $970,200
Motorcycles 5 $19,900 $99,500
Pickup#Trucks 45 $27,700 $1,246,500
Sedans 403 $23,900 $9,631,700
SUVs 77 $27,700 $2,132,900
SWAT#Armored#Truck 1 $225,300 $225,300
Tractor/Trailer#for#Jail 2 $118,000 $236,000
Vans 39 $26,900 $1,049,100


TOTAL 606 $18,722,300
Cost%Allocation%for%Law%Enforcement%Vehicles%and%Equipment
Total#Cost#of#New#Marked#Patrol#Vehicle*#=> $49,000


Residential#Share 76%
Nonresidential#Share 24%


2015#Unincorporated#Population 269,100
2015#Trips#to#Nonresidential#Development 442,786


*''Fully'loaded'with'necessary'equipment'(e.g.'lights'and'communications)
Infrastructure%Standards%for%Law%Enforcement%Vehicles%and%Equipment


Law'Enforcement Capital
Vehicles/Equipment Cost


Residential#(per#1,000#persons) 1.71 $84
Nonres#(per#1,000#inbound#vehicle#trips) 0.33 $15
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As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 LE5,	 to	 accommodate	 new	 development	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years	 in	 the	
unincorporated	area,	Manatee	County	will	need	to	purchase	94	additional	Sheriff	vehicles	or	equipment	
items,	costing	approximately	$4.6	million.	


Figure	LE5:		Vehicle/Equipment	Needed	to	Accommodate	Growth	


	
	


FUTURE	LAW	ENFORCEMENT	FACILITIES	


Over	the	next	ten	years,	Manatee	County	plans	to	add	a	Fleet	Services	Facility,	a	Medical	Wing	at	the	
Jail,	and	construct	an	additional	Sheriff	District	Office.		As	shown	in	Figure	LE6,	these	capital	facilities	will	
cost	a	total	of	$11.5	million.		For	the	Fleet	Services	Facility	and	Sheriff	District	Office,	the	growth	share	of	
16.2%	 is	 based	 on	 the	 projected	 increase	 in	 vehicle	miles	 of	 travel	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years.	 	 For	 the	
Medical	Wing,	the	growth	share	of	72%	is	based	on	the	increase	in	medical	beds,	from	28	today	to	100	
beds	by	2025.	


Law$Enforcement$Standards$and$Capital$Costs
Vehicles/Equipment010Residential 1.71 per01,0000persons


Vehicles/Equipment010Nonresidential 0.33 per01,0000vehicle0trips


Average0Unit0Cost $49,000 per0vehicle


Growth7Related$Needs
Unincorporated Trips.to Vehicles.and


Year Population Nonresidential Equipment
Base 2015 269,100 442,786 606


Year01 2016 273,220 449,618 615


Year02 2017 277,340 456,572 625


Year03 2018 281,461 463,620 634


Year04 2019 285,581 470,397 643


Year05 2020 289,701 477,425 653


Year06 2021 293,848 484,575 662


Year07 2022 297,995 491,603 671


Year08 2023 302,142 498,681 681


Year09 2024 306,289 505,604 690


Year010 2025 310,436 512,737 700


Ten9Yr.Increase 41,336 69,951 94


Total0Projected0Expenditures0(rounded)0=> $4,606,000
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Figure	LE6:		Plan-Based	Capital	Costs	for	Law	Enforcement	


	
	


LAW	ENFORCEMENT	CREDIT	EVALUATION	


As	 shown	 in	 the	 cash	 flow	analysis	below,	projected	 impact	 fee	 revenue	 roughly	matches	 the	growth	
cost	of	the	new	law	enforcement	facilities.	Because	impact	fees	fully	fund	expected	growth	costs,	there	
is	no	potential	double-payment	from	other	revenue	sources.	
	 	


Law$Enforcement$System$Improvements
CIP# Description FY16320 FY21325 Total:Cost Impact:Fee:


Share


Impact:Fee:


Funding


MSO$Fleet$Services$Facility* $2,000,000 $2,000,000 16.2% $324,000


MSO$Medical$Wing** $8,000,000 $8,000,000 72.0% $5,760,000


One$New$Sheriff$District$Office* $1,500,000 $1,500,000 16.2% $243,000


TenHYear$Total$=> $11,500,000 55.0% $6,327,000


Funding$from$Other$Revenue$Sources$=> $5,173,000


Share$from$Other$Sources$=> 45.0%


*:Based:on:projected:VMT:increase:over:ten:years:in:unincorporated:area.


**:Formula:is:13((28:beds:in:2015)/(medical:wing:capacity:of:100:beds:in:2025))


Cost$Allocation$for$Future$Law$Enforcement$Capital$Improvements
Impact$Fee$Funding


over$TenHYears$=> $6,327,000


Proportionate$Share$Based$on$


Functional$Population$=> 76% 24%


Population


Inbound:


Vehicle:Trips:


to:Nonres


TenHYear$Increase$in$


Unincorporated$Area$Service$Units
41,336 69,951


Cost:per:


Person


Cost:per:


Inbound:


Vehicle:Trip:


to:Nonres


$116 $21
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LAW	ENFORCEMENT	IMPACT	FEES	BY	TYPE	OF	DEVELOPMENT	


Updated	 law	 enforcement	 impact	 fees	 are	 shown	 in	 Figure	 LE7.	 For	 nonresidential	 development,	 the	
fees	 are	 expressed	 per	 thousand	 square	 feet	 of	 floor	 area,	 except	 for	 hotel/motel	 rooms.	 	 A	 big-box	
retail	store	with	125,000	square	feet	of	floor	area	would	pay	a	law	enforcement	impact	fee	of	$73,875	
(i.e.	125	x	$591).	


Figure	LE7:		Law	Enforcement	Impact	Fee	Schedule	


	
	


	 	


Input	Variables Cost	per	
Person


Cost	per	
Inbound	Trip


MSO	Vehicles	and	Equipment $84 $15
Growth	Share	of	Law	Enforcement	CIP $116 $21


Law	Enforcement	Debt	Service $32 $6
TOTAL $232 $42


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
Persons	per	
Dwelling


Proposed	Fee
Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


1000	or	less 0.96 $222 $320 -$98
1001	to	1300 1.49 $345 $502 -$157
1301	to	1700 2.04 $473 $472 $1
1701	to	2200 2.57 $596 $572 $24
2201	or	more 3.21 $744 $753 -$9


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	of	Floor	Area	except	Lodging)


Development	Type
Avg	Wkdy	Veh	


Trip	Ends
Trip	Rate	


Adjustment
Proposed	Fee


Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 42.70 33% $591	 $516 $75
Office	&	Other	Services 11.03 50% $231	 $606 -$375
Hospital 13.22 50% $277	 $490 -$213
Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50% $52	 $165 -$113
Warehouse 3.56 50% $74	 $154 -$80
Manufacturing 3.82 50% $80	 $127 -$47
Light	Industrial 6.97 50% $146	 $142 $4
Nursing	Home 7.58 50% $159	 $184 -$25
Daycare	/	School 15.43 33% $213	 $715 -$502
Lodging	(per	room) 5.63 50% $118	 $400 -$282
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PROJECTED	CAPITAL	COST	AND	LAW	ENFORCEMENT	IMPACT	FEE	REVENUE	


As	shown	in	Figure	LE8,	approximately	49%	of	law	enforcement	capital	costs	are	for	future	CIP	projects	
needed	 to	 accommodate	 new	 development	 in	 the	 unincorporated	 area	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years.		
Approximately	36%	of	 the	growth	cost	 is	 for	additional	Sheriff	vehicles	or	equipment	 items,	with	only	
$1.9	 million	 (15%)	 representing	 the	 growth	 share	 of	 remaining	 debt	 service	 payments	 on	 law	
enforcement	facilities.	


Law	 enforcement	 impact	 fees	 are	 expected	 to	 generate	 approximately	 $13.13	 million	 in	 revenue	
through	 the	 year	 2025.	 	 This	 revenue	 projection	 is	 based	 on	 the	 demographic	 data	 described	 in	
Appendix	A.	 	To	 the	extent	 the	rate	of	development	either	accelerates	or	slows	down,	 there	will	be	a	
corresponding	change	in	fee	revenue	and	the	timing	of	capital	improvements.	


Figure	LE8:		Cash	Flow	Analysis	for	Law	Enforcement	Facilities	


	
	


	 	


Ten-Year	Growth	Cost	of	Law	Enforcement	Facilities
MSO	Vehicles	and	Equipment	=> $4,606,000 36%


Future	Capital	Improvements	=> $6,327,000 49%


Ten-Year	Growth	Share	of	Debt	Service	=> $1,904,000 15%


$12,837,000


Law	Enforcement	Impact	Fee	Revenue
Average-Size	
Residential


Industrial Commercial Office	&	Other	
Services


$473 $80 $591 $231


per	housing	unit per	1000	Sq	Ft per	1000	Sq	Ft per	1000	Sq	Ft


Year Hsg	Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2015 137,839 15,370 20,980 21,360


Year	1 2016 139,982 15,720 21,300 21,660


Year	2 2017 142,125 16,060 21,630 21,960


Year	3 2018 144,267 16,420 21,960 22,270


Year	4 2019 146,410 16,770 22,280 22,560


Year	5 2020 148,553 17,120 22,610 22,870


Year	6 2021 150,724 17,460 22,950 23,180


Year	7 2022 152,894 17,810 23,280 23,490


Year	8 2023 155,065 18,170 23,620 23,780


Year	9 2024 157,235 18,510 23,940 24,100


Year	10 2025 159,406 18,870 24,280 24,400


Ten-Yr	Increase 21,567 3,500 3,300 3,040


Projected	Revenue	=> $10,201,000 $280,000 $1,950,000 $702,000


Total	Projected	Revenues	(rounded)	=> $13,133,000
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PUBLIC	SAFETY	IMPACT	FEE	


Public	 safety	 impact	 fees	 also	 use	 functional	 population	 to	 allocate	 infrastructure	 costs	 to	 residential	
and	nonresidential	development.		Public	Safety	impact	fees	by	type	of	nonresidential	development	are	
based	on	the	estimated	number	of	jobs	per	development	unit	(i.e.	per	1,000	square	feet	of	floor	area	or	
hotel/motel	room).	


DEBT	OBLIGATIONS	FOR	EMERGENCY	OPERATIONS	CENTER	


Manatee	 County	 debt-financed	 the	 Emergency	 Operations	 Center	 to	 provide	 capacity	 for	 new	
development.	 	 Updated	 Public	 Safety	 impact	 fees	 include	 a	 cost	 component	 for	 the	 unincorporated	
area’s	share	of	remaining	debt	service	payments.		As	shown	in	Figure	PS1,	the	unincorporated	share	is	
approximately	$1.81	million,	based	on	projected	population	and	jobs	in	2029	when	the	bond	will	be	paid	
off.		


Debt	Figure	PS1:		Future	Principal	and	Interest	Payments	


	
	


	 	


Fiscal	Year
2006	Bonds	&	2013	
Refunding	Debt	


Service


Emergency	
Operations	
Center	Share


Emergency	
Operations	Center	


Debt	Service
1 2015-16 $12,588,750 3.2% $397,701
2 2016-17 $12,778,000 3.1% $397,779
3 2017-18 $12,581,000 3.2% $397,811
4 2018-19 $12,604,000 3.2% $397,908
5 2019-20 $12,782,000 3.1% $397,904
6 2020-21 $8,865,000 4.5% $397,950
7 2021-22 $3,177,000 0.0% $0
8 2022-23 $3,179,000 0.0% $0
9 2023-24 $3,181,000 0.0% $0


10 2024-25 $3,176,000 0.0% $0
11 2025-26 $2,911,000 0.0% $0
12 2026-27 $2,907,000 0.0% $0
13 2027-28 $3,172,000 0.0% $0
14 2028-29 $3,178,000 0.0% $0
15 2029-30 $0 $0


TOTAL $97,079,750 2.5% $2,387,053
2029	Population	plus	Jobs	in	Municipalities	=> 148,038 24%


2029	Population	plus	Jobs	in	Unincorporated	=> 468,048 76%
Total	County	2029	Population	plus	Jobs	=> 616,086


Cost	Allocation	for	Emergency	Operations	Center


Description
Debt	Service	
Over	15	Years


Unincorporated	Share $1,813,472
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As	shown	in	Figure	PS2,	a	20.7%	growth	share	adjusts	total	debt	service	to	the	amount	attributable	to	
new	development.		The	growth	share	is	based	on	the	increase	in	countywide	population	and	jobs	from	
2015	to	2029,	which	is	the	year	of	the	final	debt	payment.		Total	growth	cost	of	$374,996	was	allocated	
to	residential	and	nonresidential	development,	based	on	functional	population,	and	then	divided	by	the	
increase	in	service	units.		For	example,	the	debt	service	cost	of	$4	per	person	is	equal	to	$374,996	x	0.76	
/	70,251	(truncated).	


Figure	PS2:		Public	Safety	Cost	Recovery	


	
	


EMS	STATIONS	AND	VEHICLES	


As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 PS3,	 the	 2015	 impact	 fee	 update	 assumes	Manatee	 County	will	maintain	 current	
standards	 for	 EMS	 stations	 and	 vehicles.	 	 Manatee	 County	 has	 17	 EMS	 stations,	 which	 is	 a	 current	
standard	of	0.38	EMS	stations	per	10,000	persons	and	0.24	EMS	stations	per	10,000	jobs.	 	 In	Manatee	
County,	the	average	cost	of	a	stand-alone	EMS	station,	excluding	land	acquisition	costs,	is	$1.5	million,	
yielding	a	capital	cost	of	$56	per	person	for	residential	development	and	$35	per	job	for	nonresidential	
development.	


The	 current	 standard	 for	 EMS	 vehicles	 is	 based	 on	 an	 inventory	 of	 21	 vehicles	 (see	 lower	 portion	 of	
Figure	PS3).		This	inventory	yields	a	current	level	of	service	of	0.46	vehicles	per	10,000	persons	and	0.30	
vehicles	per	10,000	jobs.		On	average,	Manatee	County	spends	approximately	$419,800	to	add	an	EMS	
vehicle	to	the	fleet.		The	capital	cost	is	$19	per	person	for	residential	development	and	$11	per	job	for	
nonresidential	 development.	 	 Command	 and	Quick	 Response	 vehicles	 are	 four-wheel	 drive	 SUVs	 and	
have	specialized	medical	equipment/supplies	needed	by	first	responders.	


FY#of
Final


Payment


EOC#Share#of#
Remaining#Debt


Growth#
Share*


Total#Growth#
Cost


Countywide#
Population#Increase


2015G2029


Countywide#Job#
Increase#2015G2029


2028$29 $1,813,472 20.7% $374,996 70,251 35,316
Ten$Year6Growth6Cost6(rounded)6=> $375,000


*#Countywide#growth#share#formula#is#((population#plus#jobs#in#2029)/(population#plus#jobs#in#2015))G1


Residential6(per6person) 76% $4
Nonresidential6(per6job) 24% $2


Cost#Allocation
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Figure	PS3:		Existing	Standards	for	EMS	Stations	and	Vehicles	


	
	


	 	


EMS$Stations Count
Existing(Stations 17


Cost$Allocation$for$EMS$Stations
Cost(of(Stand(Alone(EMS(Station


(excludes(land)
$1,500,000


Residential(Share 76%
Nonresidential(Share 24%


Countywide(Population(in(2015 343,849
Countywide(Jobs(in(2015 166,670


Infrastructure$Standards$for$EMS$Stations
EMS Capital


Stations Cost
Residential((per(10,000(persons) 0.38 $56
Nonresidential((per(10,000(jobs) 0.24 $35


EMS$Vehicles Items Unit2Cost Total2Cost
ALS(Transport(Unit 17 $495,000 $8,415,000
Command(Vehicle 3 $100,000 $300,000
Quick(Response(Vehicle 1 $100,000 $100,000


TOTAL 21 $8,815,000
Cost$Allocation$for$EMS$Vehicles


Average(Cost(per(Unit $419,800
Residential(Share 76%


Nonresidential(Share 24%
Countywide(Population(in(2015 343,849


Countywide(Jobs(in(2015 166,670


Infrastructure$Standards$for$EMS$Vehicles Vehicle Capital
Standards Cost


Residential((per(10,000(persons) 0.46 $19
Nonresidential((per(10,000(jobs) 0.30 $11
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To	accommodate	projected	development	over	the	next	ten	years,	Manatee	County	will	need	additional	
EMS	 stations	 and	 vehicles.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 PS4,	 the	 projected	 cost	 of	 improvements	 needed	 to	
accommodate	new	development	over	the	next	ten	years	is	$3,764,000	for	EMS	stations	and	$1,259,000	
for	EMS	vehicles.		


Figure	PS4:		Growth-Related	Need	for	EMS	Stations	and	Vehicles	


	
	


Manatee	County	plans	to	acquire	a	CAD	Disaster	Recovery	System,	Next	Generation	911	system,	and	P-
25	 radio	system.	 	As	 shown	 in	Figure	PS5,	 these	capital	 facilities	will	 cost	a	 total	of	$20,750,000.	 	The	
impact	fee	share	of	these	facilities	 is	22.1%,	derived	by	the	change	 in	countywide	population	and	jobs	
from	2015	to	2030.		As	shown	in	Figure	PS5,	based	on	the	projection	of	75,245	additional	residents	and	
37,813	jobs	over	the	next	15	years,	the	cost	per	person	for	residential	development	is	$46	and	the	cost	
per	job	for	nonresidential	development	is	$29.	


EMS$Infrastructure$Standards$and$Capital$Costs
EMS$Stations$+$Residential 0.38 per$10,000$persons


EMS$Stations$+$Nonresidential 0.24 per$10,000$jobs


EMS$Station$Cost $1,500,000 per$station


EMS$Vehicles$+$Residential 0.46416 per$10,000$persons


EMS$Vehicles$+$Nonresidential 0.30239 per$10,000$jobs


Average$Vehicle$Cost $419,800 per$vehicle


Facilities$Needed
Countywide Countywide EMS EMS


Year Population Jobs Stations Vehicles
Base 2015 343,849 166,670 17 21


Year$1 2016 348,862 169,186 17 21


Year$2 2017 353,874 171,702 17 22


Year$3 2018 358,887 174,217 18 22


Year$4 2019 363,899 176,733 18 22


Year$5 2020 368,912 179,249 18 23


Year$6 2021 373,954 181,799 19 23


Year$7 2022 378,996 184,349 19 23


Year$8 2023 384,038 186,899 19 23


Year$9 2024 389,080 189,449 19 24


Year$10 2025 394,122 191,999 20 24


Ten;Yr<Increase 50,273 25,329 3 3


Ten+Year$Growth$Cost$of$EMS$Stations$=> $3,764,000


Growth$Cost$of$EMS$Vehicles$=> $1,259,000


Total$Growth$Cost$=> $5,023,000
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Figure	PS5:		Capital	Improvement	Plan	


	
	


PUBLIC	SAFETY	IMPACT	FEES	


Figure	 PS6	 indicates	 proposed	 impact	 fees	 for	 public	 safety	 facilities	 in	Manatee	 County.	 	 Residential	
fees	 are	 derived	 from	 average	 number	 of	 persons	 per	 housing	 unit	 and	 the	 total	 cost	 per	 person.		
Nonresidential	fees	are	based	on	the	average	number	of	 jobs	per	development	unit	and	the	total	cost	
per	job.	


Infrastructure	standards	and	cost	factors	for	public	safety	facilities	and	vehicles	are	summarized	in	the	
upper	portion	of	Figure	PS6.	 	Persons	per	unit,	by	house	size,	are	based	on	 local	data,	as	discussed	 in	
Appendix	 A	 (see	 Figures	 A9	 and	 related	 text).	 	 For	 nonresidential	 development,	 average	 jobs	 per	
thousand	square	feet	of	floor	area	are	documented	in	Figures	A3-A4	and	related	text.	
	 	


Public'Safety'System'Improvements
CIP# Description FY16320 FY21325 Total:Cost Impact:Fee:


Share*
Impact:Fee:
Funding


GG01324 CAD*Disaster*Recovery*System $750,000 $750,000 22.1% $166,000
6070402 Next*Gen*911 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 22.1% $1,107,000
GG01279 PD25*Radio*System $15,000,000 $15,000,000 22.1% $3,322,000


TenDYear*Total*=> $20,750,000 22.1% $4,595,000
Funding*from*Other*Revenue*Sources*=> $16,155,000


Share*from*Other*Sources*=> 77.9%
*::Formula:is:((2030:countywide:residents:plus:jobs)/(2015:countywide:residents:plus:jobs))31
Countywide'Cost'Allocation


Impact*Fee*Funding
over*15*Years*=> $4,595,000


Proportionate*Share*Based*on*
Functional*Population*=> 76% 24%


Population Jobs
15DYear*Increase*in*Countywide*


Service*Units
75,245 37,813


Cost:per:
Person


Cost:per:
Job


$46 $29
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Updated	development	fees	for	public	safety	facilities	and	vehicles	are	shown	in	the	column	with	orange	
shading.	 	 Proposed	 public	 safety	 fees	 increase	 for	 residential	 development	 but	 decrease	 for	 all	
nonresidential	 development	 types.	 	 To	 derive	 the	 proposed	 fee	 for	 residential	 development,	multiply	
average	persons	per	housing	unit	by	the	net	cost	per	person.		For	example,	the	impact	fee	for	a	dwelling	
of	1701	to	2000	square	feet	would	be	2.57	x	$125,	or	$321	(truncated).		Current	fees	and	the	proposed	
increase	or	decrease	in	fees	are	shown	on	right	side	of	the	table	below.	


Figure	PS6:		Impact	Fee	Schedule	for	Public	Safety	


	
	


	 	


Public	Safety	Costs Cost	per
Person


EMS	Stations $56 $35
EMS	Ambulances $19 $11
Growth	Share	of	Public	Safety	CIP $46 $29
EOC	Debt	Service $4 $2


TOTAL $125 $77
Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space


Persons	per	
Dwelling


Proposed	
Fee


Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


1000	or	less 0.96 $120 $181 -$61
1001	to	1300 1.49 $186 $283 -$97
1301	to	1700 2.04 $255 $251 $4
1701	to	2200 2.57 $321 $304 $17
2201	or	more 3.21 $401 $400 $1


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	except	Lodging)
Development	Type Jobs	per	1,000	


Sq	Ft
Proposed	


Fee
Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 1.94 $149 $128 $21
Office	&	Other	Services 2.30 $177 $133 $44
Hospital 2.30 $177 $101 $76
Mini-Warehouse 1.61 $123 $77 $46
Warehouse 1.61 $123 $76 $47
Manufacturing 1.61 $123 $74 $49
Light	Industrial 1.61 $123 $76 $47
Nursing	Home 2.30 $177 $638 -$461
Daycare	/	School 2.30 $177 $101 $76
Lodging	(per	room) 0.44 $33 $131 -$98


Cost	per	
Job
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PROJECTED	REVENUE	FROM	PUBLIC	SAFETY	IMPACT	FEES	


Revenue	projections	shown	in	Figure	PS7	assume	proposed	public	safety	fees	will	be	collected	from	new	
development	 in	 the	 unincorporated	 area	 and	 that	 development	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years	 is	 consistent	
with	the	land	use	assumptions	described	in	Appendix	A.		To	the	extent	the	rate	of	development	either	
accelerates	or	slows	down,	there	will	be	a	corresponding	change	 in	the	development	fee	revenue	and	
the	 timing	 of	 capital	 improvements.	 	 Additional	 EMS	 stations	 and	 vehicles	 will	 be	 located	 in	 the	
unincorporated	area.	


Figure	PS7:		Capital	Costs	and	Fee	Revenue	for	Public	Safety	


	
	


	 	


Growth'Cost'of'Public'Safety'Infrastructure
Municipal
Share


Unincorporated1
Share


TOTAL


EMS$Stations $904,000 $2,860,000 $3,764,000


EMS$Vehicles $303,000 $956,000 $1,259,000


CIP$Items$(10$yrs) $736,000 $2,327,000 $3,063,000


Debt$Service$(10$yrs) $119,000 $375,000 $493,603


TenHYear$Total$=> $2,062,000 $6,518,000 $8,579,603


24% 76%


Unincorporated'Public'Safety'Impact'Fee'Revenue
Average8Size1
Residential


Industrial Commercial Office1&1Other1
Services


$241 $123 $149 $177


per$housing$unit per$1000$Sq$Ft per$1000$Sq$Ft per$1000$Sq$Ft


Year Hsg1Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2015 137,839 15,370 20,980 21,360


Year$1 2016 139,982 15,720 21,300 21,660


Year$2 2017 142,125 16,060 21,630 21,960


Year$3 2018 144,267 16,420 21,960 22,270


Year$4 2019 146,410 16,770 22,280 22,560


Year$5 2020 148,553 17,120 22,610 22,870


Year$6 2021 150,724 17,460 22,950 23,180


Year$7 2022 152,894 17,810 23,280 23,490


Year$8 2023 155,065 18,170 23,620 23,780


Year$9 2024 157,235 18,510 23,940 24,100


Year$10 2025 159,406 18,870 24,280 24,400


Ten8Yr1Increase 21,567 3,500 3,300 3,040


Projected$Revenue$=> $5,198,000 $431,000 $492,000 $538,000


Total$Projected$Revenues$(rounded)$=> $6,659,000
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MULTIMODAL	TRANSPORTATION	IMPACT	FEE	


Impact	 fees	 for	 transportation	 are	 derived	 using	 a	 plan-based	 approach	 for	 growth-related	
improvements.	 	The	transportation	fee	 is	derived	from	custom	trip	generation	rates	(see	Appendix	A),	
trip	rate	adjustment	factors,	and	the	capital	cost	per	vehicle	mile	of	travel.		The	latter	is	a	function	of	the	
average	 trip	 length,	 trip-length	 weighting	 factor,	 and	 growth	 share	 of	 transportation	 improvements.		
Each	 component	 is	 described	 below.	 	 In	 the	 unincorporated	 area	 of	Manatee	 County,	 there	 are	 four	
service	 areas	 for	 transportation	 fees	 that	 are	 consistent	 with	 the	 current	 Road	 Benefit	 Districts,	 and	
referred	to	by	geographic	quadrant	(i.e.	NW,	NE,	SE,	and	SW).	


TRIP	GENERATION	RATES	


Manatee	 County’s	 transportation	 impact	 fees	 are	 based	 on	 Average	 Weekday	 Vehicle	 Trip	 Ends	
(AWVTE).		For	residential	development,	trip	rates	are	customized	using	demographic	data	for	Manatee	
County,	as	documented	in	Appendix	A.		For	nonresidential	development,	trip	generation	rates	are	from	
the	 reference	 book	 Trip	 Generation	 published	 by	 the	 Institute	 of	 Transportation	 Engineers	 (ITE	 9th	
Edition	2012).	 	A	vehicle	trip	end	represents	a	vehicle	either	entering	or	exiting	a	development	(as	 if	a	
traffic	counter	were	placed	across	a	driveway).		To	calculate	transportation	impact	fees,	trip	generation	
rates	require	an	adjustment	factor	to	avoid	double	counting	each	trip	at	both	the	origin	and	destination	
points.		Therefore,	the	basic	trip	adjustment	factor	is	50%.		As	discussed	further	below,	the	impact	fee	
methodology	 includes	 additional	 adjustments	 to	 make	 the	 fees	 proportionate	 to	 the	 infrastructure	
demand	for	particular	types	of	development.	


Adjustments	for	Commuting	Patterns	and	Pass-By	Trips	


Residential	development	has	a	 larger	 trip	adjustment	 factor	of	58%	to	account	 for	commuters	 leaving	
Manatee	 County	 for	 work.	 	 According	 to	 the	 2009	 National	 Household	 Travel	 Survey	 (see	 Table	 30)	
weekday	work	trips	are	typically	31%	of	production	trips	(i.e.,	all	out-bound	trips,	which	are	50%	of	all	
trip	ends).		As	shown	in	Figure	T1,	the	Census	Bureau’s	web	application	OnTheMap	indicates	that	54%	of	
resident	workers	 traveled	outside	 the	 county	 for	work	 in	2013.	 	 In	 combination,	 these	 factors	 (0.31	 x	
0.50	x	0.54	=	0.08)	support	the	additional	8%	allocation	of	trips	to	residential	development.	


Figure	T1:		Inflow/Outflow	Analysis	
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For	 commercial	development,	 the	 trip	adjustment	 factor	 is	 less	 than	50%	because	 retail	development	
and	some	services	like	daycare	facilities	attract	vehicles	as	they	pass	by	on	arterial	and	collector	roads.		
For	example,	when	someone	stops	at	a	convenience	store	on	the	way	home	from	work,	the	convenience	
store	 is	 not	 the	 primary	 destination.	 	 For	 the	 average	 shopping	 center,	 ITE	 indicates	 that	 34%	of	 the	
vehicles	that	enter	are	passing	by	on	their	way	to	some	other	primary	destination.		The	remaining	66%	
of	attraction	 trips	have	 the	commercial	 site	as	 their	primary	destination.	 	Because	attraction	 trips	are	
half	of	all	 trips,	 the	trip	adjustment	 factor	 is	66%	multiplied	by	50%,	or	approximately	33%	of	 the	trip	
ends.	


VEHICLE	MILES	OF	TRAVEL	


A	Vehicle	Mile	of	Travel	 (VMT)	 is	a	measurement	unit	equal	 to	one	vehicle	 traveling	one	mile.	 	 In	 the	
aggregate,	VMT	is	the	product	of	vehicle	trips	multiplied	by	the	average	trip	 length4.	 	The	average	trip	
length	 in	 unincorporated	 Manatee	 County	 is	 calibrated	 using	 lane	 miles	 of	 County	 arterials	 and	
collectors,	plus	a	lane	capacity	standard	(discussed	below).	


Lane	Capacity	


Transportation	impact	fees	are	based	on	a	daily	lane	capacity	standard	of	7,600	vehicles	per	lane	in	the	
suburban	 area	 and	 7800	 vehicles	 per	 lane	 in	 the	 urban	 area.	 	 From	 Table	 1	 in	 the	 2012	 Florida	
Department	 of	 Transportation	 (FDOT)	Quality	 /	 LOS	Handbook,	 TischlerBise	 assumed	 a	 typical	 county	
arterial	is	a	Class	I,	four	lane	divided,	operating	at	LOS	D	(39,800	vehicles	per	day).		For	county	collectors,	
TischlerBise	 assumed	 a	 two	 lane	 undivided	 at	 LOS	 D	 (14,800	 vehicles	 per	 day).	 	 As	 recommended	 in	
Table	1,	the	published	volumes	were	reduced	by	10%	to	adjust	for	non-state	roads.		The	recommended	
lane	capacity	is	a	weighted	average,	based	on	the	current	ratio	of	arterial	to	collector	lane	miles	within	
the	FDOT	urbanized	area.	 	The	lane	capacity	assumptions	were	reviewed	by	County	staff	and	found	to	
be	 consistent	with	 actual	 traffic	 counts	 on	Manatee	 County	 arterials.	 	 Specific	 Excel	 formulas	 for	 the	
suburban	and	urban	areas	are	below.	


NW+NE+SE	=	Round((39800	x	0.90	/	4	x	170	/	423)+(14800	x	0.90	/	2	x	253	/	423),	-2)	=	7600	


SW	=	Round((39800	x	0.90	/	4	x	120	/	247)+(14800	x	0.90	/	2	x	127	/	247),	-2)	=	7800	


	


Trip	Length	Weighting	Factor	by	Type	of	Land	Use	


The	transportation	 impact	 fee	methodology	 includes	a	percentage	adjustment,	or	weighting	 factor,	 to	
account	 for	 trip	 length	variation	by	 type	of	 land	use.	 	As	documented	 in	Table	6	of	 the	2009	National	
Household	 Travel	 Survey,	 vehicle	 trips	 associated	 with	 the	 location	 of	 residential	 development	 are	
approximately	121%	of	 the	average	trip	 length.	 	The	residential	 trip	 length	adjustment	 factor	 includes	
data	 on	 home-based	 work	 trips	 and	 trips	 for	 social/recreational	 purposes.	 	 Conversely,	 vehicle	 trips	
associated	with	the	location	of	nonresidential	development	are	approximately	71%	of	the	average	trip	
length.		The	trip	length	weighting	factors	are	shown	in	Figure	T2.	


																																																													


4	Typical	VMT	calculations	for	development-specific	traffic	studies,	along	with	most	transportation	models	of	an	entire	urban	
area,	 are	 derived	 from	 traffic	 counts	 on	 particular	 road	 segments	multiplied	 by	 the	 length	 of	 that	 road	 segment.	 	 For	 the	
purpose	of	 impact	fees,	VMT	calculations	are	based	on	attraction	(inbound)	trips	to	development	located	in	the	service	area,	
with	 trip	 lengths	 calibrated	 to	 the	 road	 network	 considered	 to	 be	 system	 improvements.	 	 This	 refinement	 eliminates	 pass-
through	or	external-	external	trips,	and	travel	on	roads	that	are	not	system	improvements	(e.g.	interstate	highways).	
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DEVELOPMENT	PROTOTYPES	AND	PROJECTED	TRAVEL	DEMAND	


The	relationship	between	the	amount	of	development	in	each	service	area	of	unincorporated	Manatee	
County	 and	 travel	 demand	 (i.e.	 additional	 lane	 mile	 capacity)	 is	 documented	 below.	 	 Figure	 T2	
summarizes	 the	 input	 variables	 used	 to	 derive	 additional	 travel	 demand	 on	 County	 arterials	 and	
collectors.		In	the	tables	below	HU	means	housing	units,	SFD	means	single	family	detached	housing,	KSF	
means	square	feet	of	nonresidential	development,	in	thousands,	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	is	
abbreviated	 ITE,	 and	 VTE	 means	 vehicle	 trip	 ends.	 	 Trip	 generation	 rates	 by	 bedroom	 range	 are	
documented	in	Figures	A12-A13	and	related	text.	


A	typical	vehicle	trip,	such	as	a	person	leaving	their	home	and	traveling	to	work,	generally	begins	on	a	
local	 street	 that	connects	 to	a	collector	 street,	which	connects	 to	an	arterial	 road	and	eventually	 to	a	
state	or	 interstate	highway.	 	This	progression	of	travel	up	and	down	the	functional	classification	chain	
limits	the	average	trip	length	determination,	for	the	purpose	of	impact	fees,	to	the	following	question,	
“What	is	the	average	vehicle	trip	length	on	impact	fee	system	improvements?”		The	impact	fee	analysis	
for	 the	 unincorporated	 area	 of	Manatee	 County	 excludes	 travel	 on	 state	 highways,	which	 are	 shown	
with	wide	red	lines	in	Figure	T2.		Transportation	system	improvements	are	arterials	and	collectors	within	
the	unincorporated	are,	as	shown	with	narrow	red	and	blue	lines	in	the	map	below.	


Figure	T2:		Lanes	Miles	within	FDOT	Urbanized	Area	


	
	


Projected	 development	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years,	 by	 service	 area,	 and	 the	 corresponding	 need	 for	
additional	lane	miles	is	shown	in	the	lower	section	of	the	tables	below	(see	Figure	T3).		Trip	generation	
rates	 and	 trip	 adjustment	 factors	 convert	 projected	 development	 into	 average	weekday	 vehicle	 trips.		
According	 to	 the	 2011	 impact	 fee	 study,	 the	 MPO’s	 transportation	 model	 indicated	 an	 average	 trip	
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length	 of	 2.95	miles	 in	Manatee	 County.	 	 In	 the	 SW	urban	 area,	 the	 trip	 length	was	 reduced	 to	 2.54	
miles,	based	on	the	current	ratio	of	arterial	and	collector	 lane	miles	per	1,000	residents	plus	 jobs.	 	As	
shown	above,	the	urban	SW	Benefit	District	currently	has	1.59	lane	miles	compared	to	1.85	lane	miles	
per	 1,000	 residents	 plus	 jobs	 in	 the	 suburban	 area	 (i.e.	 NW,	 NE,	 and	 SE	 Benefit	 Districts).	 	 To	
accommodate	 projected	 development	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years,	 the	 NW	 Benefit	 District	 will	 need	 4.6	
additional	lane	miles	of	County	arterials	or	collectors.	


Figure	T3:		Projected	Travel	Demand	in	NW	Benefit	District	


	
	


	 	


NW#Inputs ITE Dev Weekday Dev Trip Trip/Length
Code Type VTE Unit Adj Wt/Factor


R1 210 SFD 7.81 HU 58% 1.21
R2 220/&/240 All/Other/Res 5.06 HU 58% 1.21


NR1 140 Industrial 3.82 KSF 50% 0.71
NR2 820 Commercial 42.70 KSF 33% 0.71
NR3 710 Office/&/Other/Services11.03 KSF 50% 0.71


2.95 <=/Average/trip/length/in/miles
Vehicle/Capacity/Per/Lane/=> 7,600


YearV> Base 1 2 3 4 5
NW#Benefit#District 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SFD/Units 5,653 5,746 5,840 5,933 6,027 6,120
All/Other/Res/Units 4,854 4,889 4,924 4,958 4,993 5,028
Industrial/KSF 1,650 1,800 1,950 2,100 2,250 2,400
Commercial/KSF 1,280 1,300 1,320 1,340 1,360 1,380
Office/&/Other/Services/KSF 1,100 1,130 1,160 1,200 1,230 1,260
SFD/Trips 25,607 26,030 26,453 26,876 27,299 27,722
All/Other/Res/Trips 14,246 14,348 14,450 14,552 14,654 14,756
Industrial/Trips 3,152 3,438 3,725 4,011 4,298 4,584
Commercial/Trips 18,036 18,318 18,600 18,882 19,164 19,446
Office/&/Other/Services/Trips 6,067 6,232 6,397 6,618 6,783 6,949
Total/Vehicle/Trips 67,107 68,366 69,625 70,939 72,198 73,457
Vehicle/Miles/of/Travel/(VMT) 199,338 202,750 206,161 209,688 213,100 216,512


LANE/MILES/=> 26.2 26.7 27.1 27.6 28.0 28.5
VMT/Increase/=>


10
2025
6,588
5,202
3,140
1,490
1,420


29,842
15,267
5,997


20,996
7,831


79,933
233,957


30.8
VMT/Increase/=>


10VYear
Increase


935
348


1,490
210
320


12,826
34,619


4.6
17.4%
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To	accommodate	projected	development	over	the	next	ten	years,	the	NE	Benefit	District	will	need	16.0	
additional	lane	miles	of	County	arterials	or	collectors.			


Figure	T4:		Projected	Travel	Demand	in	NE	Benefit	District	


	
	


	 	


NE#Inputs ITE Dev Weekday Dev Trip Trip/Length
Code Type VTE Unit Adj Wt/Factor


R1 210 SFD 7.81 HU 58% 1.21
R2 220/&/240 All/Other/Res 5.06 HU 58% 1.21


NR1 140 Industrial 3.82 KSF 50% 0.71
NR2 820 Commercial 42.70 KSF 33% 0.71
NR3 710 Office/&/Other/Services11.03 KSF 50% 0.71


2.95 <=/Average/trip/length/in/miles
Vehicle/Capacity/Per/Lane/=> 7,600


YearV> Base 1 2 3 4 5
NE#Benefit#District 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SFD/Units 11,817 12,275 12,733 13,190 13,648 14,106
All/Other/Res/Unit 5,647 5,718 5,788 5,859 5,929 6,000
Industrial/KSF 780 820 850 890 930 970
Commercial/KSF 2,340 2,460 2,580 2,700 2,820 2,940
Office/&/Other/Services/KSF 1,130 1,150 1,170 1,190 1,210 1,230
SFD/Trips 53,529 55,602 57,676 59,750 61,824 63,897
All/Other/Res/Trips 16,573 16,780 16,987 17,194 17,402 17,609
Industrial/Trips 1,490 1,566 1,624 1,700 1,776 1,853
Commercial/Trips 32,973 34,664 36,355 38,046 39,737 41,428
Office/&/Other/Services/Trips 6,232 6,342 6,453 6,563 6,673 6,783
Total/Vehicle/Trips 110,796 114,955 119,094 123,253 127,411 131,570
Vehicle/Miles/of/Travel/(VMT) 335,462 347,537 359,571 371,646 383,720 395,795


LANE/MILES/=> 44.1 45.7 47.3 48.9 50.5 52.1
VMT/Increase/=>


10
2025
16,417
6,368
1,150
3,540
1,340


74,366
18,689
2,197


49,882
7,390


152,523
456,715


60.1
VMT/Increase/=>


10VYear
Increase


4,600
721
370


1,200
210


41,727
121,253


16.0
36.1%
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To	accommodate	projected	development	over	the	next	ten	years,	the	SE	Benefit	District	will	need	28.5	
additional	lane	miles	of	County	arterials	or	collectors.	


Figure	T5:		Projected	Travel	Demand	in	SE	Benefit	District	


	
	


	 	


SE#Inputs ITE Dev Weekday Dev Trip Trip/Length
Code Type VTE Unit Adj Wt/Factor


R1 210 SFD 7.81 HU 58% 1.21
R2 220/&/240 All/Other/Res 5.06 HU 58% 1.21


NR1 140 Industrial 3.82 KSF 50% 0.71
NR2 820 Commercial 42.70 KSF 33% 0.71
NR3 710 Office/&/Other/Services11.03 KSF 50% 0.71


2.95 <=/Average/trip/length/in/miles
Vehicle/Capacity/Per/Lane/=> 7,600


YearV> Base 1 2 3 4 5
SE#Benefit#District 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SFD/Units 40,842 41,698 42,553 43,409 44,264 45,120
All/Other/Res/Unit 10,791 10,984 11,177 11,370 11,563 11,756
Industrial/KSF 8,410 8,540 8,670 8,800 8,930 9,060
Commercial/KSF 7,780 7,890 8,010 8,120 8,230 8,350
Office/&/Other/Services/KSF 9,130 9,290 9,440 9,600 9,750 9,910
SFD/Trips 185,006 188,882 192,757 196,633 200,509 204,385
All/Other/Res/Trips 31,669 32,236 32,802 33,369 33,935 34,502
Industrial/Trips 16,063 16,311 16,560 16,808 17,056 17,305
Commercial/Trips 109,628 111,178 112,869 114,419 115,969 117,660
Office/&/Other/Services/Trips 50,352 51,234 52,062 52,944 53,771 54,654
Total/Vehicle/Trips 392,719 399,841 407,050 414,173 421,240 428,504
Vehicle/Miles/of/Travel/(VMT) 1,142,145 1,163,616 1,185,267 1,206,738 1,228,093 1,249,859


LANE/MILES/=> 150.3 153.1 156.0 158.8 161.6 164.5
VMT/Increase/=>


10
2025
49,428
12,753
9,720
8,930


10,700
223,899
37,428
18,565
125,833
59,011
464,735


1,358,844
178.8


VMT/Increase/=>


10VYear
Increase


8,586
1,962
1,310
1,150
1,570


72,016
216,698


28.5
19.0%
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To	accommodate	projected	development	over	the	next	ten	years,	the	SW	Benefit	District	will	need	8.6	
additional	lane	miles	of	County	arterials	or	collectors.	


Figure	T6:		Projected	Travel	Demand	in	SW	Benefit	District	


	
	


PLANNED	TRANSPORTATION	IMPROVEMENTS	


Transportation	 improvements	 discussed	 in	 this	 section	 are	 from	 the	 adopted	 FY16-20	 CIP,	 plus	
additional	lane	miles	and	intersection	improvements	needed	to	match	the	ten-year	travel	demand	from	
the	 tables	 above.	 	 For	 the	 additional	 lane	miles	 needed,	 but	 not	 yet	 linked	 to	 a	 specific	 CIP	 project,	
TischlerBise	used	a	cost	factor	of	$3,325,000	per	lane	mile,	based	on	the	four	projects	listed	in	Figure	T7.		
The	recommended	cost	factor	is	slightly	less	than	FDOT	2014	cost	factors	for	a	new	four-lane	road	and	
the	cost	of	widening	a	road	from	two	to	four	lanes,	as	shown	at	the	bottom	of	the	table	below.	


SW#Inputs ITE Dev Weekday Dev Trip Trip/Length
Code Type VTE Unit Adj Wt/Factor


R1 210 SFD 6.32 HU 58% 1.21
R2 2200&0240 All0Other0Res 4.09 HU 58% 1.21


NR1 140 Industrial 3.82 KSF 50% 0.71
NR2 820 Commercial 42.70 KSF 33% 0.71
NR3 710 Office0&0Other0Services11.03 KSF 50% 0.71


2.54 <=0Average0trip0length0in0miles
Vehicle0Capacity0Per0Lane0=> 7,800


YearV> Base 1 2 3 4 5
SW#Benefit#District 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
SFD0Units 25,782 25,929 26,076 26,222 26,369 26,516
All0Other0Res0Unit 32,453 32,744 33,035 33,325 33,616 33,907
Industrial0KSF 4,530 4,560 4,590 4,630 4,660 4,690
Commercial0KSF 9,580 9,650 9,720 9,800 9,870 9,940
Office0&0Other0Services0KSF 10,000 10,090 10,190 10,280 10,370 10,470
SFD/Trips 94,506 95,045 95,583 96,121 96,659 97,197
All/Other/Res/Trips 76,985 77,675 78,365 79,055 79,744 80,434
Industrial/Trips 8,652 8,710 8,767 8,843 8,901 8,958
Commercial/Trips 134,992 135,978 136,965 138,092 139,078 140,065
Office/&/Other/Services/Trips 55,150 55,646 56,198 56,694 57,191 57,742
Total/Vehicle/Trips 370,286 373,054 375,877 378,805 381,573 384,396
Vehicle/Miles/of/Travel/(VMT) 885,567 892,118 898,769 905,609 912,160 918,811


LANE0MILES0=> 113.5 114.4 115.2 116.1 116.9 117.8
VMT/Increase/=>


10
2025
27,268
35,382
4,860


10,320
10,940
99,954
83,933
9,283


145,419
60,334
398,923
952,953


122.2
VMT/Increase/=>


10VYear
Increase


1,486
2,929
330
740
940


28,637
67,386


8.6
7.6%
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Figure	T7:		2015	Cost	per	Lane	Mile	


	
	


Figure	 T8	 documents	 the	 cost	 of	 intersection	 improvements	 and	 the	 correlation	 of	 projected	
intersection	costs	to	travel	demand	in	each	of	the	four	Benefit	Districts.	 	Blue	columns	in	the	chart	are	
the	 projected	 need	 for	 additional	 lane	 miles	 derived	 from	 the	 above	 travel	 demand	 models.	 	 Red	
columns	are	CIP	expenditures	for	intersection	improvements	to	be	made	in	FY16-20,	indicating	Manatee	
County	is	planning	to	spend	at	least	a	million	dollars	in	each	of	the	four	Benefit	District	over	the	next	five	
years.	 	 Using	 this	 expenditure	 level	 as	 a	 reasonable	 proxy	 for	 the	minimum	need	 for	 intersections	 in	
FY21-25,	 which	 would	 be	 in	 the	 NW	 Benefit	 District,	 TischlerBise	 increased	 the	 projected	 need	 for	
additional	 intersection	 improvements	 according	 to	 projected	 travel	 demand.	 	 For	 example,	 the	
projected	ten-year	need	for	lane	miles	in	the	NE	is	16	lane	miles,	which	is	approximately	3.5	times	the	
projected	lane	mile	increase	in	the	NW	(i.e.	16	divided	by	4.6	is	approximately	3.5).		This	same	process	
was	repeated	for	each	of	the	four	Benefit	Districts.	


Total&Cost&per&Lane&Mile
Project(Location


CIP#
Description FY16720


Total(Cost
Additional(Lane(


Miles
Total(Cost(per(
Lane(Mile


44th$Ave$E$from$45th$St$


to$Caruso$Rd
6086960 Construct$4$lanes $37,410,000$ 5.0 $7,482,000


44th$Ave$E$from$Caruso$


Rd$to$Lakewood$Ranch$


Blvd


6045662 Construct$4$lanes $25,464,000$ 13.4 $1,900,000


45th$St$E$from$44th$Ave$


E$to$SR70
6025662 Widen$2$to$4$lanes $8,050,000$ 2.1 $3,833,000


Moccasin$Wallow$Rd$


from$US41$to$Gateway$


Blvd


TR01086 Widen$2$to$4$lanes $7,875,000$ 3.2 $2,461,000


TOTAL$=> $78,799,000 23.7


2015$Manatee$County$Weighted$Average$=> $3,325,000


FDOT$2014$Cost$per$Lane$Mile$(new$4Vlane)$=> $3,359,000


FDOT$2014$Cost$per$Lane$Mile$(add$2$to$4$lanes)$=> $4,402,000
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Figure	T8:		Travel	Demand	and	Intersection	Improvements	


	
	


As	shown	in	Figure	T9,	 impact	fee	funding	for	transportation	 improvements	 in	the	NW	Benefit	District	
over	 the	next	 ten	 years	 is	 $14.59	million,	with	 $2.24	million	 to	 be	 funded	 from	other	 revenues.	 	 The	
growth	share	for	widening	two	to	four	lanes	is	based	on	FDOT	Quality/LOS	tables,	assuming	a	two	lane	
undivided	street	will	become	a	four	lane	divided	street.	


NW	 NE	 SE	 SW	
Addi)onal	Lane	Miles	
Needed	Over	Ten	Years	 4.6	 16.0	 28.5	 8.6	


FY16-20	Intersec)on	
Improvements	(millions)	 $3.3	 $2.2	 $1.3	 $1.2	


FY21-25	Intersec)on	
Improvements	(millions)	 $1.0	 $3.5	 $6.0	 $2.0	
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Planned	Intersec4on	Improvements	
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Figure	T9:		Transportation	Improvements	Plan	in	NW	Benefit	District	


	
	


As	shown	in	Figure	T10,	 impact	fee	funding	for	transportation	improvements	 in	the	NE	Benefit	District	
over	 the	next	 ten	 years	 is	 $53.58	million,	with	 $5.32	million	 to	be	 funded	 from	other	 revenues.	 	 The	
growth	share	for	widening	two	to	four	lanes	is	based	on	FDOT	Quality/LOS	tables,	assuming	a	two	lane	
undivided	street	will	become	a	four	lane	divided	street.	


Figure	T10:		Transportation	Improvements	Plan	in	NE	Benefit	District	


	
	


Impact	fee	funding	for	transportation	improvements	in	the	SE	Benefit	District	over	the	next	ten	years	is	
$14.49	million,	with	 $0.86	million	 to	 be	 funded	 from	other	 revenues	 (see	 table	 below).	 	 As	 shown	 in	
Figure	T13,	Manatee	County	will	also	bond	finance	an	additional	$79.19	million	of	improvements	for	the	
construction	of	44th	Avenue	and	45th	Street	in	the	SE	Benefit	District.		The	growth	share	for	widening	two	
to	four	lanes	is	based	on	FDOT	Quality/LOS	tables,	assuming	a	two	lane	undivided	street	will	become	a	
four	lane	divided	street.	


NW#Benefit#District


CIP#
Project+Location Description FY16720+Cost FY21725+Cost Impact+Fee+


Share
Impact+Fee+
Funding


Additional+
Lane+Miles


Total+Cost+per+
Lane+Mile


TR01086
Moccasin.Wallow.Rd.from.
US41.to.Gateway.Blvd


Widen.2.to.4.lanes $7,875,000. 77.5% $6,103,000. 3.2 $2,461,000


TR00542
Ellenton.Gillette.Rd.&.
Mendoza.Rd


Signal.and.turn.lanes $1,500,000. 100.0% $1,500,000.


6035161 US301.&.Ellenton.Gillette.Rd Add.turn.lanes $1,500,000 100.0% $1,500,000.
TR01336 Ellenton.Gillette.&.69th.St Add.turn.lanes $300,000. 100.0% $300,000.


NW.Additional.Arterial.or.
Collector.Lane.Miles


$4,655,000 90.0% $4,190,000. 1.4 $3,325,000


ArterialRArterial.and.ArterialR
Collector.Intersections


Signals,.Turn.Lanes,.
and/or.Rounabouts


$1,000,000. 100.0% $1,000,000.


TenRYear.Total $11,175,000 $5,655,000 86.7% $14,593,000 4.6 $3,659,000
Revenue.from.Sources.Other.Than.Impact.Fees.=> 13.3% $2,237,000


NW.Impact.Fee.Cost.per.Lane.Mile.=> $3,172,000


NE#Benefit#District


CIP#
Project+Location Description FY16720+Cost FY21725+Cost Impact+Fee+


Share
Impact+Fee+
Funding


Additional+
Lane+Miles


Total+Cost+per+
Lane+Mile


6061960 US301(&(Ft(Hamer(Rd
Connector(road,(
signal,(and(turn(lanes


$2,200,000 100.0% $2,200,000(


NE(Additional(Arterial(or(
Collector(Lane(Miles


$53,200,000 90.0% $47,880,000( 16.0 $3,325,000


ArterialJArterial(and(ArterialJ
Collector(Intersections


Signals,(Turn(Lanes,(
and/or(Rounabouts


$3,500,000( 100.0% $3,500,000(


TenJYear(Total $2,200,000 $56,700,000 91.0% $53,580,000 16.0 $3,681,000
Revenue(from(Sources(Other(Than(Impact(Fees(=> 9.0% $5,320,000


NE(Impact(Fee(Cost(per(Lane(Mile(=> $3,349,000
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Figure	T11:		Transportation	Improvements	Plan	in	SE	Benefit	District	


	
	


Impact	fee	funding	for	transportation	improvements	in	the	SW	Benefit	District	over	the	next	ten	years	is	
$15.04	million,	with	$10.53	million	to	be	 funded	from	other	revenues	 (see	table	below).	 	As	shown	 in	
Figure	T13,	Manatee	County	will	also	bond	finance	an	additional	$13.67	million	of	improvements	for	the	
construction	of	44th	Avenue	and	9th	Street	in	the	SE	Benefit	District.		The	growth	share	for	widening	two	
to	four	lanes	is	based	on	FDOT	Quality/LOS	tables,	assuming	a	two	lane	undivided	street	will	become	a	
four	lane	divided	street.		The	growth	share	for	multimodal	improvements	along	Urban	Corridors	is	based	
on	the	projected	increase	in	VMT	over	the	next	ten	years	in	the	SW	Benefit	District.	


Figure	T12:		Transportation	Improvements	Plan	in	SW	Benefit	District	


	
	


Because	the	completion	of	44th	Avenue	requires	expensive	bridges	to	cross	the	Braden	River	and	 I-75,	
Manatee	County	will	bond	finance	the	projects	listed	in	Figure	T13,	at	an	assumed	interest	rate	of	3.5%	
per	year,	with	a	20-year	term.		The	cost	of	44th	Avenue	is	split	between	the	SW	and	SE	Benefit	Districts,	
based	on	the	approximate	length	within	each	area.		In	addition,	Manatee	County	will	also	bond	finance	


SE#Benefit#District


CIP#
Project+Location Description FY16720+Cost FY21725+Cost Impact+Fee+


Share
Impact+Fee+
Funding


Additional+
Lane+Miles


Total+Cost+per+
Lane+Mile


2016%Bond
44th%Ave%E%from%US%301%to%
Lakewood%Ranch%Blvd


Construct%4%lanes
Bond%


Financed
24.0


6025662
45th%St%E%from%44th%Ave%E%to%
SR70


Widen%2%to%4%lanes
Bond%


Financed
2.1


TR01337 Lakewood%Ranch%Blvd%ATMS Signal%management $700,000% 100.0% $700,000%
TR01134 SR70%&%Lockwood%Ridge%Rd Add%turn%lanes $345,000 100.0% $345,000%
TR01201 63rd%Ave%E%&%33rd%St%E Signal%and%turn%lanes $261,000% 100.0% $261,000%


SE%Additional%Arterial%or%
Collector%Lane%Miles


$7,980,000 90.0% $7,182,000% 2.4 $3,325,000


ArterialPArterial%and%ArterialP
Collector%Intersections


Signals,%Turn%Lanes,%
and/or%Rounabouts


$6,000,000% 100.0% $6,000,000%


TenPYear%Total $1,306,000 $13,980,000 94.8% $14,488,000 28.5 $536,000
Revenue%from%Sources%Other%Than%Impact%Fees%=> 5.2% $798,000


SE%Impact%Fee%Cost%per%Lane%Mile%=> $3,220,000


SW#Benefit#District


CIP#
Project+Location Description FY16720+Cost FY21725+Cost Impact+Fee+


Share
Impact+Fee+
Funding


Additional+
Lane+Miles


Total+Cost+per+
Lane+Mile


2016%Bond
44th%Ave%E%from%15th%Ct%E%to%


27th%St%E
Construct%4%lanes


Bond%


Financed
4.0


6040460
9th%St%E%from%53rd%Ave%E%to%


57th%Ave%E
Widen%2%to%4%lanes


Bond%


Financed
1.0


6083906 US301%&%Tallevast%Rd Add%turn%lanes $651,940% 100.0% $652,000%


TR01202 Cortez%Rd%&%43rd%St%W Add%turn%lanes $543,300% 100.0% $543,000%


6082960
53rd%Ave%W%from%43rd%St%W%


to%75th%St%W
Widen%2%to%4%lanes $400,000% 77.5% $310,000%


SW%Additional%Arterial%or%


Collector%Lane%Miles
$11,970,000 90.0% $10,773,000% 3.6 $3,325,000


SW%Urban%Corridors
MultiOmodal%


improvements
$1,000,000% $9,000,000% 7.6% $760,000%


ArterialOArterial%and%ArterialO


Collector%Intersections


Signals,%Turn%Lanes,%


and/or%Rounabouts
$2,000,000% 100.0% $2,000,000%


TenOYear%Total $2,595,240 $22,970,000 58.8% $15,038,000 8.6 $2,973,000


Revenue%from%Sources%Other%Than%Impact%Fees%=> 41.2% $10,527,240


SW%Impact%Fee%Cost%per%Lane%Mile%=> $3,269,000
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45th	Street,	which	is	located	in	the	SE	Benefit	District,	and	9th	Street,	which	is	located	in	the	SW	Benefit	
District.		In	total	the	SW	Benefit	District	is	assigned	14.7%	of	the	debt	service	cost,	with	85.3%	assigned	
to	the	SE	Benefit	District.	


Figure	T13:		Bond	Financing	for	Major	Transportation	Projects	


	
	


REVENUE	CREDIT	EVALUATION	


A	 credit	 for	 other	 revenues	 is	 only	 necessary	 if	 there	 is	 potential	 double	 payment	 for	 system	
improvements.		In	Manatee	County,	gas	tax	revenue	will	be	used	for	maintenance	of	existing	facilities,	
correcting	existing	deficiencies,	and	for	capital	projects	that	are	not	 impact	fee	system	improvements.		
As	 shown	 below	 in	 the	 Figure	 T15,	 cumulative	 impact	 fee	 revenue	 over	 the	 next	 ten	 years	 roughly	
matches	the	growth	share	of	system	improvements.		There	is	no	potential	double	payment	from	other	
revenues	 because	 transportation	 impact	 fees	 will	 exclusively	 fund	 the	 growth	 share	 of	 system	
improvements.	


PROPOSED	IMPACT	FEES	FOR	TRANSPORTATION	


Input	variables	for	Manatee	County’s	transportation	impact	fees	are	shown	in	the	upper	section	of	the	
tables	 in	Figure	T14.	 	 Inbound	VMT	by	type	of	development,	multiplied	by	the	capacity	cost	per	VMT,	
yields	 the	 impact	 fee.	 	 The	 text	 below	 from	 Trip	 Generation	 (ITE	 2012)	 supports	 the	 consultant’s	
recommendation	to	use	ITE	820	Shopping	Center	as	a	reasonable	proxy	for	all	commercial	development.		
The	shopping	center	trip	generation	rates	are	based	on	302	studies	with	an	r-squared	value	of	0.79.		The	
latter	 is	 a	 goodness-of-fit	 indicator	 with	 values	 ranging	 from	 0	 to	 1.	 	 Higher	 values	 indicate	 the	
independent	 variable	 (floor	 area)	 provides	 a	 better	 prediction	 of	 the	 dependent	 variable	 (average	
weekday	 vehicle	 trip	 ends).	 	 If	 the	 r-squared	 value	 is	 less	 than	 0.50,	 ITE	 does	 not	 publish	 the	 value	
because	factors	other	than	floor	area	provide	a	better	prediction	of	trip	rates.	


“A	shopping	center	is	an	integrated	group	of	commercial	establishments.		Shopping	
centers,	 including	 neighborhood,	 community,	 regional,	 and	 super	 regional	 centers,	
were	 surveyed	 for	 this	 land	 use.	 	 Some	 of	 these	 centers	 contained	 non-
merchandising	 facilities,	 such	 as	 office	 buildings,	movie	 theaters,	 restaurants,	 post	
offices,	 banks,	 and	 health	 clubs.	 	 Many	 shopping	 centers,	 in	 addition	 to	 the	
integrated	 unit	 of	 shops	 in	 one	 building	 or	 enclosed	 around	 a	 mall,	 include	 out	
parcels	(peripheral	buildings	or	pads	located	on	the	perimeter	of	the	center	adjacent	
to	the	streets	and	major	access	points).		These	buildings	are	typically	drive-in	banks,	
retail	stores,	restaurants,	or	small	offices.		Although	the	data	herein	do	not	indicate	
which	 of	 the	 centers	 studied	 include	 peripheral	 buildings,	 it	 can	 be	 assumed	 that	
some	of	the	data	show	their	effect.”	


SW SE Bond
44th$Ave$Split 14% 86% Principal
44th$Avenue $11,173,400 $68,636,600 $79,810,000
45th$Street $10,550,000 $10,550,000
9th$Street $2,500,000 $2,500,000


Total $13,673,400 $79,186,600 $92,860,000
Pct$of$Total 14.7% 85.3%
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In	 the	 SE	 and	 SW	 Benefit	 Districts,	 impact	 fees	 over	 the	 next	 20	 years	 will	 be	 used	 for	 debt	 service	
payments	on	bond-financed	 improvements	 (see	Figure	T13	above).	 	The	County	anticipates	borrowing	
$92.86	million	over	20	years,	with	annual	 interest	of	approximately	3.5%.	 	Principal	and	interest	costs,	
allocated	to	the	20-year	increase	in	VMT,	are	shown	in	the	upper-right	corner	of	the	SE	and	SW	impact	
fee	schedules.	


Figure	T14:		Transportation	Impact	Fee	Schedules	by	Benefit	District	


	


NW	Inputs
Average	Miles	per	Trip 2.95


Ten-Year	CIP	Growth	Share $14,593,000
Vehicle	Miles	of	Travel	(VMT)	


Increase	Over	Ten	Years
34,619


Capital	Cost	per	VMT $421.54


Development	Type
Avg	Wkdy	Veh	


Trip	Ends
Trip	Rate	


Adjustment
Trip	Length	
Adjustment


Proposed	
NW	Fees


Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less 3.13 58% 121% $2,731	 $1,627 $1,104
1001	to	1300 4.87 58% 121% $4,250	 $2,272 $1,978
1301	to	1700 6.66 58% 121% $5,812	 $3,255 $2,557
1701	to	2200 8.37 58% 121% $7,304	 $3,946 $3,358
2201	or	more 10.43 58% 121% $9,102	 $4,742 $4,360


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	except	Lodging)
Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 42.70	 33% 71% $12,441	 $7,152 $5,289
Office	&	Other	Services 11.03	 50% 71% $4,869	 $1,823 $3,046


Hospital 13.22	 50% 71% $5,836	 $2,734 $3,102
Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50% 71% $1,103	 $414 $689


Warehouse 3.56 50% 71% $1,571	 $590 $981
Manufacturing 3.82 50% 71% $1,686	 $426 $1,260
Light	Industrial 6.97 50% 71% $3,076	 $776 $2,300
Nursing	Home 7.60 50% 71% $3,355	 $2,126 $1,229


Daycare	/	School 15.43 33% 71% $4,495	 $3,310 $1,185
Lodging	(per	room) 5.63 50% 71% $2,485	 $1,143 $1,342
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NE	Inputs
Average	Miles	per	Trip 2.95


Ten-Year	CIP	Growth	Share $53,580,000
Vehicle	Miles	of	Travel	(VMT)	


Increase	Over	Ten	Years
121,253


Capital	Cost	per	VMT $441.89


Development	Type
Avg	Wkdy	Veh	


Trip	Ends
Trip	Rate	


Adjustment
Trip	Length	
Adjustment


Proposed	NE	
Fees


Current	
Fees


Increase/
Decrease


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less 3.13 58% 121% $2,863	 $1,627 $1,236
1001	to	1300 4.87 58% 121% $4,455	 $2,272 $2,183
1301	to	1700 6.66 58% 121% $6,092	 $3,255 $2,837
1701	to	2200 8.37 58% 121% $7,657	 $3,946 $3,711
2201	or	more 10.43 58% 121% $9,541	 $4,742 $4,799


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	except	Lodging)
Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 42.70	 33% 71% $13,041	 $7,152 $5,889
Office	&	Other	Services 11.03	 50% 71% $5,104	 $1,823 $3,281


Hospital 13.22	 50% 71% $6,117	 $2,734 $3,383
Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50% 71% $1,156	 $414 $742


Warehouse 3.56 50% 71% $1,647	 $590 $1,057
Manufacturing 3.82 50% 71% $1,767	 $426 $1,341
Light	Industrial 6.97 50% 71% $3,225	 $776 $2,449
Nursing	Home 7.60 50% 71% $3,517	 $2,126 $1,391


Daycare	/	School 15.43 33% 71% $4,712	 $3,310 $1,402
Lodging	(per	room) 5.63 50% 71% $2,605	 $1,143 $1,462
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SE	Inputs
Average	Miles	per	Trip 2.95 Bond	Principal	(85.3%) $79,186,600


Ten-Year	CIP	Growth	Share $14,488,000 Bond	Interest	(85.3%) $32,535,884


VMT	Increase	Over	10	Years 216,698 VMT	Increase	Over	20	Years 432,294


Capital	Cost	per	VMT $66.86 Capital	Cost	per	VMT $258.44


Development	Type
Avg	Wkdy	Veh	


Trip	Ends
Trip	Rate	


Adjustment
Trip	Length	
Adjustment


Proposed	SE	
Fees


Current	Fees
Increase/
Decrease


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less 3.13 58% 121% $2,107	 $1,627 $480


1001	to	1300 4.87 58% 121% $3,279	 $2,272 $1,007


1301	to	1700 6.66 58% 121% $4,485	 $3,255 $1,230


1701	to	2200 8.37 58% 121% $5,636	 $3,946 $1,690


2201	or	more 10.43 58% 121% $7,024	 $4,742 $2,282


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	except	Lodging)
Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 42.70	 33% 71% $9,600	 $7,152 $2,448


Office	&	Other	Services 11.03	 50% 71% $3,757	 $1,823 $1,934


Hospital 13.22	 50% 71% $4,503	 $2,734 $1,769


Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50% 71% $851	 $414 $437


Warehouse 3.56 50% 71% $1,212	 $590 $622


Manufacturing 3.82 50% 71% $1,301	 $426 $875


Light	Industrial 6.97 50% 71% $2,374	 $776 $1,598


Nursing	Home 7.60 50% 71% $2,589	 $2,126 $463


Daycare	/	School 15.43 33% 71% $3,469	 $3,310 $159


Lodging	(per	room) 5.63 50% 71% $1,917	 $1,143 $774
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SW	Inputs
Average	Miles	per	Trip 2.54 Bond	Principal	(14.7%) $13,673,400


Ten-Year	CIP	Growth	Share $15,038,000 Bond	Interest	(14.7%) $5,618,074


VMT	Increase	Over	10	Years 67,386 VMT	Increase	Over	20	Years 133,937


Capital	Cost	per	VMT $223.16 Capital	Cost	per	VMT $144.03


Development	Type
Avg	Wkdy	Veh	


Trip	Ends
Trip	Rate	


Adjustment
Trip	Length	
Adjustment


Proposed	SW	
Fees


Current	Fees
Increase/
Decrease


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space
1000	or	less 2.55 58% 121% $1,669	 $1,627 $42


1001	to	1300 3.97 58% 121% $2,598	 $2,272 $326


1301	to	1700 5.41 58% 121% $3,541	 $3,255 $286


1701	to	2200 6.80 58% 121% $4,450	 $3,946 $504


2201	or	more 8.47 58% 121% $5,543	 $4,742 $801


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	Square	Feet	except	Lodging)
Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 42.70	 33% 71% $9,330	 $7,152 $2,178


Office	&	Other	Services 11.03	 50% 71% $3,651	 $1,823 $1,828


Hospital 13.22	 50% 71% $4,377	 $2,734 $1,643


Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50% 71% $827	 $414 $413


Warehouse 3.56 50% 71% $1,178	 $590 $588


Manufacturing 3.82 50% 71% $1,264	 $426 $838


Light	Industrial 6.97 50% 71% $2,307	 $776 $1,531


Nursing	Home 7.60 50% 71% $2,516	 $2,126 $390


Daycare	/	School 15.43 33% 71% $3,371	 $3,310 $61


Lodging	(per	room) 5.63 50% 71% $1,864	 $1,143 $721
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FUNDING	STRATEGY	FOR	TRANSPORTATION	IMPROVEMENTS	


Ten-year	plans	for	transportation	improvements,	by	Benefit	District,	are	shown	in	the	upper	portion	of	
the	tables	below	(see	Figure	T15).		For	each	area,	cumulative	impact	fee	revenue	is	approximately	equal	
to	the	growth	cost	of	improvements	over	the	next	ten	years.		Revenue	projections	shown	below	assume	
implementation	of	the	proposed	transportation	impact	fees	and	the	development	projections	described	
in	Appendix	A.		To	the	extent	the	rate	of	development	either	accelerates	or	slows	down,	there	will	be	a	
corresponding	change	in	the	impact	fee	revenue	and	the	timing	of	capital	improvements.	


Figure	T15:		Projected	Capital	Costs	and	Fee	Revenue	


	


Ten$Year(Cost(of(Transportation(Improvements NW#Benefit#District
NW#Growth#Cost#=> $14,593,000


NW(Transportation(Impact(Fee(Revenue
Average'Size+
Residential


Industrial Commercial Office+&+Other+
Services


$5,812 $1,686 $12,441 $4,869
Year per#housing#unit per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft


Hsg+Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2015 10,507 1,650 1,280 1,100


Year#1 2016 10,635 1,800 1,300 1,130
Year#2 2017 10,763 1,950 1,320 1,160
Year#3 2018 10,892 2,100 1,340 1,200
Year#4 2019 11,020 2,250 1,360 1,230
Year#5 2020 11,148 2,400 1,380 1,260
Year#6 2021 11,276 2,550 1,410 1,290
Year#7 2022 11,405 2,690 1,430 1,320
Year#8 2023 11,533 2,840 1,450 1,350
Year#9 2024 11,662 2,990 1,470 1,390
Year#10 2025 11,790 3,140 1,490 1,420
Ten'Yr+Increase 1,283 1,490 210 320


Projected#Revenue#=> $7,457,000 $2,512,000 $2,613,000 $1,558,000
Total#Projected#NW#Revenues#(rounded)#=> $14,140,000


Res#Share#=> 53% Nonres#Share#=> 47%
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Ten$Year(Cost(of(Transportation(Improvements NE#Benefit#District
NE#Growth#Cost#=> $53,580,000


NE(Transportation(Impact(Fee(Revenue
Average'Size+
Residential


Industrial Commercial Office+&+Other+
Services


$6,092 $1,767 $13,041 $5,104
Year per#housing#unit per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft


Hsg+Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2015 17,464 780 2,340 1,130


Year#1 2016 17,992 820 2,460 1,150
Year#2 2017 18,521 850 2,580 1,170
Year#3 2018 19,049 890 2,700 1,190
Year#4 2019 19,578 930 2,820 1,210
Year#5 2020 20,106 970 2,940 1,230
Year#6 2021 20,642 1,000 3,060 1,260
Year#7 2022 21,178 1,040 3,180 1,280
Year#8 2023 21,713 1,080 3,300 1,300
Year#9 2024 22,249 1,110 3,420 1,320
Year#10 2025 22,785 1,150 3,540 1,340
Ten'Yr+Increase 5,321 370 1,200 210


Projected#Revenue#=> $32,416,000 $654,000 $15,649,000 $1,072,000
Total#Projected#NE#Revenues#(rounded)#=> $49,791,000


Res#Share#=> 65% Nonres#Share#=> 35%
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Ten$Year(Cost(of(Transportation(Improvements SE#Benefit#District
SE#CIP#Growth#Cost#=> $14,488,000


Principal#Payments#(10#years)#=> $39,593,300
Interest#Payments#(10#years)#=> $16,267,942


Total#Costs#=> $70,349,242
SE(Transportation(Impact(Fee(Revenue


Average'Size+
Residential


Industrial Commercial Office+&+Other+
Services


$4,485 $1,301 $9,600 $3,757
Year per#housing#unit per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft


Hsg+Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2015 51,633 8,410 7,780 9,130


Year#1 2016 52,682 8,540 7,890 9,290
Year#2 2017 53,730 8,670 8,010 9,440
Year#3 2018 54,779 8,800 8,120 9,600
Year#4 2019 55,827 8,930 8,230 9,750
Year#5 2020 56,876 9,060 8,350 9,910
Year#6 2021 57,937 9,190 8,460 10,070
Year#7 2022 58,998 9,330 8,580 10,230
Year#8 2023 60,059 9,460 8,700 10,380
Year#9 2024 61,120 9,590 8,810 10,540
Year#10 2025 62,181 9,720 8,930 10,700


Ten'Yr+Increase 10,548 1,310 1,150 1,570
Projected#Revenue#=> $47,308,000 $1,704,000 $11,040,000 $5,898,000


Total#Projected#SE#Revenues#(rounded)#=> $65,950,000
Res#Share#=> 72% Nonres#Share#=> 28%
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Ten$Year(Cost(of(Transportation(Improvements SW#Benefit#District
SW#CIP#Growth#Cost#=> $15,038,000


Principal#Payments#(10#years)#=> $6,836,700
Interest#Payments#(10#years)#=> $2,809,037


Total#Costs#=> $24,683,737
SW(Transportation(Impact(Fee(Revenue


Average'Size+
Residential


Industrial Commercial Office+&+Other+
Services


$3,541 $1,264 $9,330 $3,651
Year per#housing#unit per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft per#1000#Sq#Ft


Hsg+Units KSF KSF KSF
Base 2015 58,235 4,530 9,580 10,000


Year#1 2016 58,673 4,560 9,650 10,090
Year#2 2017 59,110 4,590 9,720 10,190
Year#3 2018 59,548 4,630 9,800 10,280
Year#4 2019 59,985 4,660 9,870 10,370
Year#5 2020 60,423 4,690 9,940 10,470
Year#6 2021 60,868 4,720 10,020 10,560
Year#7 2022 61,314 4,750 10,090 10,660
Year#8 2023 61,759 4,790 10,170 10,750
Year#9 2024 62,205 4,820 10,240 10,850
Year#10 2025 62,650 4,860 10,320 10,940


Ten'Yr+Increase 4,415 330 740 940
Projected#Revenue#=> $15,634,000 $417,000 $6,904,000 $3,432,000


Total#Projected#SW#Revenues#(rounded)#=> $26,387,000
Res#Share#=> 59% Nonres#Share#=> 41%
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APPENDIX	A:		DEMOGRAPHIC	DATA	


The	population,	housing	unit,	and	job	projections	contained	in	this	document	provide	the	foundation	for	
the	development	impact	fee	update	for	Manatee	County.	 	To	evaluate	the	demand	for	growth-related	
infrastructure	from	various	types	of	development,	TischlerBise	prepared	documentation	on	population,	
housing	units,	jobs,	nonresidential	floor	area,	Average	Weekday	Vehicle	Trip	Ends	(AWVTE),	and	demand	
indicators	by	 type	and	size	of	dwelling.	 	 These	metrics	 (explained	 further	below)	are	 the	 service	units	
and	demand	indicators	that	will	be	used	in	the	impact	fee	update.	


Development	 impact	 fees	are	based	on	 the	need	 for	growth-related	 improvements	and	 they	must	be	
proportionate	 by	 type	 of	 land	 use.	 	 Demographic	 data	 and	 development	 projections	 will	 be	 used	 to	
demonstrate	proportionality	and	anticipate	the	need	for	future	infrastructure.		All	land	use	assumptions	
and	 projected	 growth	 rates	 are	 consistent	 with	 socioeconomic	 data	 from	 the	 Sarasota-Manatee	
Metropolitan	 Planning	 Organization	 (MPO)	 2015-2040	 Long	 Range	 Transportation	 Plan	 Update.	 	 In	
contrast	to	the	Comprehensive	Plan	and	metropolitan	area	transportation	model,	that	have	a	long-range	
horizon,	development	impact	fees	require	a	quantitative	analysis	with	a	shorter	focus.		Typically,	impact	
fee	studies	 look	out	 five	 to	 ten	years,	with	 the	expectation	that	 fees	will	be	periodically	updated	 (e.g.	
every	 5	 years).	 	 Infrastructure	 standards	 are	 calibrated	 using	 fiscal	 year	 2014-15	 data,	 with	 FY15-16	
being	the	first	projection	year.		In	Manatee	County,	the	fiscal	year	begins	on	October	1st.	


SUMMARY	OF	GROWTH	INDICATORS	


Key	development	projections	for	Manatee	County	impact	fee	study	are	housing	units	and	nonresidential	
floor	area,	as	shown	in	Figure	A1.		These	projections	will	be	used	to	estimate	development	fee	revenue	
and	to	 indicate	the	anticipated	need	for	growth-related	infrastructure.	 	The	goal	 is	to	have	reasonable	
projections	without	being	overly	concerned	with	precision.	 	Because	impact	fee	methods	are	designed	
to	 reduce	 sensitivity	 to	 development	 projections	 in	 the	 determination	 of	 the	 proportionate-share	 fee	
amounts,	if	actual	development	is	slower	than	projected,	fee	revenue	will	decline,	but	so	will	the	need	
for	growth-related	infrastructure.		In	contrast,	if	development	is	faster	than	anticipated,	the	County	will	
receive	an	increase	in	fee	revenue,	but	will	also	need	to	accelerate	infrastructure	improvements	to	keep	
pace	with	the	actual	rate	of	development.	


During	 the	next	 five	years,	 the	2015	 impact	 fee	update	expects	an	average	 increase	of	2,143	housing	
units	per	year	in	the	unincorporated	area.		In	comparison,	the	unincorporated	area	added	2,254	housing	
units	per	year	during	2012	through	2014.	
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Over	 the	next	 five	 years,	 the	unincorporated	area	of	Manatee	County	expects	an	average	 increase	of	
988,000	 square	 feet	 of	 nonresidential	 floor	 area	 per	 year.	 	 In	 comparison,	 the	 unincorporated	 area	
averaged	 930,000	 square	 feet	 of	 nonresidential	 floor	 area	 per	 year	 from	 8/1/12	 through	 7/31/15.		
Current	estimates	of	floor	area	by	type	of	nonresidential	development	are	discussed	below	(see	Figures	
A3,	A4,	and	related	text).	


Figure	A1:		Summary	of	Development	Projections	and	Growth	Rates	


	
	


RESIDENTIAL	CONSTRUCTION	


From	2000	to	2010,	Manatee	County	increased	by	an	average	of	3,456	housing	units	per	year.		Figure	A2	
indicates	 countywide	 housing	 units	 added	 by	 decade	 in	Manatee	 County,	 according	 to	 data	 obtained	
from	the	U.S.	Census	Bureau.		Consistent	with	the	nationwide	decline	in	development	activity	during	the	
Great	 Recession,	 residential	 construction	 slowed	 significantly	 from	2008	 to	 2010,	 thus	 decreasing	 the	
number	 of	 units	 added	 during	 the	 past	 decade.	 	 From	 2010	 to	 2020,	 Manatee	 County	 expects	 to	
increase	by	2,337	housing	units,	which	is	less	than	the	previous	decade.	


Unincorporated,Manatee,County
Year


2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2025 Increase Compound7
Growth7Rate


Residential,Units 137,839 139,982 142,125 144,267 146,410 148,553 159,406 2,143 1.51%
Nonresidential
Sq,Ft,x,1000


58,400 59,370 60,360 61,360 62,350 63,340 68,350 988 1.64%


2015,to,2020
Average,Annual
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Figure	A2:		Housing	Units	by	Decade	


	
	


JOBS	BY	TYPE	OF	NONRESIDENTIAL	DEVELOPMENT	


In	 addition	 to	 data	 on	 residential	 development,	 the	 calculation	 of	 impact	 fees	 requires	 data	 on	
nonresidential	 development.	 	 TischlerBise	 uses	 the	 term	 “jobs”	 to	 refer	 to	 employment	 by	 place	 of	
work.	 	 In	 Figure	 A3,	 gray	 shading	 indicates	 three	 nonresidential	 development	 prototypes	 that	will	 be	
used	 to	 derive	 average	weekday	 vehicle	 trips	 and	 Vehicle	Miles	 of	 Travel	 (VMT).	 	 Current	 floor	 area	
estimates	for	industrial,	commercial,	and	office/other	services,	are	documented	in	the	next	section.			


For	 future	 industrial	 development,	Manufacturing	 (ITE	 code	 140)	 is	 a	 reasonable	 proxy	 for	 industrial	
development.		The	prototype	for	future	commercial	development	(i.e.	retail	and	eating/drinking	places)	
is	an	average-size	Shopping	Center	(ITE	code	820).		For	office	and	other	services,	General	Office	(ITE	710)	
is	the	prototype	for	future	development.	


Manatee&County,&Florida
Census&2010&Population* 322,833


Census&2010&Housing&Units* 172,690
Total&Housing&Units&in&2000 138,128


New$Housing$Units 34,562
*$$Source:$$U.S.$Census$Bureau.


Source$for$1990s$and$earlier$is$Table$B25034,$American$Community$Survey$(2013),


adjusted$to$yield$total$units$in$2000$and$2010.$$Projected$units$from$2010$to$2020,


averaging$2,337$units$per$year,$is$based$on$population$projections$from$the$SarasotaOManatee


Metropolitan$Planning$Organization$(MPO)$2015O2040$Long$Range$Transportation$Plan$Update.


From&2000&to&2010,&Manatee&
County&added&an&average&of&
3,456&housing&units&per&year.&
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Figure	A3:		Nonresidential	Service	Units	per	Development	Unit	


	
	


Figure	 A4	 indicates	 2015	 estimates	 of	 jobs	 and	 nonresidential	 floor	 area	 located	 in	 unincorporated	
Manatee	 County.	 	 Job	 estimates,	 by	 type	 of	 nonresidential	 development,	 are	 from	 the	 MPO’s	
socioeconomic	data	by	traffic	analysis	zone.		According	to	the	Property	Appraiser’s	parcel	database,	the	
unincorporated	 area	 has	 approximately	 57.7	 million	 square	 feet	 of	 nonresidential	 building	 space	 in	
2015.		Dividing	floor	area	by	jobs	indicates	current	averages	by	type	of	development.	


Figure	A4:		Jobs	and	Floor	Area	Estimates	


	


ITE Land(Use(/(Size Demand Wkdy(Trip(Ends Wkdy(Trip(Ends Emp(Per Sq(Ft
Code Unit Per(Dmd(Unit* Per(Employee* Dmd(Unit Per(Emp
110 Light(Industrial 1,000(Sq(Ft 6.97 3.02 2.31 433
130 Industrial(Park 1,000(Sq(Ft 6.83 3.34 2.04 489
140 Manufacturing 1,000(Sq(Ft 3.82 2.13 1.79 558
150 Warehousing 1,000(Sq(Ft 3.56 3.89 0.92 1,093
254 Assisted(Living bed 2.66 3.93 0.68 na
320 Motel room 5.63 12.81 0.44 na
520 Elementary(School 1,000(Sq(Ft 15.43 15.71 0.98 1,018
530 High(School 1,000(Sq(Ft 12.89 19.74 0.65 1,531
540 Community(College student 1.23 15.55 0.08 na
550 University/College student 1.71 8.96 0.19 na
565 Day(Care student 4.38 26.73 0.16 na
610 Hospital 1,000(Sq(Ft 13.22 4.50 2.94 340
620 Nursing(Home 1,000(Sq(Ft 7.60 3.26 2.33 429
710 General(Office((avg(size) 1,000(Sq(Ft 11.03 3.32 3.32 301
760 Research(&(Dev(Center 1,000(Sq(Ft 8.11 2.77 2.93 342
770 Business(Park 1,000(Sq(Ft 12.44 4.04 3.08 325
820 Shopping(Center((avg(size) 1,000(Sq(Ft 42.70 na 2.00 500
*((Trip(Generation,(Institute(of(Transportation(Engineers,(9th(Edition((2012).


2015 Percent Sq-Ft-per 2015-Estimated Jobs-per
Jobs-(1) Distribution Job Floor-Area-(2) 1000-Sq-Ft


Industrial+(3) 24,759 22% 621 15,387,000 1.61
Commercial+(4) 40,630 35% 516 20,975,000 1.94
Office+&+Other+Services+(5) 49,203 43% 434 21,371,000 2.30


TOTAL 114,592 100% 504 57,733,000 1.98


Unincorporated,Area


(1)--Jobs-in-2015-from-Sarasota@Manatee-Metropolitan-Planning-OrganizaEon-(MPO)-
2015@2040-Long-Range-TransportaEon-Plan-Update.-
(2)--Manatee-County-Property-Appraiser-data-by-Department-of-Revenue-land-use-codes.-
(3)--Major-sectors-are-ConstrucEon,-TransportaEon/Warehousing-and-Manufacturing.-
(4)--Major-sectors-are-Retail-and-Food-Services.-
(5)--Major-sectors-are-Health-Care,-Professional/ScienEfic/Technical-Services,-EducaEonal-
Services-and-Public-AdministraEon.-
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DETAILED	LAND	USE	ASSUMPTIONS	


Demographic	 data	 shown	 in	 Figure	 A5,	 A6,	 and	 A7	 are	 key	 inputs	 for	 Manatee	 County’s	 impact	 fee	
update.	 	Cells	with	 light	blue	shading	are	from	the	MPO’s	socioeconomic	data.	 	County	staff	 identified	
the	traffic	analysis	zones	according	to	the	various	 levels	of	geography	used	 in	this	study,	 including	the	
current	Road	Benefit	District	that	are	labeled	by	quadrant	of	the	County	(i.e.	NW,	NE,	SE,	and	SW).	


Figure	A5:		Population	and	Housing	Units	


	
	


	 	


Manatee&County,&FL FY14%15 FY15%16
FY&begins&10/1 2015 2016


Base.Yr Year1
Year%Round+Population


Manatee&Countywide 343,849 348,862
Unincorporated&NW 21,413 21,663
Unincorporated&NE 36,168 37,240
Unincorporated&SE 105,256 107,288
Unincorporated&SW 106,263 107,029


Unincorporated&Total 269,100 273,220
Single+Family+Housing+Units


Manatee&Countywide 107,524 109,279
Unincorporated&NW 5,653 5,746
Unincorporated&NE 11,817 12,275
Unincorporated&SE 40,842 41,698
Unincorporated&SW 25,782 25,929


Unincorporated&Total 84,094 85,648
Multifamily+Housing+Units


Manatee&Countywide 75,348 76,230
Unincorporated&NW 4,854 4,889
Unincorporated&NE 5,647 5,718
Unincorporated&SE 10,791 10,984
Unincorporated&SW 32,453 32,744


Unincorporated&Total 53,745 54,334


FY17%18
2018
Year3


358,887
22,164
39,383
111,353
108,562
281,461


112,789
5,933


13,190
43,409
26,222
88,755


77,995
4,958
5,859


11,370
33,325
55,513


FY19%20
2020
Year5


368,912
22,664
41,526
115,417
110,094
289,701


116,299
6,120


14,106
45,120
26,516
91,862


79,759
5,028
6,000


11,756
33,907
56,691


FY24%25
2025
Year10


394,122
23,916
46,917
125,635
113,968
310,436


125,155
6,588


16,417
49,428
27,268
99,701


84,241
5,202
6,368


12,753
35,382
59,705


FY29%30
2030
Year15


419,094
25,161
52,263
135,765
117,771
330,960


133,899
7,054


18,707
53,697
27,982
107,440


88,595
5,372
6,720


13,703
36,819
62,614


FY34%35 2015%2025
2035 Compound.Anl
Year20 Growth.Rate


444,239 1.37%
26,415 1.11%
57,642 2.64%
145,958 1.79%
121,621 0.70%
351,636 1.44%


142,713 1.53%
7,522 1.54%


21,005 3.34%
57,990 1.93%
28,726 0.56%
115,243 1.72%


93,050 1.12%
5,546 0.69%
7,080 1.21%


14,686 1.68%
38,284 0.87%
65,596 1.06%
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Figure	A6	indicates	projected	jobs,	by	type	of	nonresidential	floor	area.		Cells	with	light	blue	shading	are	
from	the	MPO’s	socioeconomic	data.		County	staff	identified	the	traffic	analysis	zones	according	to	the	
various	 levels	 of	 geography	 used	 in	 this	 study,	 including	 the	 current	 Road	 Benefit	 Districts	 that	 are	
labeled	by	quadrant	of	the	County	(i.e.	NW,	NE,	SE,	and	SW).	


Figure	A6:		Projected	Jobs	


	
	


	 	


Manatee&County,&FL FY14%15 FY15%16
FY&begins&10/1 2015 2016


Base.Yr Year1


FY17%18
2018
Year3


FY19%20
2020
Year5


FY24%25
2025
Year10


FY29%30
2030
Year15


FY34%35 2015%2025
2035 Compound.Anl
Year20 Growth.Rate


Countywide+Jobs
Industrial 32,316 32,950


Commercial 51,152 51,942
Office&&&Other&Services 83,202 84,294
Total&Countywide&Jobs 166,670 169,186


Unincorporated+NW+Jobs
Industrial 2,665 2,904


Commercial 2,473 2,515
Office&&&Other&Services 2,536 2,609


Total&NW&Jobs 7,674 8,027
Unincorporated+NE+Jobs


Industrial 1,256 1,316
Commercial 4,529 4,761


Office&&&Other&Services 2,593 2,643
Total&NE&Jobs 8,378 8,720


Unincorporated+SE+Jobs
Industrial 13,540 13,751


Commercial 15,070 15,292
Office&&&Other&Services 21,035 21,395


Total&SE&Jobs 49,645 50,437
Unincorporated+SW+Jobs


Industrial 7,298 7,348
Commercial 18,558 18,700


Office&&&Other&Services 23,039 23,256
Total&SW&Jobs 48,895 49,304


Unincorporated+Total+Jobs
Industrial 24,759 25,319


Commercial 40,630 41,268
Office&&&Other&Services 49,203 49,902


Total&Unincorporated&Jobs 114,592 116,488


34,219
53,521
86,478
174,217


3,381
2,598
2,754
8,734


1,435
5,225
2,742
9,403


14,172
15,735
22,114
52,022


7,449
18,984
23,689
50,121


26,438
42,543
51,300
120,281


35,487
55,100
88,662
179,249


3,859
2,682
2,900
9,441


1,555
5,689
2,842


10,086


14,594
16,179
22,834
53,607


7,549
19,268
24,122
50,939


27,557
43,818
52,698
124,073


38,708
59,103
94,188
191,999


5,056
2,891
3,268


11,215


1,855
6,851
3,099


11,805


15,656
17,303
24,652
57,611


7,819
19,993
25,211
53,023


30,386
47,038
56,230
133,654


41,848
63,020
99,615
204,483


6,248
3,096
3,630


12,974


2,151
8,008
3,347


13,506


16,700
18,405
26,448
61,553


8,070
20,695
26,279
55,044


33,169
50,204
59,704
143,077


45,042 1.82%
67,001 1.46%
105,097 1.25%
217,140 1.42%


7,443 6.61%
3,306 1.57%
3,994 2.57%


14,743 3.87%


2,450 3.98%
9,169 4.23%
3,600 1.80%


15,219 3.49%


17,758 1.46%
19,521 1.39%
28,251 1.60%
65,530 1.50%


8,327 0.69%
21,414 0.75%
27,369 0.90%
57,110 0.81%


35,978 2.07%
53,410 1.48%
63,214 1.34%
152,602 1.55%
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Projected	 jobs	 (shown	 above)	 were	 converted	 to	 projections	 of	 nonresidential	 floor	 area	 using	 the	
current	multipliers	listed	in	Figure	A4.		Cells	with	light	blue	shading	are	from	the	MPO’s	socioeconomic	
data.		County	staff	identified	the	traffic	analysis	zones	according	to	the	various	levels	of	geography	used	
in	this	study,	including	the	current	Road	Benefit	Districts	that	are	labeled	by	quadrant	of	the	County	(i.e.	
NW,	NE,	SE,	and	SW).	


Figure	A7:		Nonresidential	Floor	Area	


	
	


CUSTOM	TRIP	GENERATION	RATES	BY	DWELLING	SIZE	


As	 an	 alternative	 to	 simply	 using	 national	 average	 trip	 generation	 rates	 for	 residential	 development,	
published	by	the	Institute	of	Transportation	Engineers	(ITE),	TischlerBise	derived	custom	trip	rates	using	
local	demographic	data.		Key	inputs	needed	for	the	analysis	(i.e.	average	number	of	persons	and	vehicles	
available	 per	 housing	 units)	 are	 available	 from	 American	 Community	 Survey	 (ACS)	 data	 for	Manatee	
County.	


Manatee&County,&FL FY14%15 FY15%16
FY&begins&10/1 2015 2016


Base.Yr Year1


FY17%18
2018
Year3


FY19%20
2020
Year5


FY24%25
2025
Year10


FY29%30
2030
Year15


FY34%35 2015%2025
2035 Compound.Anl
Year20 Growth.Rate


Countywide+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
Industrial 20,070 20,460


Commercial 26,390 26,800


Office&&&Other&Services 36,110 36,580


Total&Countywide&KSF 82,570 83,840


Unincorporated+NW+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
Industrial 1,650 1,800


Commercial 1,280 1,300


Office&&&Other&Services 1,100 1,130


Total&NW&KSF 4,030 4,230


Unincorporated+NE+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
Industrial 780 820


Commercial 2,340 2,460


Office&&&Other&Services 1,130 1,150


Total&NE&KSF 4,250 4,430


Unincorporated+SE+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
Industrial 8,410 8,540


Commercial 7,780 7,890


Office&&&Other&Services 9,130 9,290


Total&SE&KSF 25,320 25,720


Unincorporated+SW+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
Industrial 4,530 4,560


Commercial 9,580 9,650


Office&&&Other&Services 10,000 10,090


Total&SW&KSF 24,110 24,300


Unincorporated+Total+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
Industrial 15,370 15,720


Commercial 20,980 21,300


Office&&&Other&Services 21,360 21,660


Total&KSF 57,710 58,680


Countywide+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
21,250


27,620


37,530


86,400


Unincorporated+NW+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
2,100


1,340


1,200


4,640


Unincorporated+NE+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
890


2,700


1,190


4,780


Unincorporated+SE+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
8,800


8,120


9,600


26,520


Unincorporated+SW+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
4,630


9,800


10,280


24,710


Unincorporated+Total+Nonresidential+Square+Feet+(in+thousands)
16,420


21,960


22,270


60,650


22,040


28,430


38,480


88,950


2,400


1,380


1,260


5,040


970


2,940


1,230


5,140


9,060


8,350


9,910


27,320


4,690


9,940


10,470


25,100


17,120


22,610


22,870


62,600


24,040


30,500


40,880


95,420


3,140


1,490


1,420


6,050


1,150


3,540


1,340


6,030


9,720


8,930


10,700


29,350


4,860


10,320


10,940


26,120


18,870


24,280


24,400


67,550


25,990


32,520


43,230


101,740


3,880


1,600


1,580


7,060


1,340


4,130


1,450


6,920


10,370


9,500


11,480


31,350


5,010


10,680


11,410


27,100


20,600


25,910


25,920


72,430


27,970 1.82%


34,570 1.46%


45,610 1.25%


108,150 1.46%


4,620 6.65%


1,710 1.53%


1,730 2.59%


8,060 4.15%


1,520 3.96%


4,730 4.23%


1,560 1.72%


7,810 3.56%


11,030 1.46%


10,070 1.39%


12,260 1.60%


33,360 1.49%


5,170 0.71%


11,050 0.75%


11,880 0.90%


28,100 0.80%


22,340 2.07%


27,560 1.47%


27,430 1.34%


77,330 1.59%
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Unincorporated	Area	Control	Totals	


The	2010	 census	did	not	obtain	detailed	 information	using	 a	 “long-form”	questionnaire.	 	 Instead,	 the	
U.S.	Census	Bureau	has	switched	 to	a	continuous	monthly	mailing	of	 surveys,	known	as	 the	American	
Community	Survey	 (ACS),	which	 is	 limited	by	sample-size	constraints.	 	 For	example,	data	on	detached	
housing	units	are	now	combined	with	attached	single	units	(commonly	known	as	townhouses).		Part	of	
the	rationale	for	deriving	fees	by	bedroom	range,	as	discussed	further	below,	is	to	address	this	ACS	data	
limitation.	 	 Because	 townhouses	 generally	 have	 fewer	 bedrooms	 and	 less	 living	 space	 than	 detached	
units,	fees	by	house	size	ensure	proportionality	and	facilitate	construction	of	affordable	units.	


According	 to	 the	 U.S.	 Census	 Bureau,	 a	 household	 is	 a	 housing	 unit	 that	 is	 occupied	 by	 year-round	
residents.	 	Development	fees	often	use	per	capita	standards	and	persons	per	housing	unit,	or	persons	
per	 household,	 to	 derive	 proportionate-share	 fee	 amounts.	 	 TischlerBise	 recommends	 that	 fees	 for	
residential	 development	 in	 Manatee	 County	 be	 imposed	 according	 to	 the	 number	 of	 year-round	
residents	per	housing	unit.		Figure	A6	indicates	the	average	number	of	year-round	residents	per	housing	
unit	for	three	levels	of	geography.		At	the	top	are	countywide	data,	the	middle	section	indicates	data	for	
incorporated	places,	and	the	bottom	of	the	table	provides	data	for	the	unincorporated	area.	 	Typically	
incorporated	places	have	fewer	persons	per	dwelling	than	the	unincorporated	area.		In	2013,	the	control	
total	 for	 the	 unincorporated	 area	 is	 2.05	 persons	 per	 dwelling	 (i.e.	weighted	 average	 for	 all	 types	 of	
housing).	


The	 bottom	 of	 Figure	 A8	 indicates	 persons	 per	 housing	 unit,	 using	 three	 and	 two	 housing	 types.		
Because	of	the	significant	number	of	mobile	homes	in	Manatee	County,	and	the	fact	that	many	of	these	
are	used	 seasonally,	 TischlerBise	 initially	analyzed	mobile	homes	 separately.	 	However,	 the	MPO	data	
used	for	the	travel	demand	models	only	provides	data	on	single	family	and	all	other	housing	types.	
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Figure	A8:		Year-Round	Persons	per	Unit	by	Type	of	Housing	


	
	


Trip	generation	rates	are	also	dependent	upon	the	average	number	of	vehicles	available	per	dwelling.		
Figure	 A9	 indicates	 vehicles	 available	 for	 all	 of	 Manatee	 County,	 incorporated	 places,	 and	 the	


Countywide+Summary+by+Type+of+Housing+in+2013
Units&in&Structure Persons House/ Persons&per Housing Persons+per Housing Vacancy


holds Household Units Housing+Unit Mix Rate


Single'Unit* 243,702 87,733 2.78 103,340 2.36 59% 15%
2+'Units 61,906 26,966 2.30 42,329 1.46 24% 36%
Mobile'Home/Boat/RV 32,157 17,191 1.87 29,445 1.09 17% 42%


Subtotal 337,765 131,890 2.56 175,114 1.93 25%
Group'Quarters 4,341


TOTAL 342,106
Incorporated+Places+Summary+by+Type+of+Housing+in+2013


Units&in&Structure Persons House/ Persons&per Housing Persons+per Housing Vacancy


holds Household Units Housing+Unit Mix Rate


Single'Unit* 44,509 17,012 2.62 21,925 2.03 49% 22%
2+'Units 21,670 10,943 1.98 19,062 1.14 43% 43%
Mobile'Home/Boat/RV 3,986 2,246 1.77 3,608 1.10 8% 38%


Subtotal 70,165 30,201 2.32 44,595 1.57 32%
Group'Quarters 1,689


TOTAL 71,854
Unincorporated+Area+Summary+by+Three+House+Types


Units&in&Structure Persons House/ Persons&per Housing Persons+per Housing Vacancy


holds Household Units Housing+Unit Mix Rate


Single'Unit* 199,193 70,721 2.82 81,415 2.45 62% 13%
2+'Units 40,236 16,023 2.51 23,267 1.73 18% 31%
Mobile'Home/Boat/RV 28,171 14,945 1.88 25,837 1.09 20% 42%


Subtotal 267,600 101,689 2.63 130,519 2.05 22%
Group'Quarters 2,652


TOTAL 270,252
Unincorporated+Area+Summary+by+Two+House+Types


Units&in&Structure Persons House/ Persons&per Housing Persons+per Housing Vacancy


holds Household Units Housing+Unit Mix Rate


Single'Unit* 199,193 70,721 2.82 81,415 2.45 62% 13%
All'Other 68,407 30,968 2.21 49,104 1.39 38% 37%


Subtotal 267,600 101,689 2.63 130,519 2.05 22%
Group'Quarters 2,652


TOTAL 270,252
*&&Single&unit&includes&detached&and&attached&(e.g.&townhouse).


Source:&&Tables&B25024,&B25032,&B25033,&and&B26001.


2013&American&Community&Survey,&U.S.&Census&Bureau.
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unincorporated	area.	 	As	 expected,	 the	unincorporated	area	has	more	 vehicles	 available	per	dwelling	
than	housing	units	located	within	incorporated	places.	


Figure	A9:		Vehicles	Available	per	Housing	Unit	


	
	


Countywide


Tenure
Vehicles,


Available,(1)


Single,Unit,


Detached,or,


Attached


All,Other Total


Vehicles,per,


Household,by,


Tenure


Owner&occupied 158,122 70,011 24,668 94,679 1.67
Renter&occupied 51,075 17,722 19,489 37,211 1.37
Total 209,197 87,733 44,157 131,890 1.59


Units,per,Structure
Vehicles,


Available


Housing,Units,


(3)


Vehicles,per,


Housing,Unit


Single@Detached@or@Attached 141,249 103,340 1.37
All@Other 67,948 71,774 0.95
Total 209,197 175,114 1.19
Incorporated0Places


Tenure
Vehicles,


Available,(1)


Single,Unit,


Detached,or,


Attached


All,Other Total


Vehicles,per,


Household,by,


Tenure


Owner&occupied 28,609 13,130 4,933 18,063 1.58
Renter&occupied 14,292 4,062 8,256 12,318 1.16
Total 42,901 17,192 13,189 30,381 1.41


Units,per,Structure
Vehicles,


Available


Housing,Units,


(3)


Vehicles,per,


Housing,Unit


Single@Detached@or@Attached 25,509 21,925 1.16
All@Other 17,392 22,670 0.77
Total 42,901 44,595 0.96
Unincorporated0Area


Tenure
Vehicles,


Available,(1)


Single,Unit,


Detached,or,


Attached


All,Other Total


Vehicles,per,


Household,by,


Tenure


Owner&occupied 129,513 56,881 19,735 76,616 1.69
Renter&occupied 36,783 13,660 11,233 24,893 1.48
Total 166,296 70,541 30,968 101,509 1.64


Units,per,Structure
Vehicles,


Available


Housing,Units,


(3)


Vehicles,per,


Housing,Unit


Single@Detached@or@Attached 116,337 81,415 1.43
All@Other 49,959 49,104 1.02
Total 166,296 130,519 1.27
(1),Vehicles,available,by,tenure,from,Table,B25046,,American,Community,Survey,,2013.


(2),Households,by,tenure,and,units,in,structure,from,Table,B25032,,American,Community,Survey,,2013.


(3),Housing,units,from,Table,B25024,,American,Community,Survey,,2013.


Households,(2)


Households,(2)


Households,(2)
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Demand	Indicators	by	Dwelling	Size	


Custom	 tabulations	 of	 demographic	 data	 by	 bedroom	 range	 can	 be	 created	 from	 individual	 survey	
responses	provided	by	the	U.S.	Census	Bureau,	in	files	known	as	Public	Use	Micro-data	Samples	(PUMS).		
Because	PUMS	files	are	available	for	areas	of	roughly	100,000	persons,	Manatee	County	 is	 included	 in	
Public	Use	Micro-data	Areas	(PUMA)	8101,	8102,	and	8103.		At	the	top	of	Figure	A10,	in	the	cells	with	
yellow	shading,	are	the	survey	results	 for	Manatee	County.	 	Unadjusted	persons	per	dwelling,	derived	
from	 PUMS	 data,	were	 adjusted	 upward	 to	match	 the	 control	 totals	 for	 the	 unincorporated	 area,	 as	
documented	above	in	Figures	A8.	


Figure	A10:		Average	Number	of	Persons	by	Bedroom	Range	in	the	Unincorporated	Area	


	
	


Average	Number	of	Persons	by	Dwelling	Size	


Average	 floor	 area	 and	 number	 of	 persons	 by	 bedroom	 range	 are	 plotted	 in	 Figure	 A11,	 with	 a	
logarithmic	 trend	 line	derived	 from	 four	actual	 averages	 in	 the	unincorporated	area.	 	Using	 the	 trend	
line	 formula	 shown	 in	 the	 chart,	 TischlerBise	 derived	 the	 estimated	 average	 number	 of	 persons,	 by	
dwelling	 size,	 using	 five	 size	 thresholds.	 	 For	 the	 purpose	 of	 impact	 fees,	 TischlerBise	 recommends	 a	
minimum	fee	based	on	a	unit	size	of	1000	square	feet	and	a	maximum	fee	for	units	2201	square	feet	or	
larger.		Average	dwelling	sizes	by	bedroom	range	in	the	unincorporated	area	were	derived	from	building	
permit	records	from	2012	through	2014.	


Calibrated*to*Demographic*Control*Totals*for*the!Unincorporated!Area
Manatee!County!2013!Data
Bedroom Persons*(1) Vehicles Housing Manatee Unadjusted Adjusted
Range Available*(1) Units*(1) Hsg*Mix Persons/HU Persons/HU!(2)
071 206 144 197 11% 1.05 1.15
2 1,091 776 740 41% 1.47 1.61
3 1,403 1,046 645 36% 2.18 2.39
4+ 674 465 225 12% 3.00 3.29
Total 3,374 2,431 1,807 1.87 2.05


(1)**American*Community*Survey,*Public*Use*Microdata*Sample*for*FL*PUMAs*8101,*8102,*
and*8103*(2013*OneNYear*unweighted*data).*
(2)**Adjusted*mulRpliers*are*scaled*to*make*the*average*PUMS*values*match*control*totals*
for*the*unincorporated*area.*
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Figure	A11:		Persons	by	Square	Feet	of	Living	Space	in	the	Unincorporated	Area	


	
	


Trip	Generation	by	Dwelling	Size	


For	 the	 purpose	 of	 transportation	 fees,	 TischlerBise	 analyzed	 the	 more	 urban	 SW	 Benefit	 District	
separately	from	the	predominantly	suburban	Benefit	Districts	(i.e.	the	NW,	NE,	and	SE).		This	approach	
ensures	the	fees	are	proportionate	to	the	actual	travel	demand	in	the	urban	versus	suburban	areas.		To	
derive	 custom	 trip	 generation	 rates	 by	 sub-area,	 TischlerBise	 tabulated	 unique	 control	 totals	 using	
Census	data	at	the	Block	Group	level	of	geography.		In	comparison	to	suburban	areas,	the	urban	SW	has	
fewer	persons	and	vehicles	available	per	housing	unit	(see	Figure	A12).	


Rather	than	rely	on	one	methodology,	the	recommended	trip	generation	rates	shown	below	with	bold	
numbers,	are	an	average	of	trip	rates	based	on	persons	and	vehicles	available,	for	all	types	of	housing	
units.		In	the	suburban	area	of	unincorporated	Manatee	County,	each	housing	unit	is	expected	to	yield	
an	average	of	6.75	Average	Weekday	Vehicle	Trip	Ends	(AWVTE),	compared	to	the	national	average	of	
8.09	trip	ends	per	household.		In	the	urban	SW	area	of	unincorporated	Manatee	County,	each	housing	
unit	is	expected	to	yield	an	average	of	5.47	Average	Weekday	Vehicle	Trip	Ends	(AWVTE),	compared	to	
the	national	average	of	8.09	trip	ends	per	household.	


Fitted&Curve+Values
Bedrooms Square,Feet Persons Sq,Ft,Range Persons


0"1 996 1.15 1000(or(less 0.96(((((((
2 1,616 1.61 1001(to(1300 1.49(((((((
3 2,106 2.39 1301(to(1700 2.04(((((((
4+ 2,799 3.29 1701(to(2200 2.57(((((((


2201(or(more 3.21(((((((


Actual+Averages+per+Hsg+Unit
Average(dwelling(size(by(bedroom(
range(is(from(Manatee(County(
building(permits(2012"2014.(((
Average(persons(per(housing(unit(by(
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Figure	A12:		Average	Weekday	Vehicle	Trip	Ends	by	Bedroom	Range	


	


Calibrated*to*Demographic*Control*Totals*for*the*NW,$NE,$and$SE$Suburban$Area
Manatee$County$2013$Data
Bedroom Persons Vehicles Housing Manatee Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Range (1) Available>(1) Units>(1) Hsg>Mix Persons/HU Persons/HU$(2) VehAvl/HU VehAvl/HU>(2)
071 206 144 197 11% 1.05 1.20 0.73 0.79
2 1,091 776 740 41% 1.47 1.67 1.05 1.14
3 1,403 1,046 645 36% 2.18 2.48 1.62 1.76
4+ 674 465 225 12% 3.00 3.42 2.07 2.25
Total 3,374 2,431 1,807 1.87 2.13 1.35 1.47


National$Averages$According$to$ITE
ITE AWVTE>per AWVTE>per AWVTE>per Manatee Persons>per Veh>Avl>per
Code Person Vehicle>Available Household Hsg>Mix Household Household


240*MH 2.46 3.38 4.99 20% 2.03 1.48
220*Apt 3.31 5.10 6.65 18% 2.01 1.30
210*SFD 2.55 6.02 9.52 62% 3.73 1.58
Wgtd*Avg 2.66 5.32 8.09 3.08 1.51


Recommended$AWVTE$per$Housing$Unit
Bedroom AWVTE>per AWVTE>per Suburban
Range Housing>Unit Housing>Unit AWVTE$per


Based>on Based>on Housing
Persons>(3) Vehicles>Available>(4) Unit$(5)


071 3.19 4.20 3.70
2 4.44 6.06 5.25
3 6.60 9.36 7.98
4+ 9.10 11.97 10.54
Total 5.67 7.82 6.75


AWVTE$per$Dwelling$by$House$Type
ITE AWVTE>per AWVTE>per Suburban
Code Housing>Unit Housing>Unit AWVTE>per Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted


Based>on Based>on Housing Persons/HU Suburban VehAvl/HU Suburban
Persons>(3) Vehicles>Available>(4) Unit>(5) Persons/HU VehAvl/HU


All*Other 3.83 6.28 5.06 1.39 1.44 1.02 1.18
210*SFD 6.78 8.83 7.81 2.45 2.55 1.43 1.66
All*Types 5.67 7.82 6.75 2.05 2.13 1.27 1.47


(1)>>American>Community>Survey,>Public>Use>Microdata>Sample>for>FL>
PUMAs>8101,>8102,>and>8103>(2013>OneTYear>unweighted>data).>
(2)>>Adjusted>mulXpliers>are>scaled>to>make>the>average>PUMS>values>
match>control>totals>for>the>SW>urban>area,>based>on>American>
Community>Survey>2013>5Tyear>data>by>block>group.>>Adjusted>
vehicles>per>housing>unit>mulXplier>excludes>housing>units>in>block>
groups>where>vehicle>esXmates>are>unavailable.>
(3)>>Adjusted>persons>per>housing>unit>mulXplied>by>naXonal>weighted>
average>trip>rate>per>person.>
(4)>>Adjusted>vehicles>available>per>housing>unit>mulXplied>by>naXonal>
weighted>average>trip>rate>per>vehicle>available.>
(5)>>Average>of>trip>rates>based>on>persons>and>vehicles>available>per>
housing>unit.>
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Calibrated*to*Demographic*Control*Totals*for*the!SW!Urban!Area
Manatee!County!2013!Data
Bedroom Persons Vehicles Housing Manatee Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Range (1) Available>(1) Units>(1) Hsg>Mix Persons/HU Persons/HU!(2) VehAvl/HU VehAvl/HU>(2)
071 206 144 197 11% 1.05 1.04 0.73 0.61
2 1,091 776 740 41% 1.47 1.45 1.05 0.88
3 1,403 1,046 645 36% 2.18 2.16 1.62 1.36
4+ 674 465 225 12% 3.00 2.97 2.07 1.73
Total 3,374 2,431 1,807 1.87 1.85 1.35 1.13


National!Averages!According!to!ITE
ITE AWVTE>per AWVTE>per AWVTE>per Manatee Persons>per Veh>Avl>per
Code Person Vehicle>Available Household Hsg>Mix Household Household


240*MH 2.46 3.38 4.99 20% 2.03 1.48
220*Apt 3.31 5.10 6.65 18% 2.01 1.30
210*SFD 2.55 6.02 9.52 62% 3.73 1.58
Wgtd*Avg 2.66 5.32 8.09 3.08 1.51
Recommended!AWVTE!per!Dwelling!Unit!by!Bedroom!Range
Bedroom AWVTE>per AWVTE>per Urban
Range Housing>Unit Housing>Unit AWVTE!per


Based>on Based>on Housing
Persons>(3) Vehicles>Available>(4) Unit!(5)


071 2.77 3.25 3.01
2 3.86 4.68 4.27
3 5.75 7.24 6.50
4+ 7.90 9.20 8.55
Total 4.92 6.01 5.47


AWVTE!per!Dwelling!by!House!Type
ITE AWVTE>per AWVTE>per Urban
Code Housing>Unit Housing>Unit AWVTE>per Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted


Based>on Based>on Housing Persons/HU Urban VehAvl/HU Urban
Persons>(3) Vehicles>Available>(4) Unit>(5) Persons/HU VehAvl/HU


All*Other 3.33 4.84 4.09 1.39 1.25 1.02 0.91
210*SFD 5.88 6.76 6.32 2.45 2.21 1.43 1.27
All*Types 4.92 6.01 5.47 2.05 1.85 1.27 1.13


(1)>>American>Community>Survey,>Public>Use>Microdata>Sample>for>FL>
PUMAs>8101,>8102,>and>8103>(2013>OneTYear>unweighted>data).>
(2)>>Adjusted>mulXpliers>are>scaled>to>make>the>average>PUMS>values>
match>control>totals>for>the>SW>urban>area,>based>on>American>
Community>Survey>2013>5Tyear>data>by>block>group.>>Adjusted>vehicles>
per>housing>unit>mulXplier>excludes>housing>units>in>block>groups>where>
vehicle>esXmates>are>unavailable.>
(3)>>Adjusted>persons>per>housing>unit>mulXplied>by>naXonal>weighted>
average>trip>rate>per>person.>
(4)>>Adjusted>vehicles>available>per>housing>unit>mulXplied>by>naXonal>
weighted>average>trip>rate>per>vehicle>available.>
(5)>>Average>of>trip>rates>based>on>persons>and>vehicles>available>per>
housing>unit.>
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To	derive	AWVTE	by	dwelling	size,	TischlerBise	matched	trip	generation	rates	and	average	floor	area,	by	
bedroom	 range,	 as	 shown	 in	 Figure	 A13.	 	 The	 logarithmic	 trend	 line	 formula,	 derived	 from	 the	 four	
actual	 averages	 in	unincorporated	Manatee	County,	 is	used	 to	derive	estimated	 trip	ends	by	dwelling	
size,	 across	 five	 size	 thresholds.	 	 TischlerBise	 does	 not	 recommend	 average	 fees	 for	 all	 house	 sizes	
because	it	makes	small	units	less	affordable	and	essentially	subsidizes	larger	units.	


Figure	A13:		Vehicle	Trips	by	Dwelling	Size	


	


NW+NE+SE&Benefit&Districts
Bedrooms Square,Feet Trip,Ends Sq,Ft,Range Trip,Ends


0"1 996 3.70 1000)or)less 3.13)))))))
2 1,616 5.25 1001)to)1300 4.87)))))))
3 2,106 7.98 1301)to)1700 6.66)))))))
4+ 2,799 10.54 1701)to)2200 8.37)))))))


2201)or)more 10.43)))))


Actual&Averages&per&Hsg&Unit Fitted<Curve&Values
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SW#Benefit#District
Bedrooms Square,Feet Trip,Ends Sq,Ft,Range Trip,Ends


0"1 996 3.01 1000(or(less 2.55(((((((
2 1,616 4.27 1001(to(1300 3.97(((((((
3 2,106 6.50 1301(to(1700 5.41(((((((
4+ 2,799 8.55 1701(to(2200 6.80(((((((


2201(or(more 8.47(((((((


Actual#Averages#per#Hsg#Unit Fitted9Curve#Values
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APPENDIX	B:		ADMINISTRATIVE	CHARGES	


According	to	Florida’s	impact	fee	enabling	legislation,	a	jurisdiction	must	limit	administrative	charges	for	
the	 collection	 of	 impact	 fees	 to	 actual	 costs.	 	 Because	 impact	 fees	 will	 be	 updated	 every	 five	 years,	
administrative	charges	were	allocated	to	the	projected	 increase	 in	service	units	over	 five	years.	 	Costs	
shown	below	include	staff	time	for	fee	administration,	Master	Plans	for	infrastructure	funded	by	impact	
fees,	and	the	cost	of	impact	fee	studies.	


Figure	B1:		Actual	Cost	of	Fee-Related	Studies	and	Administration	


	
	


	 	


Input	Variables
County	Staff	(over	5	years) $830,000
Master	Plans	(Parks,	Libraries,	Public	Safety) $575,000
Impact	Fee	Studies $171,700


Total	Administrative	Cost	over	Five	Years	=> $1,576,700
Proportionate	Share	(Functional	Population)	=> 76% 24%


Population Jobs
Five-Year	Increase	in	Service	Units	=> 20,601 9,481


Cost	per	Person Cost	per	Job
$58 $39


Residential	(per	dwelling	unit)	by	Square	Feet	of	Finished	Living	Space


Sq	Ft	Range
Persons	per	Hsg	


Unit
Proposed	


Fee
1000	or	less 0.96 $55
1001	to	1300 1.49 $86
1301	to	1700 2.04 $118
1701	to	2200 2.57 $149
2201	or	more 3.21 $186


Nonresidential	(per	1,000	square	feet	of	building)
Development	Type Jobs	per	1,000	


Sq	Ft
Proposed	


Fee
Commercial	/	Shop	Ctr 1.94 $75
Office	&	Other	Services 2.30 $89


Hospital 2.30 $89
Mini-Warehouse 1.61 $62


Warehouse 1.61 $62
Manufacturing 1.61 $62
Light	Industrial 1.61 $62
Nursing	Home 2.30 $89


Daycare	/	School 2.30 $89
Lodging	(per	room) 0.44 $17
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APPENDIX	C:		IMPLEMENTATION	AND	ADMINISTRATION	


All	costs	in	the	development	fee	calculations	are	given	in	current	dollars	with	no	assumed	inflation	rate	
over	time.		If	cost	estimates	change	significantly	the	County	should	redo	the	fee	calculations.	


RESIDENTIAL	DEVELOPMENT	


The	 analysis	 of	 residential	 development	 is	 based	 on	 data	 from	 the	 U.S.	 Census	 Bureau,	 American	
Community	 Survey.	 	 Manatee	 County	 will	 collect	 development	 fees	 from	 all	 new	 residential	 units,	
including	 mobile	 homes	 and	 recreational	 vehicles.	 	 For	 a	 parcel	 intended	 for	 occupancy	 by	 multiple	
mobile	homes	and/or	recreational	vehicles,	the	landowner	will	pay	a	development	fee	for	each	site	than	
can	accommodate	a	residential	unit.	 	One-time	development	fees	are	determined	by	site	capacity	(i.e.	
number	of	residential	units)	and	will	not	be	imposed	on	replacement	units.	


Impact	fees	for	residential	development	will	be	 imposed	based	on	finished	square	feet	of	 living	space,	
excluding	garages	and	non-climate	controlled	areas	such	as	patios	and	porches.		Average	dwelling	sizes	
by	bedroom	range	in	unincorporated	Manatee	County	were	derived	from	building	permit	records	from	
2012	through	2014.	


NONRESIDENTIAL	DEVELOPMENT	


General	nonresidential	development	categories	(defined	below)	were	used	for	the	demographic	analysis	
and	 travel	 demand	 models	 in	 the	 2015	 impact	 fee	 study	 for	 Manatee	 County.	 	 Nonresidential	
development	 categories	 represent	 general	 groups	 of	 land	 uses	 that	 share	 similar	 average	 weekday	
vehicle	 trip	 generation	 rates	 and	 employment	 densities	 (i.e.,	 jobs	 per	 thousand	 square	 feet	 of	 floor	
area).	


Industrial:		Establishments	primarily	engaged	in	the	production,	transportation,	or	storage	of	goods.		By	
way	of	example,	Industrial	includes	manufacturing	plants,	distribution	warehouses,	trucking	companies,	
utility	substations,	power	generation	facilities,	and	telecommunications	buildings.	


Commercial:		Establishments	primarily	selling	merchandise,	including	eating/drinking	places.		By	way	of	
example,	 Commercial	 includes	 shopping	 centers,	 supermarkets,	 pharmacies,	 restaurants,	 bars,	
nightclubs,	and	automobile	dealerships.	


Office	 &	 Other	 Services:	 	 Establishments	 providing	 management,	 administrative,	 professional,	 or	
business	 services;	 personal	 and	 health	 care	 services;	 lodging	 facilities;	 entertainment	 uses;	 and	
public/quasi-public	 buildings	 providing	 educational,	 social	 assistance,	 or	 religious	 services.	 	 By	way	 of	
example,	Office	&	Other	Services	includes	banks	and	business	offices;	hotels	and	motels;	movie	theaters	
and	bowling	alleys;	 assisted	 living	 facilities,	nursing	homes,	hospitals,	medical	offices	and	veterinarian	
clinics;	schools,	universities,	churches,	daycare	facilities,	government	buildings,	and	prisons.	


	










