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PART | - BACKGROUND AND STAFF RECOMMENDATION

A. SUMMARY OF APPLICATION
1. APPLICANT:
LEE COUNTY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
REPRESENTED BY LEE COUNTY DIVISION OF PLANNING

2. REQUEST:
Amend the Community Facilities and Services, Parks, Recreation and Open Space, and Capita
Improvements Elements to adjust the regulatory, non-regulatory, and desired future level-of-service
standards to more accurately reflect the County's commitment to expanding these facilities.

B. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

This amendment was initiated by the Evauation and Appraisal Report Addendum Report as adopted by the
Board of County Commissioners on February 1, 1996. Thisreport contained the following language under the
Parks, Recrestion and Open Space Element and Capita Improvements Element:

The County already evaluated the need for revising the objectives and policies of the Parks, Recreation
and Open Space Element as part of the previous EAR submittal, and identified a number of changes. One
further anticipated change to the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element isrecommended by staff at
this point in time. The locally established level of service standards currently in the Lee Plan need to be
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reanalyzed. These locally established levels of service may require revision due to the County’s new
reliance on the “ core services’ concept of service provision. With the recent budget restriction, the
current Capital Improvements Program currently shows funding for limited projects in FY 96/97 and
beyond. Other park projects show no new dollars budgeted for future years.

Recommendation: Performan analysisto determinethe effects of the“ core services” concept of service
provision asit guidesthe Capital |mprovements Program and the budget for parks. Thisanalysis should
result in recommendations for any amendments to the parks level of service standard.

This further discussion followed in the evaduation of the Capitd Improvement Element:

The Capital Improvements Element isrequired by Florida Statute 163.3177(3)(b) to beannually reviewed
and the identified modifications be incorporated into the element. The Board of County Commissioners
adopted a new Capital Improvement program (CIP) on September 11, 1995. The Capital I mprovements
Element should be amended to reflect this new CIP. In addition, this new CIP acknowledges that the
availability of revenues for capital improvements and follow-on maintenance and operation costs is
diminishing. The newly adopted CIP reflects the affects of these costs and the “ core services’ concept
in providing services to the taxpayers of Lee County.

Recommendation: Analyze the Board of County Commissioners commitment to the “ core services”
concept as reflected in the newly adopted CIP. This analysis should identify impacts upon the level of
service standards contained in the various e ements.

UNANTICIPATED AND UNFORESEEN PROBLEMS AND OPPORTUNITIES

The previous EAR submittal noted that the county has been forced to reevaluate parks levels of service
due to rising operational and maintenance costs. In fact Policy 70.1.2 was modified to include direction
to staff to prepare estimates of operating and maintenance costs of each CIP project along with capital
costs of each facility. The newly adopted CIP reflects the affects of these costs and the core services
approach in providing services to the taxpayers of Lee County.

The analysis of changes in local conditions included in the Parks element indicates that future levels of
service for community and regional parks needs to be re-analyzed. Any changes in levels of service
recommended by that reanalysis could require revisions to the Capital Improvements Element in the
future.

Recommendation: Analyze the Board of Commissioners Commitment to the*“ core services’ concept as
reflected in the newly adopted CIP. This analysis should identify impacts upon the level of service
standards contained in the various elements.

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY
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1. RECOMMENDATION:
Staff supports keeping the desired future leves of service and recommends that the following objectives
and policies from the Parks, Recrestion and Open Space Element and the Capital Improvement element
be amended asfollows.

OBJECTIVE 58.1: STANDARD COMMUNITY PARK STANDARD. Lee County shdl provide
for the active recreationa needs of unincorporated Lee County in standard community parks by providing
0.8 acres of developed Standard Community Parks open for public use per 1,000 permanest population;
tRAeorperatecH-ee-Cotrty (minimum acceptableleve of service, see Policy 70.1.3). By 1996 thisstandard
will be increased to 1.75 acres per 1,000 population (desred future Ievel of service, seePollcy 70 1 4) By
1998 the county shdl provide 2 acres v :
1,000 permanent population (desired future level of service, see PoI icy 70 1. 4) uni ncorporated county only.
The population used for ca culating these standardsisthe unincorporated L ee County permanent population.
The acres used in calculating these standards are improved Standard Community Parks acres that are open
for publicuse. The 1996 and 1998 standards are non-regulatory, desired level of service Sandardsand are
not required for concurrency purposes. (Amended by Ordinance No. 93-25) (Amended by Ordinance No.
94-30)

fadlities at acommunltv loark may indlude ball fields, tenmscourts. play aress, picnic areas, multipurpose

courts, recreation buildings and sportsfields. The specific desgn for community parks shdl betallored
to meet the needs of the community to be served while recognizing the particular atributes of the park
dte. A standard community park may or may not include a community recregtion center and/or a
community pool. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

OBJECTIVE 59 1. Lee County shal prowde 7 acres per 1,000 seasonal population thrthe-entire-courty

¢ e(minmum acceptablelevel of service, see Policy 70.1.3).
By 1998 thlsstandard will be increased to 8 acres per 1,000 population (non-regulatory, desired future level
of service, see Policy 70.1.4)._ The population used for caculating this standard is the total seasond
population for al of Lee County. The acres used in calculating this standard are improved Regional Park
acresthat are open for public use. Federd and state facilitiesin Lee County are to be counted in meeting
this standard. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-30)

POLICY 70.1.4: DESIRED FUTURE LEVEL-OF-SERVICE STANDARDS.

For certain facilities, asecond LOS standard, a "Desired Future Level of Service" is set forth. These
standards represent acommunity god of higher levels of public service and facility provison than can be
achieved with current resources. Itistheintent of Lee County to achievetheselevesof facility provison
by the dates prescribed in this policy. However, failure to achieve these gods shdl not hdt the issuance
of development orders under the Concurrency Management System. (Amended by Ordinance No. 94-
30)
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2. Parks and Recrestion Facilities:

a. Regiond Paks
By 1998, L ee County shdl provide 8 acres of devetoped improved regiond park land open for
public use per 1000 total seasond estrty population for dl of Lee County-by-1998.
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b. Community Parks.
By 1996, Lee County shal provide 1.75 acres of devetoped improved standard community
parks open for public use per 1000 unincorporated Lee County permanent population;
tRheorporated-cotrty-onty; by September 30, 1998 the county shdll increase this to 2.0 acres
of devetoped improved standard communlty parks open for publlc use per 1000 uni ncorm ated

Lee County permanent populatio by
(Amended by Ordinance No. 93-25) (Amended by Ordinance No %30)

2. BASISAND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT:
The County’ s ultimate desired levels of service for community and regiond parks are congstent with the
recommended acres per 1,000 population of both the Nationa Recreation and Parks Association and
the Florida Department of Natural Resources.

Utilizing the new BEBR mid-range population projections, as proposed by this round of Lee Plan
amendments, will substantialy lower the projected need for both community and regiond parks.

Community Parks satisfy awide range of community needs from soccer fidds to picnic areas. Thereis
no smple formulafor the Sze and layout of a community park.

PART Il - STAFF ANALYSIS

A. STAFF DISCUSSION

HISTORY

Staff has conducted areview of the County’ s community and regiona park standards over time. The 1984 Lee
Panadopted the F orida Department of Natural Resourcesrecommended standard of 2 acresof community park
and 5 acresof regiona park, then called Urban-Didtrict parks, per 1,000 people. The population figure used was
functiona population, that was permanent population plus 25% for seasond adjusment. Data included in the
1984 plan showed that, on acounty wide bas's, the community standard was being met and the regional stlandard
was just shy at 4.72 acres per 1,000 population. A discussion of the additional needs and possible funding
sources followed.

Inthe 1989 L ee Plan new standardswere adopted. The Community Parks standard was established as 0.8 acres
for every 1,000 unincorporated population. This plan also adopted adesired futureleve of service of 1.75 acres
per 1,000 population by September 30, 1994 and 2.0 acres per 1,000 by 1998. The plan was not specific as
to which population, incorporated or unincorporated, should apply to these desired levels of service. These
sandards remained in effect until the 1992/93 amendment cycle. At that time aclarification was added to Policy
70.4.1: Dedsred Future Levd-of-Service Standards, located in the Capital Improvement Element. The word
“permanent” was added to the standard to mirror the intent of the policy in the Parks dement. The 1994
Evaluation and Appraisd Report (EAR) amendments changed the desired future level of service date for the
increase to 1.75 acres per 1,000 population to the year 1996. These amendments also added the word
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“permanent” to the policy, thistimein the reference to desired level of service and clarified that desired future
levels of service were not regulatory.

Theregional park standard wasincreased by the 1989 Lee Planto 7 acresper 1,000 total county population with
adesrable leve of service of 8 acres per 1,000 population by September 30, 1994. This standard remained
unchanged until the 1994 EAR amendments. At that time the date was extended to the year 1998.

The 1996 EAR Addendum recognized that capita expendituresfor new parks and park expansionswere not at
the levelsthey had been at in the late 80's and early 90's. In response, that report included the discussions and
recommendations reproduced in Part 1. B. earlier in this report.

DISCUSSION

The leved of service standard the County has adopted for parksisbased on aratio of park acresfor every 1,000
population. The population figure used for Community Parksisthe permanent population of the unincorporated
County. Cdculationsfor Regiona Parks utilize the permanent popul ation on acounty wide basis. Staff concludes
that aratio of acres per population is an acceptable standard for setting park level of service. Research of severd
publications indicates that thismethod of setting park tandardsis, in fact, quite common. Thetext “Urban Land
Use Planning” by Kaiser, Godschak, and Chapin, awidely recognized plannersguide, in Table 15-3 reproduces
the recreation and open space standards of the National Recreation and Park Association (see Attachment 1).
Therearedifferencesin terminology between what the County and the text consider to beacommunity or regiona
park. Thetext calswhat wethink of asaCommunity Park aNeghborhood park/playground and what we term
a Regiond Pak fdls within two categories, Community Park and Regiona/Metropolitan Park. The use
descriptions contained in the text makeiit clear that despite the name changeslike uses are being compared. The
recommended acresper 1,000 population for Neighborhood park/playgroundis1to 2 acres. Theacreagerange
for the Community/Regiona/Metropolitan park isfrom 5 to 10 acres per 1,000 population.

The State of ForidaDepartment of Natural Resources publishesabook entitled “ Outdoor Recreationin Florida.”
This updated publication of the document utilized by the 1984 Lee Plan was revised in 1994. The terminology
in this text is more smilar to the County’s terms. Community Parks are recommended at 2 acres per 1,000
population.  Urban-Didtrict Parks, likened to our Regional Parks, are recommended at 5 acres per 1,000
population (see Attachment 2).

One of the advantages of utilizing thiskind of sandard is thet it is easily measurable. Current available acreage
can be easly tdlied. Future needs can adso be readily determined utilizing population projections. The County
has tracked and projected park needs over time in the yearly document “ Concurrency Management Inventory
and Projections.” This document is produced by Development Services staff and is revised each September.
Among other things, this document projects community and regiona park needsfor the current year and 3 years
into the future. Existing park acreage and programmed expansions or new facilities are inventoried. The most
recent edition of thisdocument, dated September 1996, indi cates that both community and regiond park facilities
will meet the regulatory standards through the year 2000. The regiond desirable standard of 8 acres per 1,000
population, which is dated to take effect in September of 1998, will not be achieved based on the population
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projections utilized by the report. Of the 8 community park impact fee didtricts, 4 will meet the regulatory and
desired standards through the year 2000.

The report caculates concurrency for Community Parks by park impact fee district. Whilethis appearsto bea
reasonable way to track community park facilities, staff could find no specific requirement to track concurrency
thisway. For accounting purposesthis system makes sense, assuring that capita projectsdollars get spent inthe
correct digrict. The report indicates that one digtrict, didtrict 5, will not meet the desired standard beginning in
the year 2000. Didtrict 4 will not meet the desired standard beginning in 1999. The 2 remaining didtricts, digtricts
1 and 2, will fall to meet the higher standards beginning in 1996.

Staff reviewed the population projections utilized by the Concurrency “Management Inventory and Projections’
document. The projections are rightfully based on the 1989 Lee Plan supporting documentation. At the time,
thiswasthelatest officialy adopted popul ation methodology and projections. The EAR population methodol ogy
wasdill inlitigation and not officid a thetime Development Services saff |ast updated thereport. Staff notesthat
the 1989 popul ation projectionsweredightly lower that those of the EAR. The 1989 projectionsweredistributed
among the 8 Community Park Impact Fee digtricts, with adjustments made to remove incorporated areas and
seasonal population. Thismethodology was origindly donein 1991 by the then Concurrency Management steff.
It was reviewed by planning staff and found to be asound methodology. Planning staff il believesthisto bethe
case. The utilization of the current BEBR mid-range population projection proposed by this round of Lee Plan
amendments would likely lower the numbers considerably.

Staff has not had the time to take a serious look at what the new projections would do to the concurrency
management data. A quick look at the big picture indicatesthat on acounty wide level the need inthe year 2020
for community park acres would be 680 acres. Thisis based on a projected unincorporated population of
340,000 people. This figure was derived by taking the BEBR 2020 estimate of 602,000 and subtracting the
municipa populationsof 167,981 for Cape Coral, 80,183 for Fort Myers, 6,900 for Fort Myers Beach, and
8,000 for Sanibel. Thisisonly 88 acresabovethe592 acresidentified in the concurrency management document.

For Regiond parks the numbers are dightly more diverse, but not out of line. Multiplying the BEBR estimate by
118 % for seasond adjustment yields 710,360 people. Multiplying by 8 and dividing by 1,000 indicates aneed
for 5,683 acres of Regiona Parks. Thisis 1,025 acres abovethe 4,658 acre figure identified in the concurrency
document. A good portion of the acreage could be taken up by full utilization of the Caoosahatchee Regiona
Park, Hickey Creek Mitigation Park, and additiond public accessto the Six Mile Cypress preserve. Inaddition,
the County currently charges park impact fees for new development for both community and regiond parks.
Thesefees are exclusvely earmarked to purchase new park lands and to fund capita improvementsfor existing
parks.

With the addition of more park area, the issue of operation and maintenance codgts for the facilities must be
addressed. If itisthe county’ sintent to provide parkswithin therange of standardsidentified by nationa and Sate
agencies, the county mugt identify the proper funding source for ongoing operation and maintenance.
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B. CONCLUSIONS

The County’s ultimate desired levels of service for community and regiona parks are consstent with the
recommended acres per 1,000 population of both the National Recreation and Parks Association and the Florida
Department of Natura Resources.

Utilizing the new BEBR mid-range population projections, as proposed by this round of Lee Plan amendments,
will substantialy lower the projected need for both community and regiona parks.

Community Parks satisfy awide range of community needsfrom soccer fiddsto picnic areas. Thereisnosmple
formulafor the Sze and layout of a community park.

C. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the desired future levels of service be retained in the Lee Plan. Staff proposes some
modifications to both objective 58.1 and 59.1 to clarify exactly which population and what acres are to be used
when caculaing the standards. Staff is also recommending deletion of the language in Policy 58.1.1 that
describes the size and uses of a Standard Community park. Staff proposes using language that is more flexible,
to reflect more closely what a diverse commodity community parks are.
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PART |11 - LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY
REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION

DATE OF PUBLIC HEARING: July 24, 1997

A. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY REVIEW

1. Initial Review One LPA member stated that he had aproblem with the Lee Planindicating adesired
level of service (LOS) for community parks which the County was not committed to meeting. He would
like the County to build more parks, but it is not happening. He would like for the Board to resolve this
issue. If the Board is not willing to build more parks, then the desirable L OS standards should be deleted
fromthe plan. Another LPA member suggested that by leaving in the desired LOS standards, the LPA
would be giving the Board the message that the higher sandards are important. The first LPA member
responded that such an approach may not be sufficient. Mr. O’ Connor suggested the LPA could
recommend to the Board to require the desired LOS. One LPA member suggested deleting the desired
LOS.

An LPA member commented that he was concerned that the concurrency LOS standards, based solely
on acreage, do not recognize the sometimes widdly disparate costs of developing different types of
community parks. For example, the use of acres asthe LOS standard servesto pendize capita intensive
investments such as a pool or beach park. Hewould likefor the County to develop somekind of formula
wherein the County would get more credit for developing capita intensive but low acreage parks. A
second LPA member suggested that perhaps more expensive parks could be given more acreage credits
and that the number of acreage credits could be determined by comparing the costs of the more expensive
park versus the cost of a standard park. Several LPA members discussed the possibility of developing
dterndive language. The LPA decided to continue this plan amendment to the September hearing for saff
to explore this possibility.

One LPA member explored the pros and cons of describing community parks more flexibly as
recommended by staff for Policy 58.1.1. Mr. O’ Connor commented that most of the community parks
which have been developed do not fit the current description of typical facilitiesin Policy 58.1.1. Some
L PA members discussed the gppropriateness of using community park impact feesto fund bike pathsand
bal fidds. No recommendationsto changethe staff recommendation to amend Policy 58.1.1 were made.

Mr. O Connor added that another factor which is not recognized in the LOS standards is privately
developed recreationd amenities in newer developments which serve as community park type facilities.
Such amenitiesinclude golf courses, poals, tennis courts, €etc.

The LPA passed a motion to continue this plan amendment to the September hearing for staff to explore
the possihility of deveoping dternative language to provide extra credits for more capitd intensve
community parks.
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2. Subsequent Planning Staff Review: Planning daff met with Parks and Recreation staff to discuss
the possbility of developing dternatives to the acreage based LOS standards. Staff finds the
implementationof the acreage standards to be uncomplicated and straight forward. The acreage standards
arewidely used in sandard planning practice and are dso documented in planning literature.

Staff agrees that the acreage standards do not account for the equa digtribution of funding by digtrict or
total amount of dollars spent. However, a standard which provides aweighting factor for cost would be
more confusing and complicated to use than the current acreage standards. The evaluation and
development of such an aternative sandard should be carefully researched and andyzed. Staff has not
been able to develop a suitable dternative tandard in the time frame dlowed. The staff consensus is to
continue to use the acreage standards because they are both user friendly and defensible.

If the LPA desires gaff to further evaluate the development of an aternative standard, staff suggests that
the L PA makethisrecommendationto the Board for the next plan amendment cycle. Thisrecommendation
will alow sufficient time for aff to properly research dternative standards and to conduct a meaningful
andyss of the dternatives. In the interim, staff recommends that the proposed text amendments be
transmitted.

3. Local Planning Agency Re-review The LPA discussed this proposed plan amendment again at the
October 27, 1997 public hearing. Many of the same issues were discussed. One member believed that
if the county is mot meeting the desired standards, and does not intend to meet them, the desired standards
should beremoved from the Lee Plan. A motion to that effect was offered which died for lack of asecond.
The possibility of making the desired standards mandatory was adso discussed again. The issue of the
disparity between different types of facilities was dso discussed. Planning g&ff, as indicated in the
subsequent review, did not offer a solution to thisissue.

B. LOCAL PLANNING AGENCY RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS OF FACT
SUMMARY

1. RECOMMENDATION: The LPA recommends that the BoCC retain the desired levels of
service for community and regiond parks, adopting the modified language recommended by staff.
The motion also urged the BoCC to strengthen their efforts to assure that the desired leve of
sarvice standards areindeed programed in the county’ s Capita Improvements Program (CIP) and
achieved in atimely manner.

2. BASISAND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: Asoutlined in the staff report.
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C. VOTE:

BARBARA BARNES-BUCHANAN
RICHARD DURLING

MITCH HUTCHCRAFT

RONALD INGE

BILL SPIKOWXKI

GREG STUART

MATT UHLE
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ABSENT

AYE

AYE

AYE

AYE

AYE
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PART IV - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
HEARING FOR TRANSMITTAL OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

DATE OF TRANSMITTAL HEARING: November 5, 1997

A. BOARD REVIEW: One person spoke during public comment regarding how levels of service
(LOS) are measured for concurrency purposes. Under the current system of using devel oped acres for
LOS, the speaker stated that a very minima amount of work can be done and a park is considered
improved. However, if intensve work and large amounts of money are put into asmal park project, the
project will only get the amount of credit for the number of acres. The speaker supported an LPA
suggestion which was to develop a better method of measuring parks which considers funds expended.
Regarding future level of service on parks, the spesker stated that the County should either set redigtic
dates and make a reasonable effort to meet them or remove the dates from the Lee Plan.

B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY::
1. BOARD ACTION: The Board approved the transmitta of this plan amendment to DCA.

2. BASISAND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The Board concurred with the

findings of fact as advanced by Steff.
C. VOTE:
JOHN ALBION AYE
ANDREW COY AYE
RAY JUDAH AYE
JOHN MANNING AYE
DOUG ST. CERNY AYE
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PAT 96-34 PAGE 12 OF 13



PART V - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS OBJECTIONS,
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND COMMENTS (ORC) REPORT

DATE OF ORC REPORT: FEebruary 5, 1998

A. DCA OBJECTIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS AND COMMENTS

The DCA had no objections, recommendations, or comments concerning this amendment.

B. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Adopt the amendment as transmitted.
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PART VI - BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
HEARING FOR ADOPTION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT

DATE OF ADOPTION HEARING: May 27, 1998
A. BOARD REVIEW: The Board provided no discusson on thisamendment. Thisitem was
approved on the consent agenda.
B. BOARD ACTION AND FINDINGS OF FACT SUMMARY:

1. BOARD ACTION: The Board voted to adopt this amendment.

2. BASISAND RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF FACT: The Board accepted the

findings of fact as advanced by gaff.
C. VOTE:
JOHN ALBION AYE
ANDREW COY AYE
RAY JUDAH AYE
JOHN MANNING AYE
DOUG ST. CERNY ABSENT
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